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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

“How Do I Teach My Kids My Broken Armenian?”:

A Study of Eastern Armenian Heritage Language Speakers in Los Angeles

by

Shushan Karapetian
Doctor of Philosophy in Near Eastern Languages and Cultures
University of California, Los Angeles, 2014
Professor Peter S. Cowe, Co-Chair

Professor Olga Kagan, Co-Chair

This dissertation introduces Armenian, specifically Eastern Armenian in the Los Angeles
context, into the landscape of heritage languages in the United States. Given the lack of
knowledge about Armenian as a heritage language, both in the fields of Heritage Language
Research and Armenian Studies, this study offers the first comprehensive examination of
Armenian heritage language speakers in a variety of capacities. Each chapter presents a
dimension of its own, highlighting particular qualities of this group of speakers while expanding
knowledge about heritage languages and speakers in general. The study begins by assessing the
overall landscape of Armenian and Armenians in Los Angeles, including an evaluation of the
linguistic presence and use of the language, as well as signs of loss. The research then examines

the incomplete acquisition process among heritage speakers by delineating linguistic features in
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the categories of phonology, morphology, register, and borrowings from English. Additionally,
patterns of language use are investigated with the proposal of multiple domains of linguistic
compartmentalization. Moreover, this study explores the persistent anxiety connected with using
the heritage language and identifies the damaging cycle it generates. Finally, this research
considers inconsistent attitudes and beliefs concerning the heritage language with an analysis of
the impact of competing majority and minority language ideologies.

The primary source of data for this dissertation stems from a series of in-depth audio-
recorded interviews with college-age heritage language learners of Eastern Armenian, consisting
of questions related to background, education, use of, and attitude to the heritage language. The
entire corpus of interviews was transcribed and analyzed using qualitative research conventions

and methods.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Zuy) 1Egnit niniin £ huynit wppjuwphhu snpu dwqbpnil,
Mip Yp dnbk wdth hwy hppl mutinkp hwpuquan,

2n't Euhwyl, np Ypluyg quitk) wdkh huy Ypyht
vudwidnidhtt Ukg onnwp Ynpuignigws hp hnght,
Uugjut wthnit b tkplwb, tnyuhul Upht wyuqub...

The Armenian language is the home of the Armenian in the four ends of the world,
Where every Armenian enters as a genuine homeowner,

if'is only there that every Armenian can find once again
His soul, lost in the foreign rabble,
The immense past and the present, even the obscure future...
Mushegh Ishkhan, Armenian Poet, 1914-1990
Introduction

The emerging field of heritage language education has covered much ground in the past
few decades by identifying special characteristics of heritage learners, proposing some suitable
pedagogical approaches, and forming profiles of heritage learners of individual languages in
hopes of creating cross-language theoretical frameworks (Valdés 2001; Montrul 2007; Polinsky
& Kagan 2007; Carreira 2004). Languages such as Spanish, Chinese, Korean, and Russian, for
example, have been studied, while Armenian, on the other hand, has been virtually untouched.
This dissertation aims to fill that precise gap of knowledge on Armenian as a heritage language
in the U.S., which has not been directly and comprehensively addressed by scholars of either
Armenian Studies or Heritage Language Research. Therefore, the main objective of this project

is centered on positioning Eastern Armenian on the sociocultural and linguistic map of heritage

languages, using Los Angeles as a sample, which is home to the third largest Armenian



community outside of the Republic of Armenia. Enriching both Armenian Studies and Heritage
Language Education, this study adds to the growing body of knowledge about immigrant
languages, while identifying the unique features of this particular group.

Heritage Languages and Heritage Language Speakers/Learners in the U.S.

Linguistic diversity is not a recent novelty in the history of this country as the geographic
area that is today the U.S. has always been ethnolinguistically diverse. In addition to the English,
early settlers included French, German, and Spanish-speaking populations, not to mention the
300 plus Native American languages that were spoken here. “Technically, all languages besides
those spoken by indigenous Native Americans are in fact historically immigrant languages, and
immigration figures prominently in today’s discussions about language diversity” (Potowski
2010: 10). Given this history of linguistic pluralism, it is surprising that unlike Canada or
Australia, which provide a more established model for the issue, the U.S. lacks a comprehensive
language policy (Van Deusen-Scholl 2003). Even without an official national language, most
Americans speak English as their native language and live in a “linguistic culture” which
promotes and supports “the use of English to the exclusion of almost all other languages”
(Schiffman 2005: 121). The numerous non-English languages that historically and currently form
a fundamental part of our society are some type of a heritage language for those who are
speakers/learners of that language. Heritage languages have appropriately been divided into three
groups: indigenous heritage languages, colonial heritage languages, and immigrant heritage
languages (Fishman 2001). For the purposes of this dissertation, we will focus on the last group.

A heritage language has very unique features that set it apart from both a native language
and a foreign language. Unlike foreign language acquisition, heritage language acquisition has its

roots in the home, whereas traditionally, foreign language acquisition is set in the classroom



(Heritage Language Research Priority Conference Report 2000). In terms of order of acquisition,
a heritage language is first for an individual, but is incompletely acquired due to a switch to
another dominant language (Polinsky 2008). Finally, a heritage language has a particular family
relevance and/or a personal connection for the individual (Fishman 2001).

Now that we have identified the parameters of a heritage language, we can move on to
the challenging discussion on how to define heritage language speakers and learners. For the
purposes of this project and for most scholars in the field of heritage language education,
Guadalupe Valdés’ definition has become the classic and most widely accepted characterization
of this group in the U.S. She defines a heritage language speaker as someone who is “raised in a
home where a non-English language is spoken, who speaks or at least understands the language,
and who is to some degree bilingual in that language and English” (2001). Particularly for this
definition, the term bilingual refers to circumstantial bilinguals who acquire and use two or more
languages to meet their everyday communicative needs. Bilingualism is viewed as a continuum
of proficiency over time during which the domains and proficiency levels of the two languages
are subject to constant change (Valdés 2005).

Until a few decades ago, a student had very limited, if any options of studying or being
encouraged to study his/her heritage language. The field of language pedagogy was totally
unprepared for this new group of learners who wished to study languages other than the
commonly taught foreign languages (Spanish, French, German), but instead showed interest in
their heritage language. Even the term heritage language was a novelty. Over the past few
decades foreign language enrollments at U.S. institutions of higher education have undergone a
dramatic shift from the traditional European languages toward less commonly taught languages.

These enrollments tend to correlate significantly with renewed interest by speakers of immigrant



languages in studying the languages of their ancestors. As a result, heritage language instruction
has slowly become a legitimate sub-discipline within the field of foreign language education,
attempting to provide useful theory and pedagogical approaches on how best to instruct these
students. In this process, one of the most difficult tasks has been how to define a heritage
language learner (HLL). Is a HLL someone who possesses some kind of linguistic proficiency in
the heritage language (HL)? Or is it someone who has a historical or personal connection to the
language? How do we account for the vast range of differences among HLLs? In addition, for
those who do have some kind of proficiency, how does the proficiency of HLLs compare to the
skills of native speakers, on the one hand, and foreign language learners (FLL), on the other?
Scholars in the field of heritage language education have offered many possible answers
to the questions above with various scopes and layers of acceptance. At the most basic level, a
heritage language learner is a person studying a language who has some proficiency in or a
cultural connection to that language through family, community, or country of origin. More
specifically, heritage language learners can be divided into two large categories depending on
whether they fit the broad or narrow definition. According to the broad definition, heritage
language learners are those who have been raised with a strong cultural connection to a particular
language, usually through family interaction (cf. Fishman). Learners in this category have some
sort of personal or ancestral connection but lack linguistic proficiency. On the other hand, the
learners who belong in the narrow definition are those who have been exposed to a particular
language in childhood but did not learn it to a full capacity because another language became
dominant (cf. Valdés). Thus, actual linguistic proficiency (to whatever degree) for this group is
the defining factor (Polinsky and Kagan 2007). Hornberger and Wang adopt an ecological view

of HLL identity and propose a new definition particularly in the U.S. context which states that
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“HLLs are individuals with familial or ancestral ties to a language other than English who exert
their agency in determining if they are HLLs of that language” (2008). Carreira, a leading
scholar in this field, suggests that HLLs are students whose identity and/or linguistic needs differ
from those of SLLs by virtue of having a family background in the heritage language or culture.
She argues that unlike first language learners, HLLs do not receive sufficient exposure to their
language and culture to fulfill basic identity and linguistic needs and as a result pursue language
learning (2004).
General Features of Heritage Speakers/Learners

For more recent immigrants, heritage learners belong to the 1.5 generation, which
represents those who were born in the host country and have learned the heritage language from
many sources such as family members, peers, and even sometimes through formal education in
primary grade schools in their home countries. Many other HLLSs, classified as 2" or 3"
generation, were born in the host country and have come to interact with the heritage language
intermittently and primarily through immediate family members. The amount of exposure to the
heritage language differs widely from one learner to another as some have very limited input
from the environment, such as sole contact with non-English speaking grandparents, while others
use it on a daily basis in speaking with parents, watching television programs, and even using the
Internet in the HL.

The National Heritage Language Resource Center (NHLRC) at UCLA, one of 15 Title VI
National Language Resource Centers in the U.S. and the only one with a sole focus on heritage
languages, conducted an on-line survey of heritage learners of 22 languages and over 1,800

learners across the nation to better understand their backgrounds, attitudes, and goals in studying



their heritage language. Maria Carreira and Olga Kagan, the creators of this survey, analyzed the
results from 2007-2009 and presented the following typical characteristics.
A general profile of HLLs emerges as a student who (1) acquired English in early
childhood, after acquiring the HL; (2) has limited exposure to the HL outside the home;
(3) has relatively strong aural and oral skills but limited literacy skills; (4) has positive
HL attitudes and experiences; and (5) studies the HL mainly to connect with communities
of speakers in the U.S. and to gain insights into his or her roots (2011: 62).
Not surprisingly, following the trend among foreign language learners in general, female
students’ responses comprised the greater part at 64%, with male responses at 36%. The majority
of HLLs who answered the survey, 62.4%, was born in the U.S. or arrived in this country before
their sixth birthday (18%) (Carreira & Kagan 2011). In regards to language use, the
overwhelming majority of HLLs (70.2%) reported exclusively using their heritage language up
until age 5, the usual age when most children start school in the U.S. After this, the use of the HL
naturally experienced a sharp decline with two distinct patterns: slightly more than half of the
respondents continued to use their HL alongside English, while a smaller but significant number
reported using English to the exclusion of their HL (Carreira & Kagan 2011). The following
table is a direct replica of the graphic representation on language use data from the Heritage

Language Survey Report (Carreira, Jensen & Kagan 2009).



What language did you use most at the following
periodsinyour life?
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Figure 1.1: Language use patterns during different periods of learners’ lives (Carreira et al. 2009)

The development of the heritage language and English is very uneven. As children,
heritage speakers speak or hear the heritage language at home and in their immediate
communities, but with few exceptions, they receive their formal education entirely in English.
Due to the wealth and diversity of input available in the dominant language, heritage speakers
usually develop full literacy and mastery of the complex system of registers, repertoires, styles
and varieties of English, while the heritage language remains restricted to the home and the HL
community, used primarily for casual, low-level, informal interactions requiring limited
linguistic repertoires (Valdés 2001).

Additionally, the language used in the home is not identical to the literary and prestigious
standard considered as the official variety of the language used in formal discourse in the
homeland or taught in a language classroom. Heritage speakers are typically only exposed to the
features of the language most appropriate for intimate, private, and everyday interactions that

take place in the home among family and community members. This encapsulates a narrow
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range of colloquial registers and styles characterized by the use of limited lexical and syntactic
alternatives. To complicate matters even further, the language received in the home and the HL
community, especially for U.S. born speakers from immigrant backgrounds, may often be a
community variety in contact with English and other varieties of the heritage language that is
quite different from the monolingual standard spoken in the homeland. A heritage language
undergoes a great degree of change through lexical and structural borrowing because of contact
with the dominant language. Additionally, as Penny (2000) explains: “In immigrant
communities, the various incoming varieties of the heritage language may have converged to
produce a new dialect through processes involving accommodation, the development of
interdialectalisms, leveling, and simplification” (cited in Valdés 2005: 417).

Considering all of the factors mentioned above, the development of the heritage language
and English is quite imbalanced. Whereas heritage speakers usually have mastery of English due
to access to continuous formal and standardized education, the heritage language remains
underdeveloped in comparison. The figure below from Valdés (2001) provides a useful visual for
the disparities in the linguistic capacity of English and the heritage language among heritage

speakers in immigrant communities.
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Figure 1.2: Language development of a bilingual heritage language speaker (Valdés 2001)
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As can be seen from the graphic representation, in comparison to English the heritage language
is incompletely acquired and contains both stigmatized features due to non-standard or non-
prestige home varieties, as well as contact features due to interaction with English and other
varieties of the heritage language. The uneven development of the two languages leads heritage
speakers to manifest very different capabilities.

Within the heterogeneous group of speakers there is extreme variation in the range of
skills. At one end of the spectrum there are very low-proficiency speakers with very basic oral
skills limited to casual and informal registers and at the other there are very advanced speakers
with a vast array of abilities in the heritage language. While understanding the difficulty in
providing some type of uniform profile for such a diverse group, there are some general
characteristics that apply to most HLLs. Usually heritage students lack formal training and, as a
result, have no literacy in the heritage language. Their language skills are often unbalanced, with
advanced levels of language comprehension and intermediate levels of production. Many
heritage language students often speak nonprestige variants such as a rural or stigmatized variety
of their heritage language (Valdés 2005). In addition, their oral capabilities are limited to a
narrow repertoire of styles and registers (Achugar 2003; Schwartz 2003). These students have
proficiency in casual and informal registers, but usually lack reading and writing skills, along
with the ability to use formal and academic registers (Valdés 2001). As research demonstrates
with specific examples from Russian, Chinese, Japanese and Spanish, the skills of HLLs are
somewhere below native speakers and above FLLs. When all three groups are compared, the
linguistic abilities of low-proficiency HLLs are similar to those of FLLs, but higher-level HLLs
outperform even advanced FLLs (Isurin 2008; Weger-Guntharp 2006; Kondo-Brown 2005;

Lynch 2008).



Polinsky and Kagan in their article “Heritage Languages: In the “Wild’ and in the
Classroom” discuss the results of research on lower-proficiency speakers in order to identify
recurrent features of heritage languages in phonology, morphology, and syntax (2007). They
note that despite the appearance of great variation among heritage speakers, they fall along a
continuum based upon the speakers’ distance from the baseline language. It is crucial to note that
the baseline language for most heritage speakers is not the formal standard of the language as
promoted by schooling, media, and literature, but rather the language that the speaker was
exposed to at home. This issue poses a need to establish the baseline for each particular heritage
language. Moreover, the “discrepancies between their spoken language and the educated norm
taught in the classroom may lead some instructors to discount their knowledge rather than value
it” (Polinsky & Kagan 2007).

In regards to phonetics and phonology, the general impression is that even low-
proficiency heritage speakers may sound native-like (Polinsky & Kagan 2007; Benmamoun,
Montrul, & Polinsky 2010; Benmamoun, Montrul, & Polinsky 2013). At the morphological
level, heritage speakers tend to over-regularize morphological paradigms, with the elimination of
irregular and infrequent forms. In addition to overgeneralizing in both form and meaning,
heritage speakers are also extremely good at maintaining fossilized forms of high-frequency
items. They also show a much smaller range of morphological case distinctions when compared
to the baseline. The flexibility of word order in languages which allow this is lost due to heritage
speakers’ reduction of case marking and as a result dependence on strict word order. Heritage
speakers also have difficulty maintaining syntactic dependencies pertaining to a more abstract

level of syntactic representation (Polinsky & Kagan 2007).
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Motivation

The motivations behind learning a second language represent another area of examination
in which HLLs clearly differ from FLLs. Usually FLLs have external motivations for learning a
second language, whereas HLLs are driven by intrinsic desires. The two types of external
motivations identified in second language acquisition are instrumental and integrative (Gardner
& Lambert 1972). Instrumental motivation revolves around practical or concrete gains and can
include the ability to communicate in a foreign country, satisfy a college credit or requirement,
enhance employment prospects, etc. Integrative motivation is characterized by the language
learners’ positive attitudes and desire to assimilate with the target community and culture. In
stark contrast to the above, HLLs attend heritage language classes with different motivations
than those of FLLs (He 2006; Brinton et al 2008; Chinen & Tucker 2005; Cho et all 1997). HLLs
usually attach intrinsic value to attending heritage language classes. They may derive this
intrinsic value from improving their knowledge about the home culture, communicating with
extended family in the U.S. and in the home country, finding friends who share the same
language and culture, etc. These differences are particularly important since motivation is
considered one of the most important aspects of learning a second language (Krashen 1982;
Gardner & Lambert 1972).
Language Socialization

The analytic framework of language socialization has been another fruitful lens for
examining how learners acquire and maintain their heritage languages and the symbiotic social
and cultural processes that accompany heritage language learning (He 2012). This field of study
incorporates many disciplines such as linguistics, anthropology, sociology, and psychology

crucial to understanding the relationship between communicative and cultural practices (Atoofi
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2011). As formulated by Ochs and Schieffelin, language socialization is concerned with two
aspects of human behavior: first, it investigates how novices are socialized to use language, and
second, it explores how language is used to socialize novices to become competent members of
their society (Ochs 1990). This approach concentrates on the language used by and to novices
and the relations between this language use and the larger cultural contexts of communication —
local theories and epistemologies concerning social order, local ideologies and practices
concerning socializing novices, relationships between the novice and the expert, and so forth (He
2012). Research using the theoretical framework of language socialization has focused on
analyzing the organization of communicative practices through which novices acquire socio-
cultural knowledge and interactional competence and on the open-ended, negotiated, contested
characters of the interactional routine as a resource for growth and change (Garrett &
Baquedano-Lopez 2002). This type of framework conceptualizes heritage language development
along some important dimensions. Language acquisition and socialization are viewed as an
integrated process. Heritage language learners’ acquisition of linguistic forms requires a
developmental process of delineating and organizing contextual dimensions in culturally sensible
ways. Language acquisition is viewed as increasing competence in both the formal and
functional potential. Finally, the transmission of HL takes place not merely in formal settings
(e.g. classrooms) but also, and perhaps more importantly, informally (e.g., across generations at
home and in the communities) (He 2012). Kulick and Schieffelin stress that language
socialization studies require an ethnographic design, need to have a longitudinal perspective, and
demonstrate the acquisition (or lack) of particular linguistic or cultural features over time and

across contexts (2004).
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Language Attitude, Ethnic Identity, and Language Ideology

In addition to serving as a means of communication, a language comes to index an
ethnicity as ideologies of language connect the language in question with the identity of a
particular group or speaker (e.g. Kroskrity 2004; Lippi-Green 1997; Silverstein 1998). Irvine
(1989: 255) defines language ideology as “the cultural (and sub-cultural) system of ideas about
social and linguistic relationships, together with their loading of moral and political interests.”
Language ideologies act as interpretive links between a sociocutlural context and linguistic forms
and resources (e.g. Kroskrity 2004), shaping the understanding, evaluation, and deployment of
these forms and resources, from basic linguistic foci such as vocabulary choice (Silverstein
1998) to wider social and political foci such as the hierarchical ordering of languages and
dialects within a community (e.g. Lippi-Green 1997). Irvine (1989) further notes that language
ideologies are loaded with the moral and political interests of dominant cultural systems as well
as those espoused by subcultures, and while those of the dominant group often assume
hegemonic status and are supported by powerful institutions such as schools and media (Lippi-
Green 1994), language ideologies that reflect the experiences of subordinate groups are also
important and can provide a counterpoint to dominant ones.

In the U.S., as mentioned above, an established attitude regarding language that has a
significant impact on the experience of immigrant groups is an ideology of English
monolingualism that tends to exclude and marginalize HLs. “Mastery of English and the
advantages this promises, in other words, in not neutral; it is linked to a negative valuation of HL
retention as dominant language ideologies simultaneously underline the important of English

while devaluing minority languages” (Chick 2010). In this atmosphere, immigrant parents
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quickly discover that the maintenance of a non-English language within an overwhelmingly
English-dominant environment is an uphill battle.

In connecting language with ethnic identity, language ideologies are consistently
employed by multiple community actors such as parents, language teachers, and speakers.
Conflicting language ideologies and linguistic practices in regard to a HL often fracture along
generational lines. Multiplicity with regard to ethnic identity and associated language ideologies
and practices applies not only within and across communities and over time but also within
individual social actors as they position themselves vis-a-vis the heritage and dominant cultures
and languages (He 2008).

A linguistic dimension is very much in evidence in the ethnic identity development of
minority youths that Hinton (2001) and Tse (1997) describe. They analyzed the autobiographies
of second generation Asian Americans — in the case of Hinton, 250 linguistic autobiographies
written by college students, and in the case of Tse, 39 autobiographies of college and post-
college adults. The evolution these authors portray encompasses feelings of distance or
affiliation toward the heritage community along with changing attitudes toward the HL that
reflect the course of this development. The stage of “ethnic evasion” (Tse 1997) includes as a
central component, the forging of an identity that negatively values the HL and emphasizes the
desirability of English dominance. But for a majority, this phase is temporary and, over time, is
followed by a more positive reevaluation of the HL and culture as stages of “ethnic emergence”
and “ethnic identity incorporation” (Tse 1997) appear. In these latter two stages, knowledge or a
desire for knowledge of the HL, often features prominently. Attitudes toward a HL, in other

words, reflect conceptions of ethnic identity as they change and develop; a process that in turn
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has significant consequences for the ways in which language skills in the HL are or are not
maintained (He 2006).

As a result of the intimate link between language and ethnic identity, there are multiple
benefits to heritage language acquisition. Studies demonstrate that the heritage language plays an
important role in solidifying young immigrants’ identity formation (Cho 2000; Cho, Cho, & Tse
1997). Learning a heritage language plays an important role in influencing heritage speakers’
sense of identity and social interactions with their ethnic group. One study examined these
variables among second generation Korean Americans (Cho 2000). The results showed that
learning the heritage language positively affected the second generation Korean Americans’
sense of identity, their confidence to associate with other Koreans in America, and their ability to
interact with and relate to other Korean heritage language speakers (Cho 2000).

Armenian as a Heritage Language

Given the rapid advancement in the field of heritage language education and the
prominent presence of the Armenian community in the U.S., particularly in Los Angeles, it is
quite striking that the topic of Armenian as a Heritage Language has not been approached as a
vital source of examination, both for Armenian Studies and Heritage Language Research. The
sole exception is the dissertation of Linda Godson, which investigates the impact of the age at
which English becomes dominant for Western Armenian bilinguals in the U.S. and its effect on
their vowel production in Western Armenian (2003). Results showed that English affects the
Western Armenian vowel system but only for those vowels that are already close to English (a, e,
i and not o0 and u) (Godson 2003). To my knowledge, there is no other work that isolates this
group to present a comprehensive profile of Armenian speakers/learners as a dynamic heritage

language community in the U.S.
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A few works have examined Armenian-Americans as a “hidden” white minority with a
focus on the processes of ethnic identity development, which certainly serves as a rich source of
complementary literature. Anny Bakalian’s monograph Armenian-Americans: From Being to
Feeling Armenian describes Armenian-Americans individually and collectively with two
dominant themes: the assimilation of people of Armenian descent in the U.S. and their continued
pride and identity in their ethnic heritage (1993)*. Bakalian (1993) devotes an entire chapter on
the debate over language and the role it plays in the composition of Armenian ethnic identity.
Similar inquiries that explore questions of assimilation and ethnic identity development among
Armenian immigrants and their descendants in the U.S. include the doctoral dissertations of
Kassabian (1987), Alexander (1997), and Jendian (2001). For example, a study of Armenian
adolescents living in a metropolitan area in the Midwest revealed the importance of cultural
markers such as the Armenian Genocide, the Diaspora, cultural preservation, and the Armenian
language in the development of adolescent ethnic identity. Additionally, parents as well as social
institutions play critical roles in ethnic socialization and identity development as adolescents
grow older (Yazedjian 2008).

Data Sources, Participants, and Methods
Interviews with Armenian Heritage Language Learners

The primary source of data for this dissertation was the collection of audio-recorded
interviews with 27 heritage language learners enrolled in a beginning Eastern Armenian course
at UCLA during the Spring Quarters of 2010 and 2011. Students were selected on a voluntary

basis and interviewed upon verbal and written consent, with the assurance of confidentiality and

! Her sample is mainly comprised of Armenians living in the metropolitan New York/New Jersey area.
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privacy?. Interviews were conducted and audio-recorded on the UCLA campus during the 12-
month period between the spring of 2010 and 2011, in the privacy of the seminar room of the
Department of Near Eastern Languages and Cultures. The interviews were conducted in Eastern
Armenian with the understanding that participants would attempt to communicate in the heritage
language to the best of their ability, using English when they deemed it necessary to ensure
comprehension. Each interview was approximately 35-45 minutes in length and consisted of
questions related to background, education, use of, and attitude to the heritage language (see
Appendix A). While guided questions were used to frame the overall topics, all interviews were
carried out in an open-ended and informal manner allowing for varied directions, elaborations,
and spontaneous introduction of new topics.

Of the 27 participants, 19 were female (70.4%) and 8 were male (29.6%). The ages of
participants at the time of the interviews ranged from 18-24 years old, with an average age of
20.3. In terms of place of birth, 11 were born in the U.S., 14 were born in Armenia, 1 was born in
Iran, and 1 in Georgia. For those born outside of the U.S., age at immigration ranged from 4
months to 15 years old, with an average age of arrival to the U.S. of 5.3. A basic profile of the
participants (identified only with initials) including the information listed above as well parents’
place of origin, parents’ languages, and siblings is presented in Appendix B. It is important to
highlight that the participants in the interviews were a self-selected group, both in terms of their
enrollment in a heritage language course as well as their participation in this study. Not only did
they share a similar demographic profile in terms of their age and educational status, but also in
the agency demonstrated to study the heritage language and take part in a project related to its

analysis.
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The entire corpus of interviews was transcribed following established research and
transcription conventions (Duranti 1997; Ochs 1979; Sacks & Schegloff 1979). The decision to
conduct the interviews in Armenian was based on one of the major objectives of this study,
which was to obtain a live sample of heritage learners’ speech. Therefore, extreme attention was
applied during the transcription process to accurately recording the various qualities of learners’
speech without inadvertently altering or correcting them. Features such as non-standard
pronunciation or grammatical forms, pauses, re-starts, repetitions, code switching, as well as
non-verbal elements (sighs or laughs) were carefully included.

The transcripts were analyzed using qualitative techniques as outlined in Saldafia’s
(2013) The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers, passing through numerous cycles of
coding. The analytical process began with pre-coding data “by circling, highlighting, bolding,
underlining, or coloring rich or significant participant quotes or passages” that stood out as
“those ‘codable moments’ worthy of attention” (Saldafia 2013: 16). In the initial phases
following the pre-coding stage, transcripts were marked with descriptive codes that summarized
the primary topics of selected excerpts as well as in vivo codes, taken directly from participants’
words (Saldafia 2013: 3-4). Gradually transcripts were marked and filtered for patterns and given
conceptual and/or thematic labels, through which initial categories of information were
generated. Since coding is an inherently cyclical process, involving not just labeling but linking,
it leads the researcher from data to an idea, and from that idea to all the data pertaining to that
idea (Saldafna 2013: 8). Therefore, once overarching themes and topics were selected for
individual chapters, transcripts were re-read and recoded, particularly for Chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6.

Numerous passages from the interviews have been incorporated in the various chapters of

the dissertation, not only to provide concrete supporting evidence, but also to supplement the
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narrative analysis of data with human voices. The passages have been presented in the original as
they were transcribed, including all of the genuine features of the participants’ speech, with the
accompanying translation below. Although translating spoken interactions is quite challenging, I
have attempted to capture the authenticity of the speakers’ speech as much as possible. In the
translations words that were originally uttered in English have been bolded while bracketed
glosses of relevant or non-standard grammatical features have been included in italics. Under the
translation of each passage, an identifying marker is included in the following manner in italics:
[initials of speaker, age at time of interview, place of birth, age at immigration, any other
relevant information]. In cases when multiple passages follow each other, they have been
separated with a short line to facilitate the reading process.
National Heritage Language Survey

The ongoing National Heritage Language Survey mentioned above served as an
important complementary source of data for this dissertation. The goal of the survey was to
collect information from heritage language learners currently enrolled in post-secondary heritage
language courses to better understand their backgrounds, attitudes, and goals in studying their
language (Carreira et al. 2009). Over 1,800 responses have been collected nation-wide since the
survey was opened to universities across the country in the academic year of 2006-2007. The
survey was confidential, administered online through http://surveymonkey.com, and consisted of
45 discrete-point questions and two open-ended questions, probing students’ particular
experiences with their HL in school and their HL community. Data from the survey have been
analyzed in two studies: the Heritage Language Survey Report available on the NHLRC website

(Carreira et al. 2009) and a paper co-authored by the creators of the survey (Carreira & Kagan
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2011), which served as extremely useful resources in providing a general profile of heritage
language learners across languages.

Moreover, the data from this survey were especially useful as Armenian was among the
22 languages represented, with a total of 129° responses from Armenian heritage learners as of
March 2014. The overwhelming majority of participants (92.1%) were students from UCLA,
with 8.7% from Glendale Community College, and 0.8% from California State University,
Northridge. Upon request, the staff at the NHLRC kindly extracted the Armenian responses and
shared the data with me. The results of the 45 discrete-point questions were made available with
statistical analyses and graphic representation via Survey Monkey. As for the open-ended
responses, | read and coded them in the manner described above for the interviews. Both the
general, nation-wide data from the survey (Carreira et al. 2009; Carreira & Kagan 2011) as well
as the 129 Armenian responses were incorporated as supporting sources in the various chapters
of this dissertation (particularly Chapters 4 and 5).
Task Forces

Currently there are three Task Forces actively working in the Los Angeles Armenian
community on issues related to improving Armenian instruction in Armenian schools and
preserving Armenian language use community-wide (described extensively in Chapter 2). Due to
my participation in two of these task forces, | inadvertently became a participant observer, acting
both as a dedicated committee member as well as a researcher. With the permission of the
organizers and committee members of the Task Forces, when appropriate, | have included notes

from meetings, observations, data, as well as extracts from reports.

¥ Not all 129 Armenian respondents answered each and every question. As a result, in some cases the total number
of Armenian responses for a particular question may range from 120-129.
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Other
Since the inception of this study, | have made a point of attending any related talks,

events, lectures, or programs dedicated to Armenian and Armenian speakers, as well as
following any discussions or debates on the situation of Armenian in the homeland and the
Diaspora, both in print and social media. Notes, observations, commentary, data, and quotes
from these sources have been incorporated in various chapters as necessary. | have also
conducted a number of phone and in-person interviews with Los Angeles community members,
such as bookstore owners, television network directors, Armenian teachers, and school
principals, which have been particularly useful for assessing the linguistic presence of Armenian
in this community (see Chapter 2).
Chapter Breakdown

Chapter 2 presents the overall landscape of Armenian in Los Angeles by providing an
outline of the development of the Armenian language, a history of the multiple waves of
Armenian immigration to the U.S., and the demographic presence of Armenians in the U.S.,
especially in Los Angeles County. More specifically, the linguistic presence and use of
Armenian in this community is reviewed in the realms of social services, media, cultural events,
and education (both in the public and private domains). Finally, signs of heritage language loss,
particularly among second and third generation Armenian speakers are depicted based on census
data and the evaluation of the goals and proceedings of multiple Task Forces currently dedicated
to enhancing Armenian instruction and promoting Armenian language use in the Los Angeles
community.

Chapter 3 examines the incomplete acquisition process among Armenian heritage
speakers by delineating linguistic features in the categories of phonology, morphology, register,

and borrowings from English. In addition to the presentation of specific elements of grammatical
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fragmentation with ample examples from the interviews, several key driving forces that may
contribute to the exhibition of non-target like features are proposed.

Chapter 4 explores language use patterns and the intricate factors that govern the choice
of language among Armenian heritage speakers. After a review of the influence of generational
status on heritage language proficiency and patterns of language use, four domains of linguistic
compartmentalization are designated based on the categories of age, gender, medium, and space.

Chapter 5 investigates the role that family and HL community members play on heritage
speakers’ ability and desire to speak and develop their heritage language through assessing the
impact of teasing, ridicule, error correction and criticism by more proficient speakers in specific
social contexts. Stemming from prominent theories on language acquisition and development,
this chapter explores the persistent anxiety connected with using the heritage language and the
damaging cycle it generates.

Chapter 6 considers the inconsistent attitudes and beliefs that heritage speakers hold and
are socialized into concerning Armenian. These divergent attitudes are explored with an analysis
of the impact of competing majority and minority language ideologies. Moreover, the effects of
the tension in trying to reconcile inherent contradictions in speakers’ beliefs are examined as a
form of cognitive dissonance.

Lastly, the conclusion reviews the findings of this study by assessing the implications of

the results, and proposes future directions for research.

22



CHAPTER 2
ARMENIAN AND ARMENIANS IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Introduction

According to the 2008-2012 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Armenian
is the 28" most commonly spoken non-English language in the U.S., the 8th in California, the 5
in Los Angeles County, and the first in the city of Glendale. This chapter will present the overall
landscape of Armenian in Los Angeles County by providing a brief introduction to the
development of the Armenian language, a history of the different waves of Armenian
immigration to the U.S., and the demographic presence of Armenians in the U.S., with a focus on
Los Angeles County. Furthermore, signs of language maintenance as indicated by the presence
and use of Armenian in the realms of social services, media, cultural events, and education (both
in the public and private domains) will be reviewed. Finally, signs of language loss, particularly
among second and third generation Armenian speakers, will be depicted by using census data as
well as in-depth discussion of the proceedings of three Task Forces currently dedicated to
enhancing Armenian instruction and promoting Armenian language use in this community.
Armenian Language

The Armenian language comprises its own unique branch in the Indo-European language
tree, going through several millennia of autonomous development before the inception of a
written history (Hagopian 2005). Although Armenians possessed a long prewritten culture
reflected in the wealth of literary activities conducted in other languages and a rich oral heritage
(Thomson 2004), the written history of Armenian dates to the early 5™ century. This significant
step was accomplished by the efforts of the scholar Mashtots, also referred to as Mesrop by

writers after his own time (Thomson 2004), who developed a writing system for the language of
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this era, later called Classical Armenian and its written version, Grabar (Hagopian 2005). The
alphabet is used to this day and called the Mesropian alphabet after its creator. During fifteen
centuries of written history, Armenian went through several main periods (Hagopian 2005):

1. A.D.5M11" cc: Classical Armenian and its written literary variety, Grabar, used as

the dominant literary language until mid-19™ century;

2. 12"-16" cc: Middle Armenian;

3. 17" ¢ to 1860s: Ashkharhabar (vernacular; lit. “of the world”);

4. Mid 19" ¢ to modern times: Modern Armenian

Modern Armenian is comprised of the Eastern and Western literary standards. The
pluricentric development of the language seems almost endemic, as it was not only caused by
divergent historic linguistic developments (phonetic shift, morphological and syntactic changes),
but also by historical and political factors in the history of the Armenian people (Dum-Tragut
2009; Cowe 1992). As a result of Armenia’s ambiguous geographic location on the highland
between the Mediterranean, Black, and Caspian seas, the Armenian plateau became the buffer
and coveted prize of rival empires (Hovannisian 2004). On the major thoroughfare between East
and West, the country was frequently partitioned between the great powers on either side
(Hovannisian 2004; Cowe 1992). The dynastic era of Armenian history, which spanned over
some two thousand years (with interruptions), came to an end with the fall of the last
independent Armenian kingdom (uniquely in lands outside of historic Armenia) in the late 14"
century. Thereafter, historic Armenia was eventually partitioned between the Ottomans and the

Persians and later on between the Ottomans and the Russians (Bournoutian 2006)*. Some

* The next period of independence began with the first modern Armenian state (1918-1920). From 1921-1991 a
small landlocked area, comprising about 10% of historic Armenia, became part of the Soviet Union. The collapse of
the Soviet Union in 1991 ushered in the period of the second independent Republic of Armenia.
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Armenians, mostly peasants and minor craftsmen, remained in historic Armenia, led by
churchmen and petty lords, while many others lived outside of the homeland in diasporic
communities, which formed, increased or diminished as a result of invasions, massacres,
revolutions, colonialism and nationalism (Bournoutian 2006).

The Armenian community in Constantinople, capital of the Ottoman Empire, became the
vessel for the purification of Western Armenian. By the 19" century it had a population of
around 125,000, many of whom had come from the provinces, bringing their various dialects that
carried strong Turkish influences® (Oshagan 2004). Thus the need for a common, efficient, and
purified language became more pressing. The intellectual elite, comprised of graduates from
European universities, imbued with romanticism, nationalism, and social progress, set to work.
“Garabed Utudjian, editor of Masis, the organ of the patriarchate; Nahabed Rusinian; Nigoghos
Zorayan; Nigoghos Balian; and men of letters such as Krikor Odian and Minas Cheraz as well as
Mekhitarist linguist Father Arsen Aydenian started the difficult task of forging a literary
ashkharhabar from the popular vernacular” (Oshagan 2004: 155). Opposed by pro-grabar
intellectuals and others who favored an ashkharhabar derived from grabar only, the struggle
lasted for some 20 years, from 1860 to around 1880, but the ashkharhabar formed from the living

language of the people was victorious® (Oshagan 2004).

® Mkhitar Sebastatsi (1676-1749), the eponymous fonder of the Armenian-Catholic monastic order, produced a
grammar of the vernacular in two parts. “The first, of necessity, published in Turkish though by hallowed
convention in Armenian script (1727), exposed the rudiments of phonology and morphology utilized in the
vernacular largely of his native Sebastia (Sivas). Presumably, as he stresses its utility for the spoken idiom, he did
not deem it useful to go to press with second volume written this time in simple Armenian which dealt with
questions of style and syntax” (Cowe 1992: 328).

® Major breakthroughs in establishing the hegemony of Western Armenian include the publication in Smyrna (1840)
of the first periodical in literary ashkharhabar, Arshaluys Araratian edited by Ghugas Baltasarian (Oshagan 2004),
the Critical Grammar of Ashkharhabar Modern Armenian Language (1866) by Father Arsen Aydenian, prefixed
with a history of the linguistic development of Armenian and a comparison of the four major dialect groups
(Oshagan 2004; Cowe 1992), and the founding of the journal Hayrenik (1891) by young writers Arpiar Arpiarian,
Levon Pashalian, and Arshag Chobanian (Oshagan 2004).
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The formation of Modern Eastern Armenian took place in the mid-19™ century also
through European contact and example, but with a more polycentric development. After the
Russian-Persian war (1826-1828), the former Khanates of Erivan and Nakhijevan were united to
form the Province of Armenia under the Russian Tsarist government (Hovannisian 2004). The
founding of important and prestigious centers of learning such as the Lazarian Academy in
Moscow (1815) and the Nersisian School in Tiflis (1824) served as the foci of Armenian culture
and language. The most liberal-minded political activists, poets, and intellectuals who would
soon spearhead the cultural renaissance in Russian/Eastern Armenia typically comprised the
student body and faculty of both prestigious centers. These enlightened leaders realized the
urgency of educating and upgrading the masses for which they needed an effective means of
communication. “Thus the first steps in forging a new literary ashkharhabar were taken in the
Lazarian and Nersisian colleges, where teachers actively studied the dialects of the students from
various regions of Armenia, then purified them of foreign borrowings and gradually developed a
common language understandable by all” (Oshagan 2004: 150). By 1846 Stepan Nazarian had
written a book in defense of the new literary ashkharhabar, declaring that the dialect of Ararat
district should serve as the basis for the future language. The first publications in the new
standard developed by the Nersisian School were not broadly accepted and even publicly
persecuted by public authorities of Tsarist Armenia; even new schoolbooks were banned from
the classrooms (Dum-Tragut 2009). The first literary work in Modern Eastern Armenian,

Wounds of Armenia’, written by Khachatur Abovian (1809-1848), who had studied at the

" “The narrative of the novel is written in an idiom understood throughout the plain of Ararat, while the dialogue for
greater liveliness and authenticity is couched in the dialect of his native village of Kanaker” (Cowe 1992: 331).
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German University of Dorpat (Tartu)®, was also immediately forbidden and only published
posthumously in Tiflis in 1858. Similar to the situation of Western Armenian, this period is
characterized by the “grapaykar,” the conflict between the revival of Classical Armenian and the
rise of the vernacular. This polemical struggle continued until 1855 with the publication of
Rafayel Patkanian’s (who used the penname Kamar-Katipa) poetry in ashkharhabar, which
assured that form’s final victory (Oshagan 2004). In 1860 Mikayel Nalbandian attempted to
describe the new standard independent from the paradigms of Classical Armenian. Ten years
later, Stepanos Palasanian published his seminal grammar A General Theory of the New Literary
Armenian Language, Eastern Armenian®,” opening a new era by ensuring the triumph of Modern
Eastern Armenian and its spread in Tsarist Armenia (Dum-Tragut 2009).

The proliferation of newspapers in both media, the development of a network of schools
where modern Armenian was taught, and the emergence of literary works in these modern
versions increasingly legitimized the existence of the two literary forms. By the 1860s both
standards of modern Armenian prevailed over Grabar and functioned in the two different cultural
spheres. Apart from some phonetic, morphological, and grammatical differences, the largely
common vocabulary and similar rules of grammatical fundamentals allow users of one variant to

understand the other somewhat easily with some exposure™.

8 Abovian’s tenure in Dorpat and his experience as a teacher convinced him of the need to employ the vernacular as
a literary medium. Inspired by German romanticism, he wrote inflamed and romantic works, but soon realized that
his public, the common people, needed to be educated and the Armenian writer had to use the people’s language in
order to be understood. From then on, he dedicated his life and work to enlightening the public, encountering severe
conflicts with conservative elements and the clergy that caused him endless suffering (Cowe 1992; Oshagan 2004).

9 This grammar, and the following school grammar, Grammar of the Mother Tongue in 1874, remained the
undisputed norm until Manuk Abeghian’s works in 1906-1912 (Dum-Tragut 2009).

10 «Western Armenian and Eastern Armenian are about as different from each other as Spanish from Portuguese or

Russian from Ukrainian. A proficient speaker of one version can easily pick up the other with some exposure to it in
natural language settings, that is, in the speaking community” (Hagopian 2005: Introduction).
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Eastern Armenian is the official language of the Republic of Armenia, as well as the
unrecognized Republic of Mountainous Karabagh. It is also traditionally the language of
Armenians living in the former Soviet Union, Iran, and India. Until the first half of the 20"
century Western Armenian®! was the language of the greater Armenian Diaspora throughout the
Middle East, Asia Minor, Europe, Australia, and the Americas. The current situation is much
more complex due to changing settlement patterns. Sometimes it is difficult to draw clear
distinctions between Eastern and Western Armenian communities, particularly in Los Angeles
for example, where speakers of both standards have settled and are in constant contact.
Moreover, a new generation of “hybrid” families increasingly uses both varieties of Armenian
because the two parents speak varying standards and children are raised with both as their
heritage language.

Orthography presents a major turning point in the development of the modern standards,
particularly Eastern Armenian. Originally both standards used Classical Orthography, following
the conventions of Classical Armenian®?. However, in the early 1920s, Soviet Armenia, along
with many other Soviet republics, implemented spelling reforms in order to simplify archaic
spelling conventions and contribute to increasing literacy. The Soviet Orthography Reform of
1922 attempted to “rationalize the orthography by returning to the inventor’s principle of one
letter — one sound” (Cowe 1992: 332) and thus abandon historical or etymological writing (Dum-
Tragut 2009). Some of the extreme changes were modified in a second reform in 1940, but the

gap between the official orthography of Soviet Armenian and the Armenian literary languages

! Western Armenian is a language without a country or state support. It is currently declared as an endangered
language by UNESCO (Kouloujian 2014).

12 Over time there were minor revisions such as the addition of the letters o and $ and the change of w. into o.
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outside Armenia still remain (Dum-Tragut 2009). This series of revisions to traditional
orthography created yet another point of division resulting in the current situation: Western
Armenian and Iranian Armenians (who speak Eastern Armenian), still employ Classical

Orthography, while the Republic of Armenia continues with the Reformed Orthography™.

Proto
Armenian

Unwritten
Armenian
Dialects

Classical
Armenian

Western Eastern
Armenian Armenian

Classical Classical Reformed
Orthography Orthography Orthography

Figure 2.1: Evolution of Armenian language

Given the historic and sociocultural factors that have shaped the development of modern
Armenian(s) presented above, it is important to highlight that both standards, Eastern and
Western Armenian, have functioned in bi- or multilingual environments, a factor which has
inevitably influenced the development of the two literary forms (Cowe 1992). As a language

without a state, Western Armenian has been constantly employed alongside the dominant

3 Although the issue of divergent orthographies has become quite politicized in some cases, the actual differences
between the two spelling systems are not that large and can be encompassed in a set of a dozen rules. The main
diversion concerns the spelling of the letters &, k£, o, n, nt, j, 1, and diphthongs. “Compared to English spelling,
suppose if all the silent [-e]-s at the end of a word were to be eliminated from writing and the same sound was
always spelled with the same letter; try to imagine, say the words kin, car, gueen, choir, back, etc. all spelled with k
(or c or g)” (Hagopian 2005: 10).
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language or languages of diasporic host countries, operating in a situation of continuous contact
with languages such as Turkish, Arabic, French, and English. Eastern Armenian, although the
main means of communication in Soviet Armenia, was heavily influenced by a rigorous
Russification policy by central Moscow (Dum-Tragut 2009). As Dum-Tragut elaborates in the
introduction to her Eastern Armenian grammar:
Despite the fact that Modern Eastern Armenian had assured its position as the national
language of Soviet Armenia, in many crucial domains it was clearly endangered by
Russian; particularly in the very sensitive domains of education, science, military and
administration. Russian had become the second, almost obligatory, language in Armenia,
and, until the end of the 80s, most ethnic Armenians were more or less bilingual. The
educational system was in Russian, and a good command of Russian was the major
precondition for higher education. Apart from that, speaking Russian was also regarded
as having high social prestige and being up to date.
Russian has also strongly influenced many linguistic features of Armenian. Undoubtedly,
it was particularly the lexicon that was influenced: a wide range of loans from Russian
and several internationalisms transferred into Armenian through Russian and also many
loan translations. There were many changes in morphology and syntax — triggered by
internal linguistic factors, such as typological tendencies, but also external factors such as
language contact and the pro-Russian language policy (2009: 5).
With the collapse of the Soviet Union and the declaration of independence of Armenia, a process
of “De-Russification” and “Re-Armenisation” began to take place in a wide range of former
Russian domains, such as public administration, education or military (Dum-Tragut 2009; Cowe

1992). Although Russian is not currently an obligatory language in the Republic of Armenia, it
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still functions as a prominent second language, particularly for the older generations. Moreover,
with the opening of the Republic of Armenia to Western Culture, the technical, political, and
economic terminology has now been internationalized, or more accurately, Anglicized (Dum-
Tragut 2009), with the influence and prominence of English growing exponentially.

A critical point of difference between the two standards centers on the degree of
intralingual diglossia, defined as the complementary distribution of the literary and vernacular
codes (Hudson 2002). Although some degree of register variation is present in most languages,
diglossia is a more extreme version in which many speakers use their local dialect or variety at
home or among family and friends but employ the standard language to communicate in public
or formal occasions (Ferguson 1959). As characterized here, diglossia differs from the more
widespread standard-with-dialects model in that no segment of the speech community in
diglossia regularly uses the literary language as a medium of ordinary conversation, and any
attempt to do so is felt to be either pedantic and artificial (Ferguson 1959). Moreover, children
acquire the colloquial variant as their native language at home, and are later introduced to the
literary standard through formal education (Ferguson 1959; Hudson 2002).

In general the linguistic distance between the Western literary and colloquial idiom is
much closer when compared to the more diglossic situation of Eastern Armenian (Cowe 1992;
Kouloujian 2014). In the case of Western Armenian, the vast demographic upheaval in the
aftermath of the genocide displaced large numbers of agricultural communities from Anatolia
(Cowe 1992). The next generation learned Western Armenian through formal education in
various Middle Eastern cities; therefore, the language has not had the opportunity to develop a

strong degree of intralingual diglossia.
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The case of Eastern Armenian is quite distinct in the noticeable gap between the
vernacular idiom(s)', often labeled as the dialect of the plain of Ararat (Cowe 1992) or the
dialect of Yerevan (Lessons in the Mother Tongue 2014) and the literary standard. The linguistic
alternates are differentially allocated and in complimentary distribution based on social context,
with the vernacular typically used in the home and everyday social interactions and the literary
standard employed in formal and official contexts. Dum-Tragut highlights the “observable gap
between the currently spoken Armenian vernacular and the written standard” (2009: 6). She
notes that all textbooks and school grammars plainly overlook the recent linguistic developments
and are conservatively prescriptive, not opening grammar to other description methods and
approaches. “Conservatism is particularly observable in school teaching, where children have to
keep their spoken language clean from vernacular Armenian — and must not use incorrect forms.’
Everything deviating even slightly from the prescriptive rules as given by grammars is regarded
as incorrect and bad language” (Dum-Tragut 2009: 6).

This linguistic conservatism is quite striking in the face of major demographic changes in
post-independence Armenia, such as mass emigration, immigration of refugees from
Mountainous Karabagh and Azerbaijan, rural exodus, and repatriation of Diaspora Armenians.
“The various Eastern (above all Iranian-Armenian) dialects have caused a process of
“dialectalisation” and the contact with Western Armenian has also left interferences to a
surprisingly high extent” (Dum-Tragut 2009: 6-7). Moreover, there has been a greater tendency
to employ features of the vernacular in formal contexts (TV or newspaper interviews, speeches,

etc.) previously restricted to the literary standard by state officials such as presidents and

 These also include regional dialects, such as those spoken in Gyumri (a Western Armenian dialect), Karabagh,
Gavar, etc.

32



parliament members. Television has been another venue where the vernacular has been more
commonly employed, particularly in Armenian soap operas that heavily feature criminal story
lines as well as TV shows in general. The situation of blurring the social contexts appropriate for
the various linguistic variants and the greater prevalence of the vernacular in formal outlets is a
current issue of intense debate in linguistic circles (Lessons in the Mother Tongue 2014). In sum,
the more diglossic situation of Eastern Armenian must be considered as it relates to the case of
heritage speakers in immigrant settings. As their profile predicts (see Introduction), typically
heritage speakers lack formal education in Armenian; thus their main exposure and interaction
with Armenian comes in the vernacular, as it is the only one appropriate for the home and
everyday interactions.

Finally, the unique case of Iranian-Armenians, who employ various dialects of Eastern
Armenian, must be highlighted as they represent a large portion of the Eastern Armenian
speaking population in Los Angeles. Their situation is quite unique due to the historical factors
that shaped their community’s development. In the early 17" century Shah Abbas of the Persian
Safavid dynasty forcibly relocated tens of thousands of Armenians from the areas of Ayrarat and
the lower Araxes Valley™ to an area of Isfahan called New Julfa, which served as an Armenian
quarter (Kouymjian 2004). Additionally, Armenian refugees swelled the existing communities of
Iran after the Armenian Genocide (1915-1923) (Dekmejian 2004). With the establishment of the
Pahlavi dynasty by Reza Shah, the Armenians flourished in such urban centers as Tehran,
Tabriz, Abadan, Isfahan, and Rasht, constituting Iran’s largest non-Muslim community,

numbering over 200,000 (Dekmejian 2004). “Being mostly apolitical, the Iranian Armenians

!> The mass migration included Armenians from Vayots Dzor, Sevan, Lori, Abaran, Shirakavan, Kars, Alashkert,
Julfa, Nakhichevan, and the surrounding area (Kouymjian 2004).
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were not greatly affected by the authoritarian nature of the regime; indeed given their
entrepreneurial predilections, the Armenians fitted well into Iran’s free-wheeling oil economy. In
addition, they were given substantial autonomy in all aspects of communal life” (Dekmejian
2004: 422). The Iranian revolution of 1979 and the establishment of the Islamic Republic
generated a wave of emigration that included many Armenians (Dekmejian 2004), which
continues to the present. The remaining Armenians still represent the largest non-Muslim
presence in Iran. Despite the periodic imposition of social and educational constraints by Islamic
militants, Armenians have been spared the persecutions of Iran’s Jewish and Bahai minorities
(Dekmejian 2004).

Although this community developed into great prominence in Iran, it was largely
detached from the linguistic developments of modern Eastern and Western Armenian mentioned
above. Not only do Iranian-Armenians employ Classical Orthography, but the Iranian-Armenian
dialects differ from vernacular Eastern Armenian(s) as spoken in Armenia. Variations mainly
occur in certain areas of morphology, the modulations of the accent, and the presence of loan
words and calques, all heavily influenced by Persian.

Armenian Immigration to the U.S.

The existence of a long-standing and multifaceted Armenian Diaspora all over the world
has been a defining factor in the tumultuous history of the Armenian people (Hovannisian 2004).
It is estimated that there are eight to eleven million Armenians worldwide, out of which only
three million™® reside in the current Republic of Armenia located in Southern Caucasia. Not

surprisingly, the second largest Armenian population in the world is located in the nearby

1% Due to mass emigration in the chaotic post-independence period, the population estimates of Armenia are
presumably much lower than the official numbers put forth by the government.
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Russian Federation, which is home to some two million Armenians®’. The U.S. is the third
largest base of the Armenian Diaspora with estimates ranging from 475,000-1.3 million people
(Kossakian 2013).

Armenian immigration to America has a very long history with a few Armenians settling
in the newly founded colony of Virginia at the beginning of the seventeenth century®®. In 1653
two Armenians'® were invited to reside in the U.S. because of their skills in sericulture, teaching
natives their skills in the silkworm industry (Avakian 2008). However, the first wave of
immigration did not begin until the late 19" and early 20™ century, when Armenians started to
arrive to the U.S. in higher numbers. Encouraged by Protestant missionaries to seek higher
education in New England universities, a group of young Armenian males made the long journey
to the “Promise Land” at the this time® (Mirak 2004; Avakian 2008). However, the most
powerful forces that stirred a large exodus were the execution of the Hamidian Massacres in the
Ottoman Empire (1894-1896) and the Armenian Genocide (1915-1923) (Mirak 2004).
Armenians fled to many parts of world, but for those who arrived in America, many settled on

the East Coast, while others found solace in the farmlands of Fresno, CA that reminded them of

" A great number of temporary “migrant workers” contribute to the large Armenian population in Russia because of
its convenient location, higher employment opportunities, the absence of language barriers as most Armenians speak
at least conversational Russian, and the relative ease of attaining permission to cross the Russian border
(Yeghiazaryan, Avanesian, & Shahnazaryan 2003).

18 «Records indicate that a John Martin (Martin the Armenian’), from Persia, arrived in 1618 ... where he became a
tobacco dealer. It is assumed that he was the first Armenian on American soil.” (Avakian 2008: 99).

9 They arrived from Izmir, a region of the Ottoman Empire where sericulture flourished. One of the men is referred
to as George Hay, or “George the Armenian,” in the archives (Avakian 2008).

D «pAs early as 1831, through the Armenian Mission founded in the Bebek district of Constantinople, the American
Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions, which had the objective of spreading the Bible throughout the
world,” established schools, colleges, and centers for the teaching of crafts to Armenian students. Designed to
diffuse American ideals in a peaceful manner, these institutions instilled students with dreams of America where
they could improve their prospects educationally, financially, and even spiritually” (Avakian 2008: 99-100).
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their historic homeland. By 1924, there were over 100,000 Armenians in North America seeking
a new life (Bakalian 1993). Particularly for the Armenians arriving in the early waves of
immigration to Fresno, discriminatory acts were commonly enforced, such as restrictive
covenants against landholding, discrimination in employment, and prohibitions against
membership in lodges and clubs, including the YMCA and veterans’ organizations. Armenian
immigrants were called “Fresno Indians” and “lower class Jews” by Americans (Handlin et al.
1994: 143).

In 1948, a second wave of immigration began after World War 11, with the arrival of a
few thousand Armenians admitted under the Displaced Persons Act. After the immigration
reforms of the 1960s that ended the discriminatory quota system in the U.S., larger numbers of
Armenians began to seek refuge in America from the Middle East. Due to the political
devastation caused by civil upheaval and war, the once prosperous and stable Armenian
communities in Egypt, Turkey, Lebanon, and Iran were shaken, leading many Armenians to
resettle in the U.S. (Mirak 2004). These waves of migrants settled first in the larger cities in the
East, with some heading to Detroit and Chicago. Up until the 1960s, the largest Armenian
American communities remained on the East Coast. The exception was a significant group who
settled in the Central Valley of California in Fresno, where they engaged in agricultural work
such as farming and grape growing. After 1975 and up to the late 1980s smaller groups of
Armenians annually left Soviet Armenia for the U.S., many of whom had originally repatriated
to Armenia after World War 11 from Europe, the Middle East, and the U.S. and had found it
impossible to adjust to the socialist regime (Mirak 2004; Yeghiazaryan, Avanesian, &
Shahnazaryan 2003). Soon other Soviet Armenians followed, benefiting from American refugee

legislation and Soviet easing of immigration restrictions (Mirak 2004). Unlike former
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immigrants, those arriving after the 1970s mostly preferred to settle in the West Coast,
particularly Southern California.

The third and continuing wave of immigration spans the last few decades during which
difficult living conditions in Armenia and diasporic hostland countries have continued to bring
thousands more immigrating over to the U.S. The devastating 1989 Spitak earthquake, followed
by the Nagorno-Karabagh conflict that erupted into a war between Karabagh and Azerbaijan, and
the severe economic crisis after the collapse of the Soviet Union intensified emigration from
Armenia (Yeghiazaryan, Avanesian, & Shahnazaryan 2003). According to some estimates some
475,000 people left Armenia in those difficult years as a result of the tremendous cuts in income
for most of the population, the collapse of the energy supply, and the sharp deterioration in living
conditions (Yeghiazaryan, Avanesian, & Shahnazaryan 2003). Over the past three decades, the
majority of new Armenian immigrants to the U.S. have preferred the West Coast, particularly
Los Angeles County. The following section will provide more in-depth information on the
Armenians in the U.S., particularly as they are represented in the U.S. Census since 1980.

A Closer Look: Armenians in the U.S. Census

The U.S. decennial census is an important tool that aids in tracking a targeted population
in a systematic manner over time. However, as Claudia Der-Martirosian (2008) points out in her
analysis of the Armenians in the 1980, 1990, and 2000 U.S. Census, the search for Armenians is
a bit more challenging because they are categorized as white in the “Race” question. Only the
long form of the questionnaire provided clues to the number of Armenians in the U.S., if the
question “What is the person’s ancestry or ethnic origin?”” was answered by respondents. The
other measure was the “Place of Birth” question from which, in combination with the ancestry

data, various Armenian subgroups could be identified. Der-Martirosian investigated the various
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characteristics of the largest foreign-born subgroups represented in the census: Armenians from
Armenia, Turkey, Lebanon, and Iran and then drew a comparison with native-born Armenian-
Americans. In 1980 50,225 adult foreign-born and 93,890 adult U.S. born Armenians (age 18
and over) lived in the U.S., marking a total of 144,115. By 1990 the number of foreign-born had
increased to 76,897 and the number of adult U.S. born Armenians to 127,953, adding up to a
total of 204,850 adults of Armenian descent. In the 2000 U.S. Census the foreign-born
population totaled 108,369, while the U.S. born population increased slightly to 139,610 persons.
In the results from 2000, the largest number of foreign-born Armenians was from Armenia at
48,020; next came Iranian-Armenians at 31,854, followed by Lebanese-Armenians at 17,253,
and finally, 11,242 Armenians from Turkey. As can be seen from these results, with the
exception of the group from Turkey, all the other subgroups experienced significant population
growth. By 2000, the immigrant population from Armenia and Iran quadrupled, while the group
from Lebanon doubled. This considerable increase was due to a variety of key factors already
mentioned above; many immigrants from the Middle East fled their respective host countries to
escape civil turmoil, while those from Soviet Armenia first came for ideological and economic
freedom and then as a result of severe economic hardships after the chaotic collapse of the Soviet
Union. In addition to this, by 2000, the existence of an immigrant base, which was eager and
able to apply for permanent residence for family members, most likely also contributed to higher
numbers of new immigration. Consequently, the total number of adult individuals of Armenian
descent in the U.S. increased 42% between 1980 and 1990, and 21% between 1990 and 2000.
The change in three decades from 1980 to 2000 was a significant 72% (Der-Martirosian 2008).

This information is concisely expressed in a table from Der-Martirosian (2008).
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Country | 1980 1990 2000 % change | % change | % change
of Birth Count Count Count 1980-1990 | 1990-2000 | 1980-2000
Armenia | 14, 376 24,972 48, 020 74% 92% 234%
Iran 9,734 21,687 31,854 123% 47% 227%
Lebanon | 8,305 15,542 17,253 87% 11% 108%
Turkey | 17,810 14,696 11,242 (17%) (24%) (37%)
Total FB | 50,225 76,897 108,369 53% 41% 116%
U.S. (NB) | 93,890 127,953 139,610 36% 9% 49%
Total 144,115 204,850 247,979 42% 21% 2%

NOTE: FB=Foreign born, NB=Native or U.S. Born, Data are for 18 years of age and older, Parenthesis () means

negative change

Figure 2.2: Population estimates for foreign-born and native-born Armenians in the United States (18 years of age
and older) (Der- Martirosian 2008)

The most recent data from the U.S. Census generally confirm the trends presented by

Der-Martirosian (2008) above. During the 2010 U.S. Census 474,559%" Americans indicated

either full or partial Armenian ancestry. Of the major subgroups presented above, the largest

number of foreign-born Armenians came from Armenia at 72,800, followed by Iranian-

Armenians at 43, 902, Lebanese-Armenians at 16,987, and finally 7,643 Armenians from Turkey

(2006-2010 American Community Survey). The two subgroups that experienced the largest

population growth between 2000 and 2010 were the Armenians from Armenia and Iran.

California has served as the destination of choice for all subgroups. In 1980 72% of

Iranian-Armenians settled in California in contrast to only 28% of native-born Armenians. By

1990, Soviet-Armenians joined Iranian-Armenians, with the vast majority residing in California.

The geographical concentration of Iranian-Armenians and former Soviet-Armenians in

*! The total number of Armenians in the Census may be much lower than actual figures due to lack of participation.
Some immigrants may have a fear of officialdom in addition to concerns about illegal immigration.
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California intensified in 2000 with almost 90% centered in California, while for the native-born
it stayed the same at 28% (Der-Martirosian 2008). The 2010 U.S. census results confirm that
54% of Armenian-Americans (241,323) reside in California, with Los Angeles County as the
home of 179,279 Armenians (Kossakian 2013). The map below shows the concentrations of

Armenians in the varying areas of Los Angeles County.

Armenian population in Los Angeles County, California
source: 2000 Census, United States Census Bureau
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Figure 2.3: Concentrations of Armenian population in Los Angeles County (Kossakian 2013)
Armenians in Los Angeles County

Armenian immigrants are attracted to Los Angeles County for a variety of reasons,
including the appeal of a cosmopolitan urban area with greater employment opportunities and the
presence of an older, multi-generational Armenian migrant community that settled a few decades
earlier. More recent immigrants, especially from Armenia, tend to settle in Hollywood, while
earlier Armenian migrants from Iran, Lebanon, and Armenia typically live in the city of
Glendale. A part of the Los Feliz area of Hollywood was officially designated by the city as

“Little Armenia” to reflect the large Armenian population and hundreds of Armenian businesses
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within this area. In addition to Little Armenia, the urban neighborhood of Los Feliz with its
highly diverse ethnic and economic community features Thai Town and a large active Latino
Community. “North Los Feliz is connected to the famed Hollywood Hills, which is home to the
rich and famous. However, if one keeps driving along Los Feliz Boulevard for several minutes,
the street veers to the left and heads south towards an area which no longer consists of celebrity
mansions but instead harbors all types of signs written in English, Spanish, and Armenian”
(Karapetian Giorgi 2012: 175). Once one reaches Hollywood Boulevard, an official city sign,
which reads “Little Armenia” hangs over the street sign designating "the area bounded on the
north by Hollywood Blvd between the 101 Freeway and Vermont Ave, on the east by Vermont
Avenue from Hollywood Blvd to Santa Monica Blvd, on the south by Santa Monica Blvd
between Vermont Ave and the 101 Freeway and on the west by the 101 Freeway from Santa
Monica Blvd to Hollywood Blvd" (Pierce 2007). The map below from Pierce (2007) highlights

the boundaries of Little Armenia and the images that follow provide a sense of the cultural and

linguistic presence of Armenian in Los Angeles County.
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Figure 2.5: “Little Armenia” sign above Hollywood Boulevard; Figure 2.6: Armenian produce store with sings in
English and Armenian

—UuUSUULIUL, =fEf="8
qurNCeauULuUL oJu Grecdscyur amrnNs
ARMENIAN ==
DRIVING & TRAFFIC SCHOOL
323-665-0500

J
e = ARMENIAN / ENGLISH / SPANISH

F00D 70 GO

SCUELA D

& SEGUNDO PISO
ARMENIAN / ENGLISH / SP,

Figure 2.7: Falafel restaurant named after the Arax river with signage in English, Armenian, and Arabic; Figure 2.8:
Sign for a driving/traffic school in Armenian, English, and Spanish
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Figure 2.9: Mural of the history of Armenia depicted on a “Little Armenia” buildin,
presented in the banner at the top; Figure 2.10: Close-up of the mural
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Figure 2.11: Road gn in Iedale in Spanish, English, and Armenian; Figure 2.12: Public Service announcement

using the character of Walkin’ Wille and his logo, “Wait, watch and walk” displayed on Public Works Division’s
trash trucks and transportation Beeline buses in Glendale
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Figure 2.13: Board for public services related to immigration in English, Armenian, and Farsi; Figure 2.14: Board

for newly opened pharmacy with large signage in Armenian, including information about langauges spoken on the
bottom (English, Armenian, Russian)

In addition to the prominent community in “Little Armenia,” many Armenian immigrants

anecdotally refer to the city of Glendale as “Bigger Armenia” since it is now home to the third-
largest Armenian community in the world, following only Armenia itself and Moscow, Russia. It
has developed relatively recently as Richard Dekmejian, director of Armenian Studies at the
University of Southern California, explained in a Los Angeles Times interview: “When I first
came to California to go to school in the 1950s, there were few Armenians in Glendale. Most of

the Armenians were in West Adams, Boyle Heights, and in the Valley. There were a small
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number of Armenians in Hollywood, but they grew very fast” (Covarrubias 2005). In her
analysis of the Armenian community in Glendale based on statistics from the 2000 US Census,
Mekdjian (2000) offers a very different picture of modern-day Glendale. Over half of the
population (54.5%) of Glendale was foreign born, with those born in Iran, Armenia, and
Lebanon representing 42.4% of the total foreign-born population and 21.5 % of the total
population of Glendale. Over a quarter of the total population of Glendale (26.6%) declared
“Armenian” as their first ancestry with Iranian-Armenians demographically dominating this
category, followed by Armenians from Armenia and then Lebanese-Armenians. The most recent
data from the 2010 U.S. Census lists 65,434 Armenians in the city of Glendale, comprising over
30% of the city’s population with Armenian students representing 40% of the student body in
Glendale Unified School District (GUSD). Armenian is the most widely spoken language in the
city, followed by English, Spanish, Tagalog, Korean, and a host of other languages (2008-2012
American Community Survey). Civic representation by Armenian-Americans in the city is also
quite strong. Two of the five council members of the city of Glendale, including the current
mayor are of Armenian descent, as well as four of the six members of the Board of Education in
GUSD and two of the six members of the Board of Trustees of Glendale Community College. A
quick drive down Glendale Avenue or any of the large streets in the city immediately reveals the
overwhelming Armenian presence in this area amid the abundant Armenian businesses,
churches, and cultural centers, all complete with prominent Armenian signage, often invoking
names of Armenian cities, rivers, and mountains. Commenting on the high concentration of
Armenians in Glendale, a coffee shop-owner, Arthur Melkonyan, who arrived in Glendale in

1991, exclaimed, “It shows, there are so many more Armenian stores around—in a lot of the
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stores you can just speak Armenian and get by fine” (Grudin 2002), echoing the anecdotal notion
in this community that one can live a good life in Glendale with only speaking Armenian.
Although there is a large concentration of Armenians in the Los Angeles area, it is
misleading to assume that this is a homogeneous community. As Councilman Ara Najarian
elaborated in a 2005 interview with the Los Angeles Times, “Armenian Americans don’t all think
the same way or walk in lock step. We’re very diverse, from the poorest in the city to the richest;
some are professionals and some are newly arrived with their own language and customs. It’s not
like we had 60,000 people who came from Armenia yesterday and settled in Glendale”
(Covarrubias 2005). Armenians from Armenia who are primarily from the third immigration
wave, though often highly educated?, tend to be refugee, working-class immigrants struggling to
create a new life for themselves. In contrast, Armenians from Iran and Lebanon, mainly settled in
Glendale, are largely comprised of second-wave immigrants, many of whom achieved great
material wealth in their countries of origin and are therefore more economically secure in the
U.S. Furthermore, they have a two-decade lead and financial advantage over the newer
immigrants from Armenia (Karapetian Giorgi 2012). In 1990, when Der-Martirosian et al.
conducted a study on occupation and class within the Armenian sub-groups of Los Angeles, they
found that Iranian Armenians composed 30 percent of white-collar executive and upper
management positions, while post-Soviet Armenians composed two-thirds of the Armenians who
performed blue-collar, low-wage positions. Despite their differences, both groups have
established culturally rich Armenian communities in Los Angeles by building churches, schools,

societies, and youth organizations as well as publishing newspapers and magazines (Pattie 2005).

%2 An overwhelming majority of the Armenian immigrants from (Soviet) Armenia have tertiary education, as this
was the widespread norm in the homeland.
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Presence of Armenian: Signs of Maintenance
Social Services

In addition to being able to speak Armenian in the numerous local Armenian businesses
in the Los Angeles area, a host of social services and public documents can also be accessed in
the Armenian language. Upon calling Los Angeles County’s 24-hour information line (211) and
choosing “other languages” after the English and Spanish announcements, the caller is directed
to the Armenian option, promptly leading to an Armenian interpreter on the other line. The main
duty of the interpreter is to direct people to organizations such as the Armenian Relief Society of
Western U.S. that can provide social services (job search, welfare assistance, etc.) in Armenian.
The California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) provides its Class C written and audio
driver license exam in Armenian among many other languages. The Unified School Districts of
the cities of Los Angeles (LAUSD), Glendale (GUSD), and Burbank (BUSD) all provide forms,
policies, and information in Armenian, including documents related to student enroliment,
registration, inter-district and intra-district permits, emergency information, and parent/student
handbooks. Glendale Public Library processes its applications and all additional forms in
Armenian as well. In the realm of healthcare and legal services, many hospitals and courts
provide documents (medical or insurance rights forms, legal rights documents) and information
in Armenian. In sum, most paperwork and social services can be received and completed in
Armenian in Los Angeles County. In cases of unavailable documents and services, formal
Armenian translation services are often readily available, not to mention the ease of finding an

Armenian-speaking employee ready to help with basic interpretation and guidance.
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Media

A quick visit to Abril bookstore in Glendale or any Armenian local market in the Los
Angeles area and near the entrance one will be greeted with newspaper stands filled with dozens
of Armenian dailies, weeklies, and magazines. Many of the newspapers have their headquarters
in Southern California and are the official publications of various Armenian political parties®,
while others are published in Armenia with wide distribution abroad. The history of Asbarez
daily newspaper, for example, provides a good insight into the development of the Armenian
community in Southern California. Asbarez began publication in Fresno as a weekly in 1908.
After several successful decades, its headquarters moved to Los Angeles in the 1970s following
the trends of Armenian immigration. Currently it is a bilingual daily (English/Armenian), both in
print and on-line, serving the Armenian-American community in the Western States. As Arno
Yeretzian, owner of Abril bookstore explained, customers eagerly wait in line in the mornings to
pick up their copies of popular newspapers such as Asbarez, Zhamanak, Nor Hayastan, Nor Or,
Nor Gyank, and many others (personal communication, May 1, 2014). According to Yeretzian,
the overwhelming majority of newspaper consumers are elderly Armenians from Armenia and
Iran (personal communications, May 1, 2014), echoing Kouloujian’s (2014) assertion that
newspapers function as linguistic islands in the Diaspora, serving only one segment of the
population (i.e. first generation immigrants with high literacy). In addition to providing news on
current events both in the homeland and the larger Diaspora, newspapers and magazines provide
entertainment (Armenian crosswords, horoscopes, etc.) as well as useful classifieds, such as job

postings and apartment rental notices.

% For example: Asbarez — Armenian Revolutionary Federation Western U.S. Central Committee; Massis weekly —
Social Democratic Hunchakian Party of the Western Region of the U.S.; Nor Or — Democratic Liberatl (Ramkavar)
Party.
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Along with the availability of print media, the Los Angeles community features seven 24-
hour Armenian television networks with proprietary programming. Some of the popular local
networks include Shant ARTN (Armenian-Russian Television Network), USArmenia TV, and
Horizon, all of which broadcast programs from Armenia in addition to local programming and
advertising. Programming is free to air and available with basic cable providers such as Charter,
Time Warner, Adelphia, AT&T, Verizon, Dish Network, and Direct TV. Moreover, since 2000
Armenia’s Public Television Station (more commonly known as Armenial or H1) has been
available to this community via satellite and private subscription, enjoying wide popularity. This
network entirely broadcasts the programming from Armenia supplementing it with local
advertising. The wide array of programming on all of the networks includes news coverage of
national and international events, kids’ programming, cultural shows, religious programming, as
well as a variety of entertainment shows. The line-up for entertainment involves a broad
selection of programs, many modeled on Western originals, such as sitcoms (Two and a Half
Men), competition shows (American Idol, Dancing with the Stars/So You Think You Can
Dance, Got Talent), reality shows, quiz shows (Who Wants to Be a Millionaire?), cooking
shows, talk shows, and a number of extremely popular soap operas, mainly produced in
Armenia. All of the networks now have 24-hour on-line screening, eliminating any geographic or
subscription based obstacles and increasing wide access to their programming. When asked to
describe the general viewership of Armenian programming in the Los Angeles area, Harry
Aslanian, the long-time operational director for H1 in the continental U.S., described a segment
of the population that is typically age 40 and older, mostly comprised of first-generation
immigrants from Armenia and to a lesser degree Iran and Lebanon, and Armenian dominant

(personal communication, May 2, 2014). “Young people don’t watch Armenian TV because
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English language TV is much more appealing. As for the older cohort, often due to a language
barrier, they can’t access English language television and thus turn to the accessible and often
more familiar Armenian programming” (H. Aslanian, personal communication, May 2, 2014).
Cultural Events

The Los Angeles community also boasts an active cultural scene filled with Armenian
concerts, plays, artistic performances, comedy shows, movie and documentary screenings, and
lectures on a variety of Armenian related topics. Many feature visiting performers, artists,
scholars, and productions from Armenia as well as the worldwide Diaspora, while others are
locally organized; all of which are conveniently advertised and promoted through Armenian
newspapers and television. The large neon marquee of the famous Alex Theatre in Glendale
constantly features the dates and titles of a multitude of Armenian events in flashing lights. The
creation of a website ten years ago, aptly entitled armeniancalendar.com, also reflects the
abundance and variety of Armenian events. Although the website’s goal as identified in their
“About Us” section is to “feature Armenian event information to Armenians of all ages in all
corners of the world,” a passing glance at their daily home page indicates that most events are

concentrated in the Los Angeles area.

Date Event Title City Category

Sunday, A Screening of the Orphanes of Genocide Encino Film
May 4

Sunday, Mother Agnes-Mariam of the Cross/What is Really Happening in Syria Today Glendale Lecture
May 4

Sunday, Gagik Badalyan live in concert "MY WAY" Glendale Concert
May 4

Sunday, Sose & Allen’s Legacy Benefit Concert Glendale Concert
May 4

Sunday, PBS SoCal Plus to premiere "Tumo: CHANGE STARTS WITHIN ARMENIA™ Los Documentary
May 4 Angeles

Sunday, “Armenian & Assyrian Cooperation & Cohabitation in Iran's Urmia Region” - an Mission Presentation
May 4 lllustrated talk by Dr. Nicholas Al-Jeloo Hills

Sunday, AGBU Krikor Satamian Theatre Group’s newest Armenian Comedy play Pasadena Theatre
May 4 "SHOGHOKORT" (The Flatterer)

Sunday, Premiere screening of "Apricot, Blessed tree of Armenia” documentary film Pasadena Film
May 4 Premiere
Sunday, Armenia Tree Project 20th Celebration San Marino Anniversary

May 4
Sunday, Mother Agnes-Mariam of the Cross/What is Really Happening in Syria Today Van Nuys Lecture
May 4

Figure 2.15: Page of Armenian events from Armeniancalendar.com
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Public Education

The growing presence of the Armenian community over the last few decades in Los
Angeles County is fittingly represented in the increasing number of Armenian language
programs in the public education sector, including after school programs, immersion programs,
charter schools, and foreign language class options. The Davidian and Mariamian Educational
Foundation is one of the earliest programs to be established (1987), serving as a non-profit
organization that provides after-school programs in Armenian language, culture, and heritage to
elementary schools in Los Angeles County?*. The program meets twice a week for four hours
total and currently serves numerous elementary schools in the cities of Glendale (12), Burbank
(4), La Crescenta (3), La Canada (1), Tujunga (1), North Hollywood (1), and Granada Hills (1)%.
As children progress in each grade in their elementary school, they advance in the afterschool
Armenian language program, where they are first taught the basics in reading and writing and
then engaged in more complex instruction. As articulated in the program’s mission statement,
activities that enrich the program include “performances of Armenian patriotic poems, songs,
and plays in the classroom, during assemblies and public celebrations of Armenian holidays.”
Additionally, “projects, posters, pictures, objects and maps help students learn and appreciate the
culture, tradition and values of their ancestors. Armenian history and religion are essential
components of the elementary Armenian program, giving students a sense of the Armenian

identity as well as the importance of values and moral development.”

2 Several of the participants in this study attended some portion of this program in different elementary schools
across Los Angeles County.

% The annual tuition for this program is around $500.
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In the last decade GUSD, particularly at the elementary level, has stood out as a model
district for bilingualism and biliteracy. In 2003, with the assistance of Title VI grant funds, the
district began its first Spanish dual language program with 18 students. As a result of increased
interest, popularity, and funding the program expanded into multiple classes in several
elementary schools across Glendale. Currently GUSD has over 700 students enrolled in Spanish
dual immersion programs in grades K-10. Gaining momentum and popularity, between 2007-
2010, the program not only added additional sites, but also additional program models and
languages, including Spanish, Italian, French, German, Armenian, Japanese, and Korean.

Currently the district’s Foreign Language Academies of Glendale (FLAG) program offers
seven (Italian, French, German, Spanish, Armenian, Japanese, and Korean) dual immersion
programs with more than 2,000 students enrolled district wide. Dual-immersion programs in
Italian, French, German, and Spanish (all of which use Latin-based alphabets) follow the 90/10
model in which students receive initial instruction in the non-English target language for 90% of
the day starting in kindergarten and 10% in English. The percentage of English instruction
increases annually until 50% of the day is taught in English and 50% in the target language by
fifth and sixth grade. Initial content and literacy instruction takes place in the non-English
language. As students progress to upper elementary school, content is divided between English
and the target language. The 50/50 program model is used in GUSD’s dual immersion programs
for Armenian, Japanese, and Korean, all of which have non-Latin based alphabets. Students in
the 50/50 programs receive English instruction for 50% of the day and target language
instruction for the remaining 50% throughout elementary school. Literacy and content area

subjects are taught in both languages and divided by time and/or content.
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In 2006, in response to strong community interest, the Armenian program at GUSD
initially started as the Heritage Language program at Jefferson Elementary in Glendale. The goal
of this program was to maintain students' heritage language, culture, and tradition with daily
instruction during which Armenian language was taught as enrichment, with literacy as a
primary focus. In 2009, Jefferson Elementary School started the 50/50 Armenian dual
immersion program and in the fall of 2010, the FLAG Armenian Program expanded to include
R.D. White Elementary School. The main objective of this program is to develop bilingualism
and biliteracy with academic language in two languages; therefore, Armenian language is taught
both for language acquisition and content instruction. Dual Immersion classes are taught by fully
credentialed bilingual teachers who have additional preparation and expertise in teaching
Armenian. Eastern Armenian (Reformed orthography) is the primary standard of instruction;
however, students are exposed to the Classical orthography and the Western standard as
encountered in literature and other supplemental materials.

An additional development in terms of Armenian language instruction in Los Angeles
County was the opening of Ararat Charter School in 2010, which currently enrolls 351 students
in grades K-5 on two campuses in the city of Van Nuys. The mission of the school as stated on
their website is “to educate students to their maximum potential in an environment that actively
engages students in rigorous and relevant programs, promotes academic excellence, and values
cultural and linguistic diversity.” Though not an immersion model as defined above in the case
of GUSD’s FLAG programs, Ararat Charter School is the first school to incorporate two

languages other than English into their core curriculum: Armenian and Spanish.

%8 This model will be phased out as current students move up grades and promote to middle school.
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In terms of Armenian language programs or options beyond elementary school, Glendale
school officials are currently reviewing a plan to advance GUSD’s popular immersion courses up
to the 12" grade (Corrigan 2014). According to the proposal, various middle schools and high
schools would offer classes in the different languages of GUSD’s FLAG program, where
students would continue studying their chosen language with an intensive class every day. The
school board president, Nayiri Nahabedian, and community members are very supportive of this
plan (Corrigan 2014). At this point, only Toll Middle School in Glendale offers an (Eastern)
Armenian heritage course for more advanced learners, which only started this year (A. Asatryan,
personal communication, May 1, 2014). At the high school level, between 2004-2007/2008,
Crescenta Valley High School in Glendale offered Armenian language courses for heritage
speakers by housing one of the language courses of Glendale Community College on their
campus. The student body was thus comprised of a mix of high school and college students, who
took part in a college level Armenian course designed for heritage learners. Over the last decade,
both Glendale High School and Hoover High School in GUSD have also offered (Eastern)
Armenian as a foreign language option, including four different levels with increasing difficulty
(Armenian 1-2, 3-4, 5-6, 7-8). Classes are typically entirely comprised of 1.5 or second
generation heritage learners, with a few non-native speakers as well (A. Asatryan, personal
communication, May 1, 2014).

In addition to the host of K-12 Armenian language programs presented above, the Greater
Los Angeles area truly stands out as the heart of Armenian Studies in the realm of higher
education. At the community college level, Glendale Community College emerges as the leader,
with over a dozen Armenian Studies courses offered including multiple levels of Armenian

language (Eastern Armenian) for both foreign and heritage learners, three courses on Armenian
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literature spanning various time periods, and courses on Armenian history. Nearby Pasadena
Community College offers two semesters of Elementary (Western) Armenian as well.

At the university level, California State University, Northridge (CSUN) boasts the largest
population of Armenian college students outside of Yerevan State University with 10% of its
student body comprised of Armenians students. Armenian Studies started out at CSUN as one
class in the Department of Modern and Classical Languages in 1983. Since then, it has grown
into one of the largest programs of its kind in the country, offering 14 different courses in a range
of subjects--from Armenian languages to culture and contemporary issues--as well as a minor in
Armenian studies and a concentration for students majoring in liberal studies (Chandler 2006).

In 2005, the University of Southern California (USC) founded the Institute of Armenian
Studies as a multidisciplinary program with a broad mission to increase understanding of modern
Armenia. USC offers courses on Armenian history as well as a course entitled “Colloquium in
Armenian Studies: Social and Cultural Issues,” which features lectures on political, social, and
cultural issues related to the Armenian Republic and Diaspora community by an instructor as
well as visiting lecturers with expertise in specific areas. Since its inception the institute has
sponsored numerous events, including multidisciplinary talks and conferences, with very high
attendance.

The University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) possesses the longest and richest
history in Armenian Studies, with two endowed chairs: the Narekatsi Chair in Armenian
Language and Literature founded in 1969 in the department of Near Eastern Languages and
Cultures (NELC) and the Richard Hovannisian Chair (formerly known as the Armenian
Educational Foundation Chair) in Modern Armenian History established in 1987 in the

department of History. Since 1997 regular instruction in both Eastern and Western Armenian has
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been established with a popular undergraduate minor in Armenian Studies introduced the
following year. Undergraduate students also have the option of completing a Middle Eastern
Studies Major with an Armenian focus through NELC. At the graduate level, students can pursue
M.A. and Ph.D. degrees in Armenian Studies through NELC, History, and Archaeology. The
number and range of Armenian Studies courses offered at UCLA is quite impressive (26 in
regular years) with classes in all three major standards of the Armenian language (Classical,
Eastern, and Western) at several levels, various periods of Armenian history and literature,
including graduate seminars, as well as Armenian film and drama. In recent years, these have
been supplemented with novel and interdisciplinary courses in Armenian Studies by visiting
scholars in fields such as Armenian architecture, anthropology, art-history, and women’s studies.
This year two new fields have been added: Armenian Archaeology and Ethnography and
Armenian music.
Private Education

In addition to educational options in Armenian in the public sector, this community is
home to numerous Armenian schools with varying grade levels in the private domain. At present
there are over a dozen private Armenian day schools (over 20 if preschools are included) in
Southern California, the majority of which are in the Greater Los Angeles area (see table below).
More than half of these schools are grouped under the auspices of the Western Prelacy of the
Armenian Apostolic Church of America, governed by the Board of Regents, which is appointed
by the Prelate and Executive Council. The remaining schools are typically independent (of one
another and the Prelacy), many with their own religious or political affiliation, although they do
come together on certain occasions, such as an annual staff development day hosted by the Board

of Regents of Prelacy Schools. As can be seen from the table below, many of the schools offer
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all grades (K-12), with some going up to gt grade, and a few that terminate at the elementary
level. Almost all of the Prelacy schools have related pre-schools in nearby locations that aid in

the smooth transition of children from Armenian pre-schools to Armenian day schools.

) Year Highest
Prelacy Schools City Established | Grade Level

Holy Martyrs Ferrahian Armenian School Encino 1964 12th
Holy Martyrs ARS Ashkhen Pilavjian Encino 1991 Pre-K
Armenian Preschool

Armenian Mesrobian School Pico Rivera 1965 12th
Ron & Goharik Gabriel Armenian Preschool Pico Rivera 1970 Pre-K
Rose & Alex Pilibos Armenian School Los Angeles 1969 12th
Mary Postoian Armenian Preschool Los Angeles 1970 Pre-K
Krouzian Zekarian VVasbouragan Armenian San Francisco 1980 8th
School

Krouzian Zekarian Vasbouragan Armenian San Francisco 1980 Pre-K
Preschool

Ari Guiragos Minassian Armenian School Santa Ana 1986 6th
Ari Guiragos Minassian Armenian Preschool Santa Ana 1986 Pre-K
Vahan & Anouch Chamlian Armenian School  Glendale 1975 8th
Richard Tufenkian Armenian Preschool Glendale 1975 Pre-K
Levon & Hasmig Tavlian Armenian Preschool  Pasadena 1992 Pre-K

Figure 2.16: Prelacy Armenian schools in Southern California

Non-Prelacy Schools City Year Highest
Established | Grade Level

AGBU Marie Manoogian School Canoga Park 1976 12th
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AGBU Vatche and Tamar Manoukian School Pasadena 2006 9-12th

Merdinian Armenian Evangelical School Sherman 1982 8th
Oaks

T.C.A. Arshag Dikranian Armenian School Los Angeles 1981 12th
St. Gregory Alfred & Marguerite Hovsepian Pasadena 1984 8th
School

Armenian Community School of Fresno Fresno 1976 6th
Mekhitarist Fathers Armenian School La Crescenta 1979 8th
Armenian Sisters Academy Montrose 1985 8th
Sahag-Mesrob Armenian Christian School Pasadena 1980 8th

Figure 2.17: Non-prelacy Armenian schools in Los Angeles County

Armenian day schools function like regular private schools that in addition to a basic
curriculum of general studies teach Armenian language, history, literature, religion, and culture.
It is crucial to highlight that these are not bilingual programs like in the case of the GUSD
programs discussed above, as students are taught all core subjects in English except for
Armenian classes. There is no content instruction in Armenian outside of Armenian subject
classes and the hours of Armenian instruction are quite limited. Traditionally the language of
instruction for Armenian subjects has been Western Armenian, with a few schools such as
Chamlian, Arshag Dickranian®’, and Pilibos offering Eastern Armenian as well to accommodate
to the new demographics of the community. According to the most recent data from the Board of
Regents, the total enrollment of all the day schools in Southern California, including preschools,

is slightly over 5,000 students.

2" Arshag Dickranian has recently started teaching Eastern Armenian using Reformed Orthography due to the
increasing presence of students whose families emigrated from Armenia.
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In addition to the schools listed above, there are a host of Armenian pre-schools and
daycare centers all over Los Angeles County. As can be seen from the low enrollment number
presented above, many families cannot afford® or do not choose to send their children to
Armenian day schools; however, many do turn to Armenian pre-schools as a form of daycare or
as a means to efficiently transition their children into the educational world. Many of these
preschools are housed in appealing facilities with colorful signs in both Armenian and English,
focusing on early childhood education services that enhance children’s learning and social
development through arts and crafts, dance, language acquisition, science, and basic arithmetic.
The language of instruction is dominantly Armenian; however, often at the parents’ request,
English has increasingly been introduced in order to prepare children for Kindergarten. Due to
large demand, there are also a great number of daycares and preschools run in private homes
with state licensing. The dominant language of instruction for a majority of the newer daycares
and preschools is Eastern Armenian, accommodating the influx of recent immigrants from
Armenia.

Part-time or supplemental Armenian schooling is also offered in these communities
through the means of Saturday schools. Generally these classes meet for two or more hours on
Saturday mornings and afternoons where children of Armenian descent learn the rudiments of
the Armenian alphabet, history, and culture. A prominent example is Narek Cultural Foundation
in Glendale established in 1989. It consists of a pre-school for 2-5 year olds as well as a very
popular Saturday school for grades K-8, with 400 students currently enrolled. Instruction is
carried out in Eastern Armenian (Reformed orthography), with textbooks and materials, mainly

acquired from the Republic of Armenia.

%8 Tuition for private Armenian day schools generally ranges from $600-$800 per month.
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Signs of Loss

Although the picture above presents a very vibrant and robust linguistic community, it is
heavily sustained by the continuing immigration from Armenia and to a lesser degree, other
Diaspora communities. A strong degree of decline in the use of Armenian among U.S. born
second and third generation Armenian-Americans can be gleaned from census results as well as
the creation of multiple task forces in the last few years to address issues of failing Armenian
instruction in Armenian day schools and methods of promoting Armenian language use
community wide.
Language Spoken at Home

Until the 2000 U.S. census, there was another very important section in the Census
questionnaire that asked respondents about the language they speak at home and their knowledge
of English. Der-Martirossian (2008), in her study of Armenians in the 1980, 1990, and 2000 U.S.
census, analyzed the responses to the language spoken at home questions. As can be seen from
the charts below, particularly for Armenians from Armenia, Iran, and Lebanon, the language of
choice at home across the three decades was Armenian. A major contributing factor to this was
undoubtedly the ongoing immigration, especially from Armenia and Iran. In 2000, 91% of
immigrants from Armenia and Iran, 90% of immigrants from Lebanon, and 70% from Turkey
reported speaking Armenian at home. However, the great majority of U.S. born Armenians
reported speaking English at home with the use of Armenian decreasing over time (25% in 1980,
18% in 1990, 16% in 2000). Language use data of Armenians in the U.S. census is presented in

the tables below from information in Der-Martirosian’s study (2008).
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1980 Census Country of Birth
Armenia | Iran | Lebanon | Turkey | U.S.

Language
Spoken at
Home:
Armenian 65% 86% 88% 79% 25%
English 28% 5% 3% 9% 73%
Speaks English:
Not well/not at | 30% 21% 21% 33% NA
all
1990 Census Country of Birth

Armenia | Iran | Lebanon | Turkey | U.S.
Language
Spoken at
Home:
Armenian 88% 90% 90% 79% 18%
English 5% 4% 4% 8% 80%
Speaks
English:
Not well/not | 39% 34% 16% 39% NA
atall
2000 Census Country of Birth

Armenia | Iran | Lebanon | Turkey | U.S.
Language
Spoken at
Home:
Armenian 91% 91% 90% 70% 16%
English 3% 4% 6% 9% 81%
Speaks
English:
Not well/not | 29% 31% 16% 36% NA
atall

Figure 2.18: Language use responses by Armenians from Armenia, Iran, Lebanon, Turkey and U.S. born in the
1980, 1990, and 2000 U.S. Census (Der-Martirosian 2008)

This is the typical process for children of immigrants who tend to lose their heritage language
quite quickly, with most immigrant groups shifting entirely to English typically within three

generations (Valdés 2001; Fishman 1991). In 2006, one study found that the “life expectancy” of
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five languages in Southern California (Spanish, Tagalog, Chinese, Vietnamese, and Korean) was
no more than two generations, the results of which led the authors to label the U.S. as a
“linguistic graveyard” (Rumbaut, Massey, and Bean 2006).

Task Forces

Currently there are three Task Forces with increasing degrees of outreach actively
working on issues related to enhancing Armenian language instruction in Armenian schools as
well as revitalizing and promoting oral and written Armenian in the Los Angeles community at
wide. The first of these, entitled the Saroyan Project, was launched in July of 2011 by the
administration of Chamlian Armenian School, following the concerns raised by Chamlian alumni
invited to participate in a one-day symposium in order to examine the condition of Armenian
language instruction. The principal initiated the candid dialogue with concerned alumni and
community members with the following simple diagnosis on his behalf: “We have a two-
pronged problem at our school. First, our students don’t like Armenian class. Second, they don’t
graduate with proficiency in Armenian” (V. Madenlian, personal communication, June 11,
2011). Thus the Saroyan committee was created, bringing together school administrators,
teachers, and UCLA researchers to address the issues highlighted during the symposium?®.

The first phase of the project consisted of assessing the environment beginning at the first
grade level, including collection and analysis of the demographics of the incoming class, several
meetings and focus groups with Eastern and Western Armenian first grade teachers, class
observations, and studying the current curriculum and textbooks. Based on the evaluation of the
assessments above, the next stage centered on developing new and more fitting Armenian

language standards as the existing ones were merely a translation of English Language Arts

% | currently serve as one of the members of the Saroyan committee.
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standards and naturally not functional for this group of heritage learners. Moreover, the
committee implemented a series of workshops designed to train the teachers in the fundamentals
of heritage language instruction, objective-based teaching, lesson planning, classroom
management, and best pedagogical practices. Furthermore, in tandem with the teachers, the
committee has launched a new series of objective-based and uniform unit plans for the first
grade. These comprise the curriculum as currently implemented in the school, with an
observation-based checks and balances system of providing consistent aid and feedback to
teachers. The long-term goals of the project are to continue the instructional reforms for all of the
additional grades (up to 8" grade).

The second Task Force was initiated in January of 2013 by the Executive Director of the
Board of Regents of Prelacy Armenian Schools in order to enhance and promote Armenian
education within Prelacy schools. Committee members include Armenian language professors at
UCLA and CSUN, Armenian Studies scholars, and current and former principals of Armenian
schools®. A process of data collection and assessment of the current situation of Armenian
instruction began with a focus group meeting with 40-50 Armenian subject teachers from all of
the Prelacy schools on February 9, 2013. The concerns highlighted at the teachers’ meeting along
with the evaluation of factors such as declining enrollment trends from the last decade, the
assessments of former task forces and committees, and the input of the current Task Force
members from their own varying areas of expertise led to the decision to create a progress report
or plan of action. On February 4, 2014 the Task Force presented its diagnosis, work plan, vision,

mission, core values, and short and long term strategies and action plans to the Board of Regents.

%1 also serve as a committee member of the Board of Regents’ Task Force.
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Without going into great detail, some of the diagnostic elements and recommendations
will be briefly summarized. Armenian schools face a number of serious challenges, many of
them articulated in the progress report, echoing Peroomian’s*! (2006) outlook on the declining
condition of Armenian schools. There is consensus that Armenian instruction is failing, with
Armenian “growing like a fruit in a greenhouse” (Peroomian 2006: 1), limited to the boundaries
of the Armenian language classroom, and viewed as a forced/imposed subject by the students. It
is not the dominant, everyday language of Armenian youth, as English governs interactions
among peers. Giving in to the reality that Armenian language use is declining, Prelacy schools
and second and third generation community leaders have re-evaluated the boundaries of
Armenianness, de-emphasizing the role of language in that formula and instead highlighting less
tangible notions such as possessing an Armenian spirit or dedication to the Armenian cause.
Moreover, the schools have not caught up to the realities of the changing demographic profile of
the community and their student body over the past few decades. Despite the fact that Eastern
Armenian is the language of the overwhelming majority of recent immigrants, the dominant
language of instruction in Armenian Prelacy schools is still Western Armenian (exceptions noted
above). As a result, for the Eastern Armenian speaking student the language of the home is
different from the language at school, not to mention the differences in orthography for those
from Armenia, as well as the complications brought about by the diglossic nature of Eastern
Armenian. Teachers, who may not be fully educated in fields of linguistics, sociolinguistics,
pedagogy, and Armenian Studies “perform ruins on Eastern Armenian students, repelling them

from the language” (Peroomian 2006: 2). The issue of Armenian teachers is an extremely grave

%! Dr. Rubina Peroomian is an Armenian Studies scholar as well as an active member of the community involved in
multiple Task Forces and Committees. She has worked closely with the Armenian schools over the past few decades
and serves on the last two of the Task Forces presented in this chapter.
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one, as the present cohort is almost entirely from Middle Eastern communities, often with limited
or no professional education or expertise in teaching Armenian (or teaching in general),
particularly in the American setting. Furthermore, many of the currently employed teachers are
on the brink of retirement without viable candidates to take over, as there is no institution in the
U.S. that produces Armenian teachers, nor is the job viewed as economically or socially
prestigious by the community. Finally, as explained above, there is growing competition from
the public school sector, which seems to be more in tune with the current demographics and
pedagogical trends in the fields of bilingualism and biliteracy.

In its presentation to the Board of Regents, the Task Force proposed modifying both their
mission and vision to restore and highlight the role of Armenian and the need to create
consumers and producers of Armenian culture via a “living and current language.” Core values
recommended for adoption center around various major points: not discriminating against the
demographic or linguistic composition of students (i.e. Eastern Armenian, Western Armenian,
Armenian from Armenia, Iranian Armenian, etc.); appreciation and pride in the language as
beautiful and viable in all its forms: spoken, written, dialect, standard; recognition of the role of
language as the most essential factor in culture and its main vehicle of transmission; need for the
language to be viewed as a dynamic, organic instrument capable of incorporating all aspects of
life in opposition to the ingrained notion of Armenian only for Armenian topics, events, people,
etc.; the need to improve not only Armenian instruction, but instruction in all subjects in order to
elevate the quality and prestige of Armenian schools and thus attract more students.

Short-term strategic goals propose actions such as organizing periodic lectures for parents in
order to educate them about bilingualism, dispelling common myths and highlighting the

cognitive and social benefits, and providing computer literacy in Armenian for teachers and
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administrators. Long-term goals include the creation of an endowed professorship at CSUN with
the purpose of preparing Armenian teachers by providing interested candidates with the
opportunity to receive teaching credentials while pursuing a degree in Armenian Studies.
Another long-term project includes the introduction of an entirely new organizational culture
focused on increasing the presence and use of Armenian in schools. The members of the Board
of Regents have reacted positively to the presentation by the Task Force and are currently in the
process of an in-depth review and evaluation of the above-mentioned recommendations, among
many others.

On May 1%, 2013 the “Armenian Language Preservation Committee” was launched at the
invitation of Prelate H.E. Archbishop Moushegh Mardirossian and the Executive Council of the
Western Prelacy, with a focus on the revitalization and preservation of the oral and written
Armenian language in the Los Angeles community. Similar to the other Task Forces, this
committee is comprised of language professors, Armenian school principals, Armenian Studies
scholars, and prominent community members®2. As articulated in the press release of the
Western Prelacy Divan, during the initial meetings, “the committee concurred that the use of the
Armenian language, both oral and written, is in decline, and that the ability to understand and
communicate in Armenian is vital to the sustainability of Armenian identity and sense of
belonging.” Thus, the committee finds that it is essential to find a solution to remedy this critical
situation. “The Committee adopted a scientific approach; to analyze the research and statistics to
diagnose the problem and draft a program accordingly with far-reaching vision, strategic goals
and an action plan for a de-centralized movement with the involvement of schools, churches,

organizations, political parties, media, and individuals involved in the field” (Western Prelacy

% All three committees share many of the same members.
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Divan). At this point, this is the most up to date information on the proceedings of this
committee.
Conclusion

The strong public presence of Armenian in Los Angeles County is undeniable, as
observed in its prevalence in social services, media, cultural events, and education. The recent
growth of Armenian language programs in public schools along with the existence of numerous
Armenian schools in the private domain attest to its robustness in the community and may
contribute to the longevity of Armenian through the generations. However, to keep things in
perspective, all of the Armenian language programs, including private schools, immersion
programs, charter schools, and afterschool programs serve only 5-10% of the student-age
population in this community (Kouloujian 2014). Moreover, the strong vitality of Armenian in
this community mainly stems from large numbers and demographic concentration constantly
fueled by the arrival of Armenian speakers. As census data on language use and the diagnoses of
the various Task Forces indicate, language use and intergenerational transmission decline among
U.S. born second and third generation Armenian-Americans. Once systematic immigration halts,
time will show whether all of the efforts presented in this chapter will aid this community in the

tide against strong pressures of language shift in the U.S.
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CHAPTER 3
LINGUISTIC FEATURES
Introduction

In the great dearth of knowledge about Armenian as a heritage language, the investigation
of linguistic features of Armenian heritage speakers constitutes no exception. Apart from
Godson’s study (2004) on the vowel production of Western Armenian heritage speakers, there
are no known works on the depiction, evaluation, assessment, and analysis of the incomplete
acquisition process among Armenian heritage speakers in the U.S. This chapter will focus on
delineating some linguistic features of heritage speakers of Eastern Armenian in terms of
phonology, morphology, register, and borrowings from English. As will be demonstrated in the
analysis, several key driving forces may contribute to the exhibition of non-target like features:
1) the lack of exposure to the formal features of Armenian and the social contexts where these
would be employed, 2) the absence of continuous formal education in Armenian, 3) the
pluricentric nature of the Armenian language and the active presence of both standards in the
Armenian community, and 4) the influence of English as the dominant majority language.

As noted in the introductory chapters of this dissertation, due to the linguistic distance
between the standard language and the home variety, heritage speakers lack exposure and access
to the formal features of Armenian. Since most interactions in the heritage language take place in
the informal setting of the home and family, heritage speakers acquire the colloquial vernacular
of the language, comprised of limited linguistic repertoires and restricted lexical and syntactic
alternatives. Heritage speakers also lack the opportunities to access the social contexts in which
the formal standard of the language would be employed and required. Due to the absence of

exposure to the linguistic and social norms of the formal standard of the language, heritage
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speakers typically do not possess the awareness and flexibility of controlling registers and their
situational distribution.

Closely related to the discussion above is the fact that an overwhelming majority of
Armenian heritage speakers do not receive continuous formal education in Armenian (see
Chapter 2), which would provide access to resources such as literacy, exposure to the formal
standard, grammatical awareness and competence, richer lexicon, and the social contexts to
employ these. Among the plethora of benefits associated with literacy, knowledge of a script
provides a visual counterpart to the aural input speakers receive, validating and solidifying the
material while illuminating subtle linguistic nuances. Study of the language in an educational
context would provide speakers with instruction in the formal standard, inherently integrating
exposure to higher registers and a broader vocabulary range. Additionally, formal instruction
would foster metalinguistic awareness of the language, supplementing speakers’ existing skills
with enhanced grammatical competence. Critically, formal education in Armenian would provide
heritage speakers not only an opportunity to acquire all of the essential skills mentioned above,
but also the social contexts in which these would be employed and required.

The pluricentric nature of the Armenian language, comprised of two literary standards
and a multitude of local dialects, and the dynamic presence of multiple varieties in the Los
Angeles community presents another potential source of influence on the analysis of linguistic
features noted in this chapter. Eastern Armenian heritage speakers may encounter Western
Armenian in a variety of possible scenarios including in the family (if a grandparent, parent, or
close relative is a speaker of Western Armenian), among peers, in youth groups or cultural
centers, and in the Armenian school context (as Western Armenian is the dominant language of

instruction). The differences between the two standards in certain elements of phonology,
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morphology, syntax, and lexicosemantics (Cowe 1992; Hagopian 2005) may lead to diverse and
competing sources of input for heritage speakers.

Moreover, the impact of English as the majority language as well as heritage speakers’
dominant language undoubtedly plays a critical role in the analysis presented below. In a
situation of language contact, the transfer of a range of linguistic features from the dominant
language to the minority language can be expected. Additionally the grammatical differences
between English and Armenian may also impact this situation. Particular features of Armenian
that have no clear parallels in English, such as extensive agglutination, an elaborate case system,
flexible word order, two rhotics in the phonetic system, the distinction between a singular and
plural/formal second person pronoun, may influence the acquisition and mastery of these
features.

The results presented here stem from the analysis of 27 learner interviews with UCLA
students enrolled in an Eastern Armenian course. Decisively for this chapter, the interviews were
conducted in Eastern Armenian with the understanding that participants would attempt to
communicate in the heritage language to the best of their ability, using English minimally (to
carry an important point across or ensure comprehension, for example). Each interview was
approximately 40 minutes in length and consisted of questions related to the background,
education, use of, and attitude to, the heritage language. The audio recordings of the interviews
were transcribed with meticulous attention in order to accurately reflect the authentic features of
the participants’ speech. The transcripts were then coded for repeated linguistic features that
stood out as divergences from the baseline. Here, once again, it is critical to note that the baseline

language is colloquial, spoken Eastern Armenian and not the formal standard as promoted by
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schooling, media, and literature®® (Polinsky & Kagan 2007). The most frequent and prevalent
deviations comprise the core of the material presented below. The International Phonetic
Alphabet (IPA) system has been used to represent Armenian elements in this chapter (see
Appendix D for IPA charts on Eastern Armenian).
Phonology

In the analysis of heritage speakers’ grammatical systems, phonological competence is
usually considered the strongest and best-preserved feature of linguistic knowledge, although
often even this is not completely native like (Benmamoun et al. 2013). Coincidentally, one of the
important studies that investigates phonetic deviations in heritage speakers focuses on the
changes in vowel production among Western Armenian heritage speakers living in the U.S.
(Godson 2004). Godson found that heritage speakers retain the 5-vowel system of Western
Armenian in production, but the two front vowels /i/ and /e/ and the central vowel /a/ differ in
quality from those produced by native speakers. She argues that this might be the result of the
effect of English on Western Armenian, as the only vowels impacted are those that have
counterparts in English. In terms of production, the observations in this investigation also reveal
certain deviations from the base line, especially in the case of U.S. born heritage speakers.
Importantly, some of the divergences from target-like pronunciation can be explained by deficits
in register, as they are common features of spoken, colloguial Eastern Armenian, while others
are true phonological deviances, representative of this group of heritage speakers.

Some expected phenomena among the heritage speakers who participated in this study,

both U.S. and foreign born, include the dropping of the consonants 1 [¥] and 1 [1], particularly in

medial and final positions, and never in initial positions, and the replacement of the postalveolar

% Comparisons made to standard, literary Armenian will be explicitly noted.
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Voiced_uvular_fricative

voiceless aspirated affricate s, [t/*] with the postalveolar voiceless fricative 7, [f]. These

occurrences can be explained by the fact that the tendencies they display are quite common in
colloquial Eastern Armenian; however, it should be noted that a native speaker would have good
mastery of the spectrum of registers in Armenian along with their social contexts and not drop
sounds in a formal setting such as an interview. Therefore, it is essential to note that in the first
three cases discussed below, the shortcomings are not related to lack of mastery of the phonetic
system, but a lack of control over register. Unsurprisingly, the only variants heritage speakers

may have ever encountered would have been the colloquial versions with the dropped sounds.
In the case of the uvular fricative r [k], speakers often fail to pronounce it in medial and

final positions, as this is quite common in colloquial Eastern Armenian (Hagopian 2005). Here
are a few examples, in which many of the words are already reduced, colloquial variants to begin

with.
Ynnuh-> Ynuh “side” gen./dat. sing.
[kosmi] -> [komi]
npukn ->npunk “where”
[vortex] -> [vorte]
punkin -> punk “there” (reduced, colloquial version of wjtintr [ajntek])
[ondex] -> [ande]
uwnkn ->uwnt “here” (reduced, colloquial version of wjuwntr) [ajster])
[stex] -> [ste]
pukin -> punk “there” (reduced, colloquial version of uynntn [ajdtek])
[ostek] -> [oste]
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pnn -> pn “let it”

[thok] -> [tho]

The most common sound loss occurred in the case of the alveolar later approximant 1, [l]
only in final positions and almost exclusively in the past participle, which is formed with the aid
of the suffix —ty, [-el] (Dum-Tragut 2009). The tendency to not articulate the final 1, [I] is quite
common in colloquial Eastern Armenian when using the perfect or pluperfect tense, “as in e.g.
tu tpwt skd nbuk()): jes noran tfhem tese[1]. ‘I have not seen him.””’(Dum-Tragut 2009: 223).
The following are some examples of past participles from this investigation:

Jupnwugt) -> Jupnwgt, past participle of verb “to read”

[kardatshel] -> [kardatshe]

wjuwpunky -> wjwpunk, past participle of verb “to graduate, to complete”

[avartel] -> [avarte]

unynphy -> unynpk, past participle of verb “to learn, to study”

[sovorel] -> [sovore]

wnbknuthnpuyt) -> mbnuthnjuyt, past participle of verb “to move (relocate)”

[tesaphoyvel] -> [tesaphoyve]

wnky -> wpk, past participle of verb “to do”

[arel] -> [are]

Another interesting phenomenon that reflects tendencies in colloquial Eastern Armenian

is the replacement of the postalveolar voiceless aspirated affricate s, [t/"] with the postalveolar

voiceless fricative 2, [[]. The rule for this tendency in the colloquial vernacular is the following:
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if s, [t/*] is followed by a consonant without a break (a comma, for example), it is pronounced as
a 2, [J] both within the same word and at the end of a preceding word (Harutunyan, Uwyptup
1Eqyh nuutp (Lessons in the Mother Tongue)®*, Feb. 22, 2014). This was particularly common
in the usage of the negated indefinite article ns up, [vot/*mi] “not one,” the negative indefinite
pronoun/adjective ny Uk, [vot/"mek], “no one,” and the interrogative pronoun husput
[int/"kPan], “how much,” resulting in their pronunciation with 9, [f] as np uh, [vofmi], np kY,
[vofmek], and huippwt [infk"an].

Along with the features presented above that correlate with those of colloguial spoken
Eastern Armenian, there are also a few tendencies, which may be specific to heritage speakers’
profile. One of the most striking features in this investigation was the loss of distinction between
the two rhotics in favor of the flap, particularly in the case of speakers born in the U.S. Although
it is highly unusual that rhotics would be distinguished alphabetically, Armenian includes two
rhotics in its consonant system: the flap [r] and the trill [¢]. The former is much more widespread
and can be found in all positions, while the distribution of the trill is comparatively restricted
(Dum-Tragut 2009). Many U.S. born heritage speakers pronounce the trill [¢] in all positions
(initial, medial, final) as a flap [r], losing the distinction between the two rhotics. Below are a
few examples:

Initial position: pniukiptli [cuseren] “Russian” pronounced as [ruseren]

Medial position:wnwy [arat/*] “before” pronounced as [arat/"]

¥ Uwypkuh 1quh quubp (Lessons in the Mother Tongue) is a group on Facebook comprised of linguists and
nonprofessionals who take interest in the Armenian language. Users post questions about any feature related to
Armenian and members respond, frequently with references to useful resources (dictionaries, textbooks, articles,
etc.)
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Unnwugw [moratsha] “I forgot™ (first person, sing, aorist) pronounced as
[moratsta]

huwyunwnwly [Xajtacak] “ignominious, disgraceful, affronted”
pronounced as [Xajtarak]

htnnt [heru] “far” pronounced as [heru]
Final position: pun [bar] “word” pronounced as [bar]

wnwn [tarc] “letter” pronounced as [tar]

ntn [der] “yet, still” pronounced as [der]

wwwndwn [pattfar] “reason” as [pattfar]

In addition to the examples from this group of participants, this tendency of generalizing
the flap [r] has been observed in many classes of heritage learners in the American context. As
expected, heritage learners display difficulties in the perception as well as production of the two
rhotics. During spelling exercises, students often confuse which “r” they need to use, favoring
the flap over the trill. Multiple factors may contribute to this phenomenon including the
widespread distribution of the flap [r] in Eastern Armenian and the absence of a trill [¢] in
English. Moreover, the convergence of the two in a tendency to generalize in favor of the soft
flap [r] in Western Armenian (Cowe 1992; Hagopian 2005) may also have an impact on speakers
who have exposure to both standards. Future studies specifically designed to test the perception
and production of the two rhotics and the factors that may contribute to the loss of their
distinction can further illuminate this trend. For example, it would be interesting to investigate
the production of the rhotics among heritage speakers of Eastern Armenian in Russia, as Russian

only has a trill [¢], in order to gauge the influence of the dominant language on heritage speakers’
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production. Interestingly, in casual Eastern Armenian, particularly in Yerevan, the trend emerged
in the opposite direction as the trilled [r] was commonly generalized as a possible consequence
of Russian interference (Hagopian 2005).

Another noteworthy feature in the pronunciation of the heritage language speakers of
Eastern Armenian who took part in this study involved the loss of the glide j [j] in the suffix —
nipjnil, [-uthjun ]. This is a very productive suffix, usually added to derive abstract, non-
countable or collective nouns from nouns, as well as adjectives and verbs (Dum-Tragut 2009).

The aspirated, voiceless o [t"] in this suffix is palatalized in colloquial Eastern Armenian and

viewed as highly conventional even in public fora, e.g. mquunipjniu [azatut” jun], “freedom”

will be pronounced as [azatuthjun] (Dum-Tragut 2009). Since heritage speakers are most
comfortable and familiar with the colloquial language, this tendency to palatalize is extremely

common. However, in addition to palatalization, heritage speakers, particularly those born in the
U.S., also consistently drop the glide j [j] in this very common suffix, as can be seen in the
following examples.

dwynipnil -> dwtynignil, “childhood”

mankut® jun -> mankutstun

lunuwljgnipinil -> junuwljgnignil, “conversation”

yosaktstuth jun -> yosaktshuts"un

ndjupnipjnit -> ndqupnignil, “difficulty”

dzvaruth jun -> d3varutstun

wwwnunipinth -> ywwnudnigni b, “history, story”

patmut® jun -> patmutstun
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It is difficult to ascertain whether this loss and the others discussed above are due to a
lack of perception in the first place or later difficulties in production. Given the fact that heritage
speakers typically acquire the colloquial language in an informal environment, it is not surprising
that they are only familiar with and produce phonetically reduced and altered variants common
in the vernacular. Additionally, as heritage speakers’ main exposure to the language is aural, they
often lack the literacy to support the informal variant with its complete written and formal
counterpart. Moreover, their exposure to competing input from Western Armenian, in the case of
the convergence of the two rhotics, for example, may also impact their phonetic system. Finally,
the influence of English, particularly in its phonetic differences with Armenian, also plays a role
in shaping Armenian heritage speakers’ phonetic features. More research on the phonological
competence of heritage speakers of Eastern Armenian will undoubtedly clarify and supplement
some of the preliminary observations noted above.

Morphology

The study of heritage speakers’ profiles in morphology generally stands as the most
productive area of investigation in heritage language grammars (Polinsky 2011). At this level,
heritage speakers tend to over-regularize morphological paradigms, with the elimination of
irregular and infrequent forms. In addition to overgeneralizing in both form and meaning,
heritage speakers are also extremely good at maintaining fossilized forms of high-frequency
items. They also show a much smaller range of morphological case distinctions when compared
to the baseline (Polinsky & Kagan 2007). Significantly, Benmamoun et al. point out that
“morphological deficits in heritage languages are asymmetric: they seem to be more pronounced
and pervasive in nominal morphology than in verbal morphology” (2013: 20). Error rates in

nominal morphology are consistently higher in comparison with deficiencies in verbal
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morphology. Particularly vulnerable in heritage languages is inflectional morphology,
specifically in languages that exhibit robust morphological systems, including regular and
irregular paradigms (Benmamoun et al. 2013). Difficulties with inflectional morphology may be
more pronounced in an Anglophone environment due to the lack of explicit comparable features
in the English language.

The investigation of the morphological features of heritage speakers of Eastern Armenian
reveals a very similar pattern to that mentioned above; verbal morphology is largely intact, while
nominal morphology stands more vulnerable with over-regularization and over-generalization of
declension systems and confusion of case usage and markings, particularly in the oblique cases.
Modern Eastern Armenian distinguishes seven morphological cases that fulfill various semantic
and syntactic functions: nominative (subject), accusative (direct object), genitive (possession),
dative (indirect object or direct animate object), ablative (origin), instrumental (means), and
locative (location/position). Basic declensions are categorized according to the changes that
nouns undergo in the genitive case, formed by taking a case marker, mutating, or undergoing
both (Sakayan 2007). There are eight declension categories comprised of the more productive
vowel declension classes (- i, -u, -an, -va, and —0oj), the relatively unproductive consonant
declension classes (-a and —0), in addition to some deviating or antiquated declensions. The most
productive class is the -i declension, with which most Eastern Armenian nouns are declined, in
addition to its most frequent use in colloquial Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009).

The most common tendency in noun declensions observed in this investigation among
heritage speakers of Eastern Armenian is the overgeneralization and overuse of the -i declension,
resulting in its mistaken imposition on many of the other declension classes. Regardless of which

declension class a noun belongs to, heritage speakers often indiscriminately decline it following
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the -i declension pattern. The data contains nouns from almost all of the classes declined as —i

declension nouns. Some prominent and frequent examples will be given below.

The nouns hwyp / [hajr] / “father,” dwyp / [Majr] / “mother,” tnpuyp/ [jesbajr] /
“brother,” and their compounds (e.g. hnptnpuyp, [horjekbajr], “paternal uncle”) belong to the -
o declension. The genitive singular forms of these nouns are as follows respectively: hnp / [hor],
uUnp / [mor], npnnp /[jesbor]. However, heritage speakers consistently decline these nouns using
the —i declension, resulting in the following non-standard forms: hwyph / [hajri], dwyph /
[majri], Enpuynh / [jegbajri]. This tendency is not limited to the genitive case, as participants
declined these nouns in all of the cases using the -i declension instead of the required —o
declension. In one unique case a participant declined the noun knpuyp / [Jesbajr] “brother” by
forming the correct —o declension in the genitive singular, but then attached an additional —i
genitive ending to ensure conformity to the -i declension pattern (e.g. tnpnph / [jebori]).

The nouns huyp / [hajr] / “father,” duyp / [majr] / “mother” typuyp / [jesbajr] /
“brother,” although very common kinship terms, are not the variants regularly used in colloquial
Eastern Armenian. Instead, the more familiar dwdw / [mama] / “mom/mommy,” wjuuju /
[papa] / “dad, daddy,” whaiwgip/wiwgtp / [axper/ aper] / “brother” are employed in everyday
speech. The first two of these, Uwdw / [mama] and wyuuuguw / [papa] conveniently belong to the
- i declension, causing no difficulty. But one of the familiar forms of the noun brother, wpuwtip /
[axper] is classified in the - 0 declension; not surprisingly, speakers often decline it with the -i
declension producing forms such as wijuwytph / [axperi] instead of the standard wpawnp /
[axpor].
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Like the case above, commonly used nouns that belong to the -u declension class are also
declined as if belonging to the -i class. For example, the nouns puljtpnihh / [onkeruhi] / “female
friend/girlfriend” and wuUniuhti / [amusin] / “husband” form their genitive as follows:
puytpnihnt / [enkeruhu], wdniutint / [amusnu]. However, participants declined them
following the —i declension pattern with forms such as these: puljkpnithhhu htn [onkeruhiis
het], “with my girlfriend” (requiring gen. sing. with post position “with”) instead of
puYytpnithniu htin [enkeruhus het]; and wdniuhtthu htwn [amusinis het] “with my husband”
(requiring gen. sing. with post position “with”) instead of [amusnus het]. Additionally, in the last
example, when declined, the noun wilniuhti, [amusin] is subject to vocalic reduction, losing its
final vowel /i/ in the oblique cases (wuUntutin, [amusnu] (gen. sing.)); however, as will be
mentioned later, heritage speakers often fail to observe rules of vocalic reduction.

Two very commonly used nouns belonging to the —oj declension are also consistently
declined with the i-declension pattern: puyktp, [onker] “friend, boyfriend”” and pnyjp [k" ujr]
“sister.” Instead of adhering to their genitive forms in —0j: puljtipng / [enkerodz] and ppng /
[khor od3], they are declined as puljtiph / [enkeri] and pnyph / [k ujri].

Nouns belonging to the consonant —a declension are no exception to assimilation to the -i
declension class by heritage speakers. A large group of nouns that belong to this category are
abstract nouns ending in the suffix —nipntl, [-uthjun]. The standard declension pattern for such
a noun would look like the example of the noun nipwjunipinil, [uraxut®jun] “happiness”
below:

Nom.Acc. nipwjunipini [uraxuthjun]
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Gen./Dat. nipwjunipjui [uraxuthjan]

Abl. nipwjunipiniithg [uraxuthjunits]
Inst. nipuwjunipjudp/nipwjunipiniuny [uraxuttjamb]/[uraxuttjunov]
Loc. nipwjunipiniinid [uraxuthjunum]

Heritage speakers commonly decline these nouns as belonging to the -i declension class,

resulting in the following paradigm, with non-standard genitive/dative and instrumental case

markings:

Nom.Acc.  nipwjunipntl [uraxuthjun]
Gen./Dat. nipwjunipinith [uraxughjuni]
Abl. nipwjunipiniithg [uraxuttjunitsh]
Inst. nipwjunipiniing [uraxuttjunov]
Loc. nipwjunipintiund [uraxut’junum]

In colloquial Eastern Armenian the instrumental ending —ny ov, which is the typical case ending
for—i declension nouns, is also used for nouns ending in —nipjntl, [-ut"jun] (Dum-Tragut 2009).
However, this is not the case for the genitive/dative case endings, as forms such as
nipwunipjnith, [uraxuthjuni] are unacceptable either in formal or colloquial Eastern
Armenian.

In one case, even the irregular declension pattern of the interrogative pronoun ny / [ov] /
“who” is absorbed into the —i declension class. The genitive/dative form of the pronoun is niu /
[um] / “whose, whom,” yet one speaker produced the following form, nJht / [ovin] with a

typical -i declension dative marker.
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Due to heritage speakers’ limited exposure to Armenian, the pattern of standardizing in
which the most frequent declension class is over-generalized and imposed on non-frequent or
irregular nouns as demonstrated above is to be quite expected. This same tendency may be
observed among monolingual Armenian children, who eventually grow out of this inclination
with the aid of formal instruction and continous and frequent exposure to the language.

As mentioned in an example above, heritage speakers also have difficulty adhering to
rules of vocalic reduction. The phonological environment determines vocalic reduction in
Eastern Armenian, based on the change of stress during inflection or word formation (Dum-
Tragut 2009). Reductions mainly affect the high vowels [i] and [u], resulting in their absolute
deletion or reduction to schwa [a] (not marked in script), and in the case of diphthongs, a
reduction to monophthongs (Dum-Tragut 2009). Heritage speakers often maintain the high
vowels or diphthongs, failing to reduce or delete them in unstressed positions. For example, in

the noun wanit / [tun] / “house,” the [u] is reduced to a schwa [o] during inflection, but heritage
speakers produce forms such as wnnithg / [tunits"] / “house” (abl. sing.) instead of nthg /
[tonitst]. Similarly, in the noun funidp / [xumb] / “group” speakers will not drop the [u] and
produce forms such as junidphu / [xumbis] / “my group” (gen. sing. + possessive suffix) instead
of udphu / [xembis]. The noun ghpp / girk"/ “book” serves as a good example to demonstrate
the lack of reduction of the vowel [i] because heritage speakers use forms such as ghpphg/

[girkhitsh] / “book” (abl. sing.) instead of the standard qpphg / [gorktitst] with the [i] reduced to a
schwa [a]. As for diphthongs, heritage speakers often do not reduce them to monophthongs as in

the example of the adjective gnitiwynp / [gunavor] / “colorful” derived from the noun qnuju /

[gujn] / “color”; as a result, speakers produce forms without any alteration, such as gnijtwnp /
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[gujnavor] instead of the standard reduced form gnitwynp / [gunavor].

In addition to the lacking frequency of parallel features in English and the absence of
formal training in Armenian grammar, which would lead to difficulties in adhering to rules of the
vocalic reduction noted above, the influence of diverging Western Armenian input must also be
considered. As Hagopian (2005) explains, Western Armenian is characterized by a current trend
to eliminate the vowel shift in common words so that non-shifted forms are quite typical and
widespread in modern conversational Western Armenian. Therefore, heritage speakers who have
exposure to both Eastern and Western Armenian will encounter differing variants, perhaps
impacting their selection of the non-shifted forms.

Register

As mentioned above, some of the main features in a standard profile of typical heritage
language speakers and learners include their relative familiarity with informal registers and their
inability to use formal and academic registers (Achugar 2003; Schwartz 2003; Valdés 2001). The
most critical factor behind this “undeveloped” register (Valdés and Geoffrion-Vinci 1998) stems
from the fact that most heritage speakers attain their primary and secondary education in English,
while their repertoire in the heritage language is acquired mainly through interaction with family
only. Heritage language speakers do not develop the “formal” or “academic” register due to the
lack of opportunity for formal study of their heritage language (Said-Mohand 2011).

In her comprehensive research on Spanish heritage learners, Valdés (1998) delineates
some markers of deficient academic register such as limited lexical range, few strategies for
managing academic instructions, restricted resources for characterization of one’s or another’s
contribution to the discussion, and the difficulty of presenting oneself as competent and
knowledgeable, which make bilinguals “appear to be young, unsophisticated, and sometimes
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even inarticulate” (494). Upon taking a language course, students become aware that they have
great difficulty in using their heritage language for expressing theoretical and abstract concepts.
This difficulty partially rests on their lack of lexical density and syntactic complexity (Said-
Mohand 2011). One study found that bilingual speakers tend to use more coordinate sentences
than embedded clauses when compared with monolinguals (Solé 1981: 28).

Lacking competence in register, both formal and academic, stands as a prevalent feature
of the speech of the participants in this study. The speakers’ own awareness of their inability to

29 ¢¢

produce “literary,” “sophisticated” or “formal” Armenian is quite remarkable. Repeatedly
participants in this study and heritage learners in Armenian courses over the years have voiced
their desire to “speak Armenian like an adult.” To bring this characterization full circle, one of
the participants in this investigation categorized her (in)ability in the heritage language by the
following statement: “I think like an eighteen year old, but when | speak Armenian, | sound like
a five year old.”

In terms of deficiencies in academic register, all of the factors noted above, including
deficits in lexical density and syntactic complexity, are present in this investigation. It is the
speakers themselves who remark on the necessity to expand and diversify their lexicon,
constantly stressing the need to acquire more and bigger words; astutely grasping that wider
lexical range contributes to a higher register. Indeed, compounding is a productive means of
word formation in Armenian, leading to very long abstract nouns, for example, that may contain
5-6 syllables. Additionally, in accord with Solé’s (1981) findings, a tendency to avoid embedded
clauses and rely on coordinate sentences is typical. Chunks of speech often comprise simple
independent clauses, with few attempts at embedding or subordination. Often learners will code-

switch to English when they come across syntactically challenging barriers. As a result,
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elaborations, evaluations, and commentary on previous remarks are often produced in English.
A very basic difficulty most participants encountered during the interviews conducted for
this study was the ability to use the proper form of address with the researcher. Like many other
languages, Armenian distinguishes between two personal pronouns for the second person you:
the informal 1 [du] and the formal nnip [duk*], comparable to tu and vous in French or tu and
usted in Spanish. The informal pnt [du] is a singular form used to address close friends,
relatives, and children, as well as members of the same social group such as classmates, students,
co-workers, etc. The personal pronoun nnip [duk®] has two applications: it serves as the plural

form of the personal pronoun to address two or more people and as the formal or polite way to
address a stranger or a person of higher status. With the exception of two participants who
immigrated in their teenage years and several highly proficient speakers, most students either
only used the informal pronoun or started with the formal but were unable to sustain the usage
throughout the interview, consistently slipping into the informal.

Heritage speakers often first become aware of the need to use the formal you through an
encounter with an unacquainted Armenian-speaking adult or in a language classroom. One

student recounted her first experience of such a situation:

Uh pwtth muph wnwy quwghy khup chiropractor-h dnwn: Zkwnn wukg. «Fuptt dkq:
N"ug kip»: Bu k() wubgh. «Lun] ku: ¥m n"ug ku»: ULY () (laugh), smn Hyun]
wukg. «Nug E2»: Bu k() ... 15 mwpklub th, wubkgh tu hsh” enuyiugu] tu
Uwpnp: Zknn yuwughu onin Hyu wukgh. «Puyg hpp Uh hwn dwpn w, hish’
whwh wubd nug GL»: Fuyyg ku htiwn Ep, hknn yuuywu wukg. «9t: Mhnh wutu
nlg bp: [la‘ug pt sghnbu:» Zknn npuihg htwnn pd | realized (laugh) np wyunh
wykh uy huytpkt funuwd, especially with people older because hputip
onuywtinid ku (laugh):

A few years ago we had gone to a chiropractor. And then he said: “Hello
[formal/plural]. How are you? [formal/plural]” And I said: “I am fine. How are you?
[informal/singular].” And then (laugh) he turned around and said: “How are YOU?
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[formal/plural].” And I...I was 15 years old, I said, why did this man get so mad. And
then I turned around to my dad and said: “But he is only one person, why do | have to say
‘how are YOU?’ [formal/plural]” But this was after, later my dad said: “No, you have to
say, ‘how are you?’ [formal/plural]. What do you mean you don’t know?”” And then after
that | realized (laugh) that I have to speak better Armenian, especially with people older
because they get angry (laugh).

[L.A./ Age 20/ F / Birthplace — Glendale, CA / Parents repatriated to Armenia from
Iran]

As can be seen from this encounter, the heritage speaker was quite aware of the
pronoun’s function as the plural form of you, but not of its status as a marker of formality and
politeness. Even after explicit instruction about the various forms of address and the importance
of distinguishing the formal and informal you, many heritage learners will automatically slip into
the informal because of habit. Causes for this tendency to overuse the informal certainly include
the absence of such a distinction in English, lack of formal education, and access to
environments where the formal register would be required. A potential investigation that could
shed light on this situation would involve observing the same phenomenon among heritage
speakers of Armenian whose dominant language also possesses such an explicit formal/informal
distinction, among Armenians in Russia or France, for example.

Language Contact and Transfer

Whenever several languages co-exist in a community, the contact between these

languages results in the adoption of some elements or features from one language into another,

99 ¢

referred to as “interference,” “transfer,” or “cross-linguistic influence.” Theoretically either
language can act as a source or recipient; however, borrowing usually occurs from a prestige
language into a nonprestige one (Romaine 2010). “Although the term ‘borrowing’ has often been

used to refer specifically to the importation of words from one language to another, it is

sometimes used in a broad sense to encompass the transfer of linguistic features of any kind or
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size from one language to another as a result of contact” (Romaine 2010:36). Not surprisingly,
speakers in multilingual communities will draw on more than one language to satisfy various
communicative needs. Such speech, characterized by switching from one language to another,
including doing so within the same conversation and even in the same utterance, is labeled as
“code-switching” or “code-mixing.” Attitudes about code-switching have come a long way, from
being regarded as a sign of lacking competence and laziness to a complex and legitimate mode of
communication, that serves “important functions in communities, where they embody the
linguistic and cultural hybridity of their speakers” (Romaine 2010:28). This section will describe
elements of code-switching between Eastern Armenian and English among heritage speakers of
Eastern Armenian in the form of borrowings, calques, and semantic extensions.

Although the heritage speakers in this study were encouraged to speak as much Armenian
as possible, code-switching was persistently present. As the Heritage Language Survey Report
confirms, the sole use of the heritage language is not very common; instead, participants reported
mostly using their heritage language in combination with English, which implies code-switching
to varying degrees (Carreira et al. 2009). Similarly, in this investigation, borrowings from
English were commonly employed, including many words and phrases that have counterparts in
Armenian, in addition to examples without precise and full equivalents. As Romaine (2010)
suggests, this process of borrowing words is to be expected in “immigrant bilingualism” for the
simple fact that in a new setting, “speakers will encounter many things specific to the new
environment or culture and will adopt readily available words from the local language to
describe them” (35).

Before turning to the detailed descriptions of the types of borrowings observed among

Armenian heritage language speakers, it is important to take into consideration that the data
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collected were undoubtedly shaped by the preselected questions during the interviews. Even
though the interviews allowed for open-ended responses, deviations, and lengthy narratives,
responses were based on questions that sought to collect general linguistic autobiographies. Thus
the overall topics circled around language development, language use, language (re)learning, and
attitudes toward the heritage language.

Given the influence of the abovementioned foci during the data collection process, many
of the borrowed words and phrases from English revolved around those preselected topics. In the
process of compiling borrowings, certain thematic categories stood out, such as words and
phrases relating to language, academic/college life, and media/entertainment/technology (see
Appendix C). In terms of language, participants borrowed basic words to describe the languages
they have studied (“Spanish,” “Tagalog,” “Latin”), words describing skills and grammatical

aspects related to language (“spelling,” “translate,” “verb,” “grammar,” “skills,” “delivery,”

99 ¢

“declension,” “punctuation”), as well as some verbs to render certain difficulties (“detect,”

99 ¢

“stumble,” “stutter”’). Not surprisingly, one of the largest categories of loanwords included those

related to participants’ academic/college life. These comprised a range of borrowings describing

educational institutions (“elementary school,” “high school,” “Saturday school,” “after school

29 ¢¢ 99 ¢C

program,” “community college”, “magnet school,” “medical school,” “summer school”),

29 ¢

subjects studied (“sociology,” “foreign language,” “literature,” “psychology,” “history”), college

99 ¢¢ 29 ¢¢

life (“roommate,” “apartment,” “campus’) and an array of terms that comprise the various

elements of the academic experience. A final category was comprised by words related to media

and entertainment as well as technology. Participants frequently used English words to describe

29 ¢¢ 29 ¢¢

entertainment related categories (“advertisements,” “classical music,” “folk music,” “news,”

99 ¢¢

“soap opera”) as well as the technology used to access them (“website,” “on-line,” “lap-top,”
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“keyboard,” “email,” “download”). Although many of the loanwords used during code-switching
have comparable equivalents in Eastern Armenian, heritage speakers may not have been exposed
to them; or in the case of exposure, they may have a quicker process of retrieval from English.
Also, in some cases, a counterpart in Armenian may not express the full semantic range or
nuances of the English term. Additionally, certain academic categories such as receiving units
for a course, sprawling college campuses on extensive grounds, GPAs, minors and the like often
do not have equivalents in the Armenian educational system; therefore, adopting the English
terminology is the most convenient option. The novelty of many things specific to the American
setting and environment may not even have entered the ordinary speech of many of the
participants’ parents, leading to code-switching at home®.

In addition to the borrowing of content words described above, function words such as
discourse markers were rampantly present in the code-switching patterns of Armenian heritage
speakers. Discourse markers can be defined as “particles that contribute to the overall coherence
of discourse by signaling relationships across utterances” without changing the semantic
relationship of the elements connected by the marker and affecting the grammaticality of the
utterance (Torres & Potowski 2008:263). Literature on the use of discourse markers in language
contact situations presents patterns ranging from two bilingual discourse systems coexisting in
differentiated functions (Solomon 1995) to the partial replacement (de Rooji 2000; Hlavac 2006)
or complete disappearance of native markers (Gross & Salmons 2000; Fuller 2001). In this
investigation, English language discourse markers such as so, well, you know, yeah, like, I mean,

I guess, actually, basically and the like were extremely frequent in the data, even among the

% Sometimes borrowed words are phonetically altered in order to achieve a more authentic Armenian pronunciation.
Russian pronunciation may also be common in the case of Eastern Armenian speakers and French for Western
Armenian speakers.
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most highly proficient participants. Inversely, the use of native Armenian discourse markers was
relatively rare.

The transfer of English language discourse markers into the speech of Armenian heritage
language learners has been frequently observed among students in Armenian courses at college
level. The same trend is quite active among K-12 students in Armenian schools in Los Angeles,
whose Armenian one teacher appropriately and humorously labeled as like-eren. He created this
description by compounding like, an extremely common English language discourse marker
among American youth and —eren, the suffix used in Armenian to designate languages in order
to capture the students’ excessively frequent incorporation of like in their speech in Armenian
(Nazarian 2011).

Calquing or loan translation, another common linguistic process in situations of language
contact, features prominently among immigrant bilingual communities. A calque is a type of
borrowing through literal, word-by-word translation from one language into another (Romaine
2010). Armenian heritage speakers are no exception in this tendency to translate English
expressions into Armenian verbatim, some of which have become quite common and acceptable
in the community, others that may produce humorous results, and all of which may not be easily
intelligible to monolingual Armenian speakers.

Some calques are simple direct translations such as wnwgh wunil, first name (instead
of name) and dkowntinh wunit, middle name (there is no middle name in Armenian) due to

cultural differences such as naming practices in this case®®. Armenian heritage speakers will

often incorporate the patterns of English prepositions instead of relying on the complex

% Armenian naming practices include a given name and a surname, which are not labeled as “first” or “last.” As
such the “second” name is the surname. There is no practice of giving second or middle names.
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Armenian case system to convey phrases such as huytptup ukg, in Armenian, i.e. I can’t do
that in Armenian (instead of using the inst. case), ubwwbdptph Uk, in September (instead of

using the dat. case to mark time), and campus-h Jpw, on campus or Yutwnuyh uky, in

Canada®’ (instead of the locative case to mark location). Another tendency also observed among
Russian heritage speakers in the U.S. (Kagan & Dillon 2010) is the usage of the literal translation
of the verb “to take” to address many nuanced situations that have a set of counterparts in

Armenian; for example nuuu Jtpguky, to take a class (instead of to enroll/register/attend a
class), nuuwwnni/nuuwjunu Ykpguky, to take a teacher/professor (instead of to attend/be in a
teacher’s/professor’s class), putinipjnitt yipguky, to take an exam (instead of to hand in/give in
an exam). Additionally, heritage speakers also absorb the system of English phrasal verbs and
produce examples such as puljkp uwpptky, make friends (instead of the verb pljtpwtiuy, to
befriend), kg wwy, give a toast (instead of kg wuky, to say a toast), htin
wuwwnwujuwiky, to speak/answer back (instead of wwwnwupuwily, to respond/to answer).

Semantic extension stands as the final category of borrowing from English that is quite
visible in the speech of heritage speakers of Eastern Armenian. Semantic extension represents
the process of extending the semantic scope of a word in a minority community language to
correspond to the semantic range of a related English word. Exactly parallel to the use of the
Russian word shkola (school - K-12) by Russians in the U.S. to refer to college and even

graduate school (Kagan & Dillon 2010) is the use of the word nuypng, [dprots"] (elementary and

secondary school) by Armenian heritage speakers to refer to institutions of higher education.

37 It must be noted that the interference of Western Armenian may play a role, as Western Armenian does not have
the locative case and instead often relies on the use of postposition in to designate location.
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Similar examples include the extension of the word tnwnw, [nota] (musical note) to describe

taking notes in an academic setting, the translation of pninp, [t"ukt'] (sheet of paper) to fit every
semantic possibility of its English equivalent such as newspaper or an academic essay, and the
use of uughwwly, [spitak] (white) to depict a racially white person. Additionally, in many cases
speakers do not distinguish between adjectives rendering a certain language in opposition to a
related adjective indicating a person’s nationality or citizenship. Armenian distinguishes between
wtiq kpkl, [anglecen] (English language) and wiqihwgh, [angliats"i] (an Englishman) or
wdkphlwgh, [amerikats"i] (an American), yet heritage speakers use the adjective designated

for language to describe people (e.g. wuq kptu pulpubkpu, [anglecen ankerneras], my English

language friends instead of my American friends).

As can be seen from the various examples of borrowings, calques, and semantic
extension, the impact of English on the speech of Armenian heritage speakers cannot be
underestimated. Although some community members view these trends as concrete signs of
decline and loss of Armenian, these processes are found among many other immigrant languages
and can also be looked upon as means of helping to maintain the heritage language to some
degree (Potowski 2010).

Conclusion

The findings in this chapter, depicting features of phonology, morphology, register, and
borrowings, as observed in the linguistic system of Armenian heritage speakers and learners echo
the general patterns of heritage speakers’ grammatical systems across languages. These
observations can ideally be expanded and supplemented with studies specifically designed to test

and assess particular linguistic features. The value of such investigations cannot be
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overestimated for a variety of groups, including linguists, researchers, and educators. This type
of work also contributes to the continuing examination of heritage language grammar across

languages.
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CHAPTER 4
LANGUAGE USE PATTERNS: COMPARTMENTALIZATION ACROSS MULTIPLE

DOMAINS

Introduction

G: N"pkqUny bu kpuq wkuinud: Bpk kpuqubpn hhomd bu:

U: C jupudws w, wubkbp phk htus w jhunud Gpughu dbke: Bphk Unp fud pivnwuthph

htwn juwydws tpuq w huybpbt w: Puyg kel wukup pl, sghunbd, Uh hwn tpug

Eh niukgl) np basketball th fuwunnud professionally — tinh wtiq pku kp so...

S: In which language do you see dreams? If you remember your dreams.

N: Uh, it depends, let’s say, on what’s happening in my dream. If it’s a dream connected

with mother or family, it’s in Armenian. But if, let’s say - I don’t know - | had a dream

that | was playing basketball professionally, that one was in English, so...

[N.V./ Age 21/ M / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia/ Age at immigration— 1.5]

As the passage above indicates, the choice of language for bilinguals such as heritage
speakers is not an accidental function of whim, but rather an intricate process governed by
various nuanced factors, reflecting a division of language use patterns into various domains. This
chapter will designate four domains of linguistic compartmentalization among heritage speakers
of Eastern Armenian based on categories of age, gender, medium, and space, expanding on
traditional classifications of domains of language use. Compartmentalization in this case of
bilingualism signifies the partition of the use of two languages into different domains based on
various categories or triggers.

Immigrant Bilingualism, Language Use Patterns, and Compartmentalization

Immigrant bilingualism in the U.S. tends to follow a specific generational pattern in

which bilinguals of different generations have varying proficiencies in English and their heritage

language. Research shows that competency in the heritage language declines with each
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generation in the U.S., creating a bilingual continuum (Silva-Corvalan 1994; Valdés 2001;
Fishman 1991; Tse 2001; Bakalian 1993; Vaux 1999). Typically, many first-generation
immigrants tend to remain strongly dominant in their first language throughout their lives.
Although others may acquire some English and become incipient bilinguals, they will still
remain dominant in the heritage language. By the second and third generation, most members of
the immigrant community acquire English quite well and show evidence of incomplete
acquisition and loss of linguistic structures in their heritage language. “The majority of these
individuals will be, if not English dominant, English preferent” (Valdés 2001: 43). Many,
nevertheless, continue to function in two languages in order to communicate with members of
the first generation. Beyond the third generation, few heritage language speakers retain a
functional command of their language (Fishman 1991, Silva-Corvalan 2003; Veltman 2000), as
most individuals of immigrant background become monolingual speakers of English by the
fourth generation. Valdés (2001: 43) graphically represents the bilingualism of different

generations in the chart below.

Generation Possible Language Characteristics
Ist Generation Monolinguals in Incipient
Heritage Language Bilinguals
A Ab
Ind and 3rd Generation  Heritage Language English
Dominant Dominant
Ab aB
4th Generation English Dominant English Manalingual
Ba

Aa — heritage language; Bb — English

Figure 4.1: Bilingualism of different generations (Valdés 2011)
Studies on Armenians in the U.S. (Bakalian 1993; LaPiere 1930; Nelson 1953;

Kernaklian 1967; O’Grady 1979) corroborate the generational patterns of heritage language
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proficiency decline outlined by Valdés above. Bakalian (1993: 263) observes that although
“bilingualism is a part of the process of assimilation, it is only a transitory stage.” She notes that
with the exception of the very old, most Armenian immigrants learn to speak English within a
few years of their settlement and function effectively in the larger society, often with a
pronounced accent. “Most of the second generation learn to speak Armenian in early childhood
at home, but are not likely to master it. At school, however, they learn to possess English as a
‘mother tongue’” (Bakalian 1993: 263). Moreover, Bakalian observes that the chances for the
third generation to speak, let alone read and write Armenian, are slim. In regards to the older
Armenian community in Fresno, La Pierre found that in the 1920s, “most of the second
generation cannot speak the Armenian language well and almost none of them can read it”
(1930: 304 cited in Bakalian 1993: 263).

In this process of language shift over time, immigrant community members frequently
function in settings of intragroup bi- or multilingualism in which a single population makes use
of two or more separate languages for internal communicative purposes. The habitual language
choice that individuals make in such settings is not “a random matter of momentary inclination”
(Fishman 1965: 67) but often dictated by a particular socio-cultural patterning, referred to in
scholarship as domain of language use. In his article “Who Speaks What Language to Whom and
When?” Joshua Fishman (1965: 75) defines domain as “a socio-cultural construct abstracted
from topics of communications, relationships between communicators, and locales of
communication, in accord with the institutions of a society and the spheres of activity of a
culture, in such a way that individual behavior and social patterns can be distinguished from each
other and yet related to each other.” Controlling factors in determining domains of language

choice may include reference group membership, situational style, topic, role-relations, and
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social context (Fishman 1965). Moreover, the governance of domains by the various languages
in multilingual immigrant communities changes during successive stages of immigrant
acculturation. In initial periods of immigrant settlement, for example, English use is restricted to
few domains such as the work or governmental sphere. Over time as more immigrants acquire
English they frequently speak to each other in both English and the heritage language in several
domains. Finally, at the other end of the spectrum, over the course of a few generations, English
use usually displaces the heritage language from all but the most private or restricted domains
(Fishman 1965).

In every speech community, some degree of differential functional allocation of linguistic
varieties is to be expected, either between two varieties of the same language or between
multiple languages (Hudson 2002). Often immigrant speech communities are not only
characterized by bilingualism, but also diglossia, the functional differentiation of languages.
What distinguishes diglossia from other instances of intralingual or interlingual situational
alternation is the sharp complementary distribution of the two linguistic codes (Hudson 2002).
Thus two or more languages can coexist in a given community, each being supported by its
corresponding sources. If one set of such supports prevails in some domains, while an alternative
set becomes prevalent in other domains, so that the use of one of the two languages is clearly
favored and largely considered as proper for any domain, then a diglossic situation is said to
exist (Ferguson 1972; Fishman 1971). Furthermore, diglossia is considered to be associated with
a compartmentalization of social roles by each individual.

The compartmentalization of multiple linguistic variants has been the longtime norm for
Armenians in the Diaspora as well as the homeland. As Susan Pattie (1990) describes in her

comparative study of Armenians in Cyprus and London, Armenians who grow up in the Middle
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East manage to compartmentalize the various languages they can communicate with. “For
example, Armenian is private, it is the speech of intimacy, of informal social ties with family and
close friends. For older cohorts, especially men, Turkish is used for joking, story telling,
proverbs, and curses. Greek in (Cyprus) or Arabic (in Lebanon/Syria) is the language of the
marketplace, of buying and selling, of haggling over prices. English and/or French are the
languages of elite status, of higher education, of one’s professional training” (Bakalian 1993:
263-264). Similarly, in Nercissians’ (2001) analysis of language use patterns by ethnic minorities
in Tehran, Iran, she found that in the close-knit Armenian community, Armenian is mostly used
for informal face-to-face communications while Farsi is used in other domains such as the
workplace. Finally, in the Republic of Armenia, particularly in the Soviet period, not only did
speakers compartmentalize standard and colloquial Eastern Armenian based on social context in
a situation of intralingual diglossia, but also differentially allocated the use of Russian and
Armenian (see Chapter 2).

As for youth in the U.S., in his case study of the socializing processes in Ferrahian
Armenian school in Encino, CA, Richard Davidian (1986) found that students tend to
compartmentalize the languages they speak, depending on their interlocutors and the topic. Most
recently, Hagop Kouloujian, in his presentation on the demotion of the Armenian language in the
Diaspora (2012) pointed to a form of accelerated diglossia or linguistic compartmentalization, in
which the life and the context of Armenian youths has quickly evolved into separate
compartments based on thematic and temporal divisions. Kouloujian’s chart below effectively
reflects the compartmentalization of the two languages in a heritage setting, in which Armenian

functions in spheres restricted to the home (“the kitchen”), daily interactions, the familial world,
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the elderly, and the past, while English marks current interests, higher education, abstract

thought, and future endeavors®.

Armenian English
Iunhwtng (hwg nt wwhp, phyuy) Fast Food
Kitchen (bread and cheese, kebab)
Uks-hwyp, hinpwinp mqqujuikp Cuybputp

Grandfather, distant relatives

(wdop L huytptu fuouhp unjuhuly
wdpnnonyhtt hwjwjuou Ytg nnwpkljute
wnng juntdph Up k)

Friends
(it is shameful to speak Armenian even in a
group of entirely Armenian speaking six

year olds)
Zwupuwuhp Uhpwhwpniphtt
Wedding Falling in love
Cuwnwukljwt ukp Zujunwl ukinh htwn uhpwpwuniphi
Familial love Love making with the opposite sex
Unwntthtt mbntuniphtl Stnbuwljut spugpuinpnid,

(hwg qut’, «ukighti» 1kgn'ip)
Home economics
(buy some bread, fill up gas)

Lunupuljuiniphil, Culjkpught
hwipgkp, Fdojuljut b ghnnuljub
uhiptp,

Uhowqqujhtt punupwljwuniphtl, kit
Economic planning, Politics, Social issues,
Medical and Scientific topics, International

politics, etc.
Zuyp Utp ®Ohihunthuynmiphtl,
“Our Father” wunniwdwpwiniphth
Philosophy, theology
Iunhwling (inpkh), Jhpuguljub dnwsnnniphtl
poowthkh wnwpluikp Abstract thinking

Kitchen (again)
Tangible objects

38 This is a modified version of the chart that was used in Hagop Kouloujian’s presentation at the ARPA 20"
Anniversary Conference on 05/19/2012. It is included here with his permission.
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Lwupugud hmunwwnnidubp Luttwljut dnnwénnniphi

Petrified statements, dogma Critical thinking
Stnwuwwuniphiup, pnippp b Uktp Pputwughwunniphtl, opkiughwnniphiy
The Genocide, the Turk, and us Jurisprudence, legislation
UL3tUL 1LEMYU3 Gh UNUQUS
PAST PRESENT AND FUTURE

Figure 4.2: Compartmentalization of Armenian and English in a heritage setting (Kouloujian 2012)

The findings above correlate with Valdés’ (2001: 45) assertion that heritage speakers in
the U.S. grow up in communities characterized by both bilingualism and diglossia in which “the
high registers of English are used to carry out all formal/high exchanges, while heritage
languages and the informal registers of English are used as the low variety appropriate primarily
for casual, informal interactions.”

Compartmentalization Based on Age

G: N"ud htan bu huybpbl unund:
U CUd tuyyus vnwphpp dwipnnt, usually np ghnbd npbk dkyp hwy w n dh phy
wnwphpny Ukd w, hwybpku Gd fununud:

S: With whom do you speak Armenian?
A: Umm it depends on the age of the person, usually when I know that someone is
Armenian and a bit older, | speak Armenian.

[A.H./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia/ Age at immigration— 8]
G: N"ud htan bu huybpbh ununud:

L: O Ubdbph htwn, twubu]np Ukskph htwn hugbpbb b ununtd:

S: With whom do you speak Armenian?
L: Um with grown-ups, especially with grown-ups | speak Armenian.

[L.A./ Age 20/ F / Birthplace — Glendale, CA / Parents repatriated to Armenia from
Iran]

&: N"ud htan bu huybpbh ununud:
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U 2wy Ukswhwuwlubph htwn huytptu U jununid: Uukup bpt pultkpne
dunnubtph htinn Swinpwbwd, whywjdwt huykpku funubd (laughter):

S: With whom do you speak Armenian?

A: With Armenian elderly | speak Armenian. For example, if | am introduced to my
friend’s/boyfriend’s parents, I will definitely speak Armenian (laughter).

[A.H./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia /Age at immigration- 8]

G: Ok: Cud n"wd htn bu huybpbb jununid:
q: Skug puiinwthph wtinwdubph htwn, pp wydth mkug vké dwppljuig htn,

wwphpny, pp pujg pd nwphph dwpnljutg htn wykih gun wig kptl,
wlq pkt B jununud:

S: Ok, um with whom do you speak Armenian?

V: Like with members of the family, uh more so with older people, people with age, uh

but with people my age more English, | speak English.

[V.A./ Age 21/ M / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration- 1]

Although the role of the interlocutor has been investigated in research on language
compartmentalization, the function of the interlocutor’s age has not been highlighted as
thoroughly. In this study, age appears to be the most predictable and clear category leading to
linguistic compartmentalization; more specifically, age has a bearing on the relationship between
the interlocutors and, correspondingly, the choice of language. As the passages above
demonstrate, when asked with whom they use Armenian, the respondents consistently designate

age as a critical factor in their selection of language. Interactions with those who are older

(Uk&tp/grown-ups) are predominantly carried out in Armenian, while interactions with anyone

of similar age (hwuwljuljhg/of the same age) or younger most commonly occur in English.
Thus, there is a positive correlation between the advanced age of the interlocutor and increased
heritage language use. Consequently, the declining age of the interlocutor positively corresponds

with increased use of English.
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Although the domain of the family is typically more resistant to displacement by the use
of the dominant language (Fishman 1965) and most frequently associated with heritage language
use, the age of family members plays a critical role. For example, in the analysis of language use
patterns within the family, the language spoken with parents is overwhelmingly Armenian, while
the language between siblings is almost exclusively English, quite often to the respondents’
surprise during interviews. In the National Heritage Language Survey, the bulk of respondents
(45.9%) used a combination of their heritage language and English or just their heritage language
(39.5%) at home (Carreira & Kagan 2011). As for the Armenian cohort, 61.1% of the
respondents indicated that they speak Armenian at home with their parents and family, with
32.5% using a combination of English and Armenian (Carreira et al. 2009). Unfortunately the
survey combines parents and family into one question without specifying language use patterns
with parents as distinguished from language use with siblings. However, extensive research on
Spanish heritage speakers confirms that although “most heritage speakers speak the heritage
language with their parents or some other elderly family members; the children typically use the
majority language with each other, and even with siblings, regardless of the language that the
parents speak” (Montrul 2011: ii1; Lynch 2003).

Interactions with extended family members follow a similar formula: the language with
older family members such as grandparents, aunts, and uncles is predominantly Armenian, while
the language with cousins is essentially English. Once again age plays an important role in this
decision making process, as use of Armenian is associated with the world of those older than the
speaker. For example, although the language of interaction among cousins is typically English, if
the cousin is relatively older, this triggers more Armenian use. In response to which language she

uses with her cousins, the following respondent explained:
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Cpp | guess depends, like kpt huduhg wytih ks Bu” huybpbu Jlunuwd, bpb hd
wnwphpht ki Jud wykjh thnpp” whg kpkt.

Uh, I guess depends, like if they are older then me, I’ll speak Armenian, if they are my
age or younger, English.

[P.G./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Montebello, CA / Parents from Yerevan, Armenia]

The association between age, language choice, and display of respect emerges as an
additional factor in these investigations since employing Armenian with older speakers functions
as an essential means of showing respect. Heritage speakers have difficulties envisioning
speaking English to older Armenians, often labeling that as “strange” and go as far as clarifying
that it is simply disrespectful to speak English to an Armenian-speaking adult. For example, this
becomes very clear when looking at the following speakers’ responses regarding their language

of choice with older Armenians:

N4 np htd htdwthg wyt] Ukd w, nt whwghtt mwuphpny, wukup pt hd
qupuhlutph sunnutph htn dktwl huytptu td thnpdnid junuwd: URY kY
hpwtp hu htwn tu wqitpkt fjununid npp np mwpophtimy w:

Whoever is older than me, like a good deal older, let’s say with my cousins’ parents I
only try to speak Armenian. Sometimes they speak English with me, which is strange.

[N.V./ Age 21/ M / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration— 1.5]

Cd wyn pd wpnipn Eptk huyjuljut pwtnie w wpowwnnnutpp hwy G, Uks
dwup oqunuugnpénid tu by dwdwiwl) npuntt hud pynid w uhpnit sh hpwtg htinn
wtg kpkt funuwp dby-dkY pd yeah, juy sh twydnud:

Um, yes, certainly, if it’s an Armenian store and the workers are Armenian, I use mostly
Armenian at that time, because it seems to me that it’s not nice (acceptable) to speak

English with them, sometimes um yeah, it’s not looked upon well.

[S.V./ Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration— 4
months]
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As the passages above illustrate, social norms in the community demand the use of Armenian
with older community members. Speakers are quite aware of these expectations, recognizing that
the failure to meet them will result in social disapprobation. As one heritage speaker summarized
simply, “Armenian is used with people of respect™®,” and respect is intrinsically bound up with
age.

Not surprisingly, the analysis of interview data indicates that English functions as the
main language of interaction with similarly aged peers and friends. A majority of respondents
(70.1%) to the National Heritage Language Survey indicated that they use English most of the
time with their friends (Carreira & Kagan 2011). Among the Armenian respondents to the
survey, 45.6% indicated English use with friends, and 48% selected a combination of English
and the heritage language (Carreira et al. 2009). From the survey, it is difficult to establish
precisely what the combination of the two languages signifies as it could indicate a range of
code-switching patterns on a large spectrum (i.e. frequent and consistent code-switching vs.
sporadic inclusion of the heritage language for effect). The interviews for this study highlight
that the use of Armenian with friends is typically limited and selective. For female speakers,
Armenian is mainly used to punctuate English speech with certain key words and idioms, while
for male speakers it is often used to designate closeness and seriousness. Most frequently, for all
speakers, Armenian is employed as a code for exchanging secrets or communicating privately in
public. These gender-based and space-related tendencies will be further explored in upcoming

sections.

% This particular respondent used the non-idiomatic phrase «hwpqulifGkph Supghlp, literally meaning “people of

respect,” indicating those people who deserve respect (i.e. elders).
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Jebejian’s (2010) study of the patterns of language use among Armenians of various
generations in Beirut over the last 95 years reveals a similar pattern of compartmentalization
based on age. For the younger generation, particularly those respondents between the ages of 18
to 24, Armenian use is mostly restricted to the home. Jebejian further details that although
respondents use Armenian with their parents and other older community members, the language
between siblings and friends is mainly Arabic, English, and/or French (2010). Additionally, both
Davidian (1986) and Kouloujian (2012) confirm a tendency of linguistic compartmentalization
among Armenian youth based on age. Davidian (1986: 260) notes that the use of Armenian
among the youth at Ferrahian School in Encino, CA declines with the decreasing age of the
interlocutor so that “85 percent spoke Armenian with their grandparents, 75 percent with their
parents, 60 percent with their siblings, and 46 percent with their friends.” Similarly, Kouloujian
(2012) lists grandparents and distant relatives under the domain of Armenian, but friends under
English, and indicates that “consideration has to be given to the fact that Armenian now only
looks back, as a means to relate to older people.”

Two factors must be considered in relation to tendencies of linguistic
compartmentalization based on age: 1) the fact that most of the older Armenians for this cohort
are Armenian dominant and 2) the strong pressure to speak English among Armenian youth. As
noted in the discussion of trends of bilingualism (Valdés 2001) and governance of domains
(Fishman 1965) in successive stages of immigrant acculturation, generational status plays an
extremely important role in language use patterns. Although typically second and third
generation immigrants are English dominant, they still use the heritage language in order to
communicate with their first generation elders. Given the demographic composition of the

participants in this study, the older interlocutors that speakers most frequently interact with are
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predominantly first generation immigrants, and consequently, almost certainly Armenian-
dominant. As a result, speaking English with Armenian-speaking adults for this cohort is often
not a practical possibility due to the lack of English proficiency for most first generation
immigrant community members.

Tellingly, in several cases where speakers indicated that a parent studied English in the
home country or an aunt or uncle who had immigrated earlier, received higher education in the
U.S., English use was more frequent. As Hinton (2001) observed in her analysis of 250 linguistic
autobiographies by Asian-American immigrants, the introduction of English within the family by
parents accelerates children’s heritage language loss. As immigrant parents’ level of proficiency
in English grows, the use of the heritage language with parents decreases as a result of parents
trying to help their children with English acquisition and the increased ease of communicating in
English for children. Relatedly, in a focus group discussion (02/09/2013) with Armenian teachers
from Prelacy schools in Los Angeles, teachers have observed a great change in the language use
patterns of their incoming students over the past few decades. Unlike previous generations of
students who started school as Armenian monolinguals or Armenian dominant, the newer
cohorts, who are often the children of alumni, come to Armenian school already English-
speaking or often English dominant, reflecting an increased use of English in the home. As such,
the patterns of language use may look quite different for third and fourth generation youth,
whose parents are already English proficient and/or dominant. Once the pool of English speaking
older community members increases, advanced age may not play as important of a role in
triggering the use of the heritage language.

The second factor to consider involves the pressure for English use among youth in

immigrant communities in the U.S. Researchers across languages point to a strong societal push
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toward English, which makes retaining the heritage language while growing up more difficult
(Fishman 1991; Veltman 1988; Tse 2001). As noted above, respondents indicate almost
exclusive use of English with siblings and peers. Although for most heritage speakers, Armenian
is their first language in terms of the order of acquisition, English tends to dominate once they
start school, even for those who attend Armenian day schools. Research demonstrates that
proficiency in the heritage language usually declines with birth order, so that first-born children
tend to develop higher levels of heritage language competence than do second and third-born
children in bilingual families (Lambert & Taylor 1996; Zentella 1997, cited in Lynch 2003).
Once the first-born child acquires English at school, he/she begins using it with younger siblings,
thus increasing their exposure to English and establishing a tendency of English use among
siblings. Wong Fillmore’s (1991) nationwide interview study with more than 1,000 linguistic
minority families in the U.S. reveals that children in the family are more likely to use English
because of exposure to English from older siblings, who already learned English in school.
Davidian also observes a strong inclination to speak English at Armenian school, where
“pressure for Armenian young people to learn English is everywhere, even among Armenian
peers. In Ferrahian School, those who don’t speak it are teased by those who do” (1986: 260).
Teachers of Prelacy Armenian schools in Los Angeles confirm that Armenian is not the language
of play or peer interaction for their students, who almost exclusively use English with each other,
even during in-pair or in-group discussions in Armenian subject classes (Chahinian 2009;
Karapetian 2013). In his chart on linguistic compartmentalization, under the domain of friends
governed by English, Kouloujian (2012) notes that “it is shameful to speak Armenian even in a
group of entirely Armenian speaking six year olds.” In sum there is great pressure for Armenian

youth to speak English with siblings and peers, even in Armenian settings.

106



Gender Based Compartmentalization

A gender-based pattern emerged during the investigation of language use, revealing a
tendency of more Armenian use with and among males and more English use with and among
females. In the family environment heritage speakers often indicate speaking more Armenian
with fathers than mothers. This needs to be prefaced by the fact that the parents’ knowledge of
English, regardless of gender, strongly influences speakers’ choice of language in their
interactions. As noted in the section above, if parents have strong proficiency in English, then it
becomes the favored language as speakers can express themselves more easily and profoundly in
English. For example, although the general trend points to more Armenian with fathers, there
were several cases where the father knew better English than the mother, resulting in more
English use with the fathers. Or, for example, in the case of some speakers with a parent who
received education in the U.S. or had gained English proficiency in his/her country of origin, the
proportion of English use with that parent was typically higher.

Additionally, it needs to be emphasized that the discussion here focuses on the degree of
Armenian spoken, however minute the difference may be. Responses about how much Armenian
and English the speakers used with their parents were expressed in the form of percentages. The
majority of speakers stated that they generally spoke Armenian with parents; however, when
specifically asked about the percentage of Armenian and English used with parents, there was
frequently a slight but noticeable trend for more Armenian use with fathers. The following
passages from the interviews present a range of responses in which the speakers indicated a

higher degree of Armenian use with fathers than with mothers.

C: Cddd ok: Swt munudubph wuntuutpp Eu tobd, gt hutd wuw nwd htwn np
1EqUny tu jununid, b ek Eplynt 1Eqyny £ jununid bu” huybipkt b wigbpkd,
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wunlinuwyhtt hwpwpbpnipniup tohp' wubktp nipuntts inlnu vw, puwl vw:
Unpn htn n'p 1kqyny bu ununud:

U: Cdd nipwbwuntl, nipuntt inlnu huybpk, puwt tinnu waq kpku:

G: Ok: zn’pn hbn:

U: Putiunit nnlnu huytpkl, mwu ninljnu wuqkpku:

S: Umm ok. I will indicate family members and you tell me which language you speak
with whom, and if you speak both languages, Armenian and English, note the percentage,
for example 80% this language, 20% that language. What language do you speak with
your mother?

A: Umm eighty, 80% Armenian, 20% English.

S: Ok. With your father?

A: 90% Armenian, 10% English.

[A.H./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia /Age at immigration- 8]

G: Ok: Swlip, pp tu ptq piinwthph winwdubkpht b, nt hud wuw nwd htwn np
1EqUny tu jununud: G kel plniut b, huybpkt wiugikpkut k) wnynuwght
hwpwpbpnipiniup: Unpn htinn nop 1Eqyny tu jununu:

U: Epyniut b huybpbt whqkptu pp dwyphu htw 60% hwytpku 40% wug kpk:
G: Ok: 2n’pny hbn:

U.: 70% huytiptl, 30% wugqkpku:

S: Ok. At home, uh I will indicate family members to you, you tell me which language
you speak with whom. If both, Armenian and English, [tell me] the percentages. What
language do you speak with your mother?

A: Both, Armenian English, uh with my mother [conjugated by deviating to regular i-
declension class] 60% Armenian 40% English.

S: Ok. With your father?

A: 70% Armenian, 30% English.

[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

G: Ok, unpr htan n'p (kqm] bu ununtd:
(& Putiuntt nnlnu” huykpku:

G: Ok: Cp hnpy ht

(@ Zupnip nlnu huykpku:

S: Ok, what language do you speak with your mother?
T: 90% Armenian.
S: Ok. Uh with your father?
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T: 100% Armenian.

[T.Y./Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration— 1 year 8
months]

G: Cpp ok nwlip 0’ (kqny bu ununid: Uublp, wukip, Ukl Ukl dinwuskip,
Uwduyh htan, ywwuyh htan, nwnhyh wwwhh, pnyp Eqpagp, ophliwl
dwdwyhn htinn n p 1Eqyny tu jununid:

Q: Uliqbpk t uad like huybpt o

C: zu: Ulqitpkl, huybpkl, ud Jh gnigk pwuntnipy:

Q: Yeah, | think hiwunp:

G: bul] yuuuyh” htan:

Q: Uykih puwn huybpk:

S: Uhh ok what language do you speak at home? Let’s say, let’s say, let’s think one by
one, with your mom, dad, grandpa-grandma, sister-brother, for example, what language
do you speak with your mom?

G: English or like Armenian?

S: Yeah. English, Armenian, or perhaps a mix.

G: Yeah, I think a mix.

S: And with dad?

G: More Armenian.

[G.Z./ Agel9 / M / Birthplace — West Covina, CA / Parents from Yerevan, Armenia]

G: Cp Unpn hkwn nnp 1Eqyny tu jununu:

U: Cd huybpkt, wdkuwpwwnp huygbpkt b whq kpk:
T: Chph: Znpn ht

U: Zuybpkl” wuwpunwnhp:

S1: Uh what language do you speak with your mother?
S2: Um Armenian, mostly Armenian and English.

S1: Uhuh. With your father?
S2: Armenian — it’s a requirement.

[S.M. / Age 20 / F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration— 7.5]
The tendency to employ more Armenian with fathers may have multiple causes and
explanations, some of which speakers highlighted in their interviews. Several respondents noted

that their fathers knew less English and spoke with heavy accents, which discouraged the
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respondents from using English. Others mentioned that mothers often encouraged them to speak
English at home in order to improve their own English skills. For example, in response to which

language he uses with his mother, this speaker responded in the following manner:

Zu, Ukl kY hupp hudh pugpnid w, wunid w wbg kpk dh phy unuw np
unynpbu: Unwy Ehtt wunid htdh np huybpkt dkbwly junuw puity, np hwuljunps
sUnnwbiwu puily, puyg wipnkt ku mwuphpht b Gpkth sk, sbd dnpwtiw: ULY dBY
wund w np whq kpkuny oqutd puyg p hwytiptu Lh:

Yeah, sometimes she asks me, she says speak a little English so that I learn. Before they
used to tell me to only speak Armenian and stuff, so you don’t forget and stuff, but
already at this age, you, I probably won’t forget. Sometimes she asks me to help her with
English, but uh mostly [I interact with her in] Armenian.

[V.A./ Age 21/ M / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration- 1]
The speakers’ narratives imply that mothers may be more inclined to adapt and acculturate than
fathers and thus create a more flexible environment of English use at home. In contrast, fathers
are less willing to acclimate, are more conservative, and more likely to enforce language policing
in the home. In several cases the respondents declared that fathers were the ones instilling
Armenian-only rules in the household, or constantly correcting them, and in some instances even
admonishing mothers for not using “proper”” Armenian. In the unique example below, a speaker
conveyed his father’s excessive attention to proper language use as a result of his occupation as a

language teacher.

G: bulj wuppbpmpini §uw” Unpry ph hnpy htn wukip dkhh hin wdbh sun
wbq kpkl, Ukhh htwn wbkih phs, jud dhpn hugbpkt Bu jununud:
‘U: Uhown huybpku hpkug hkwn: Opny wubkup hnhndubp jut putbp jub np
wiq ipbkt wuwpq w fuuktp, np hpwp Eplniut i ... hwypu, huypu wiqEpkuh
nuuwwnnt k £hpint wmuws, punkn Zujwunwithg, punkn Unn dh puwt muph
wyt Epbith wyty huytpku high-school-nid Ep nwu nyky, unkn £ hhdw ESL w
npwtu part-time gnpé wnwhu: Zugkpku junubinig b pniq hpw htivn wydkjh pp Ea
wnwphph U hwub) wpnkt np hd vppwjubpp nignud B poit) dhtgbe wukup
wpunwhuwynbip nt bpk ujpwtd ghnbd Y&ownh hupp, ptlniq puntpp Ept
hujuy bu yupujulwb pun £ nw jud jud pnippuljut pun np owwn Gup
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ogquuuqnpénid pp Y&onh ky kn hdwuwnny, ky ky npu yyuwndwnny tu hpu p
dhown htid ninnnud G, puyg Unpu htin ns ky kn En wmunh&wth sh hupp, stwyws
Ukly-UkY Ypnnnph np own w hwypu pwt wbnd, hipniuwnwgnig twybnig phlinig
nnno dSpwghputp np vpuw) Bu jununid pwitt onuytwinid w UEY-UEY puyyg nk hupu
£ np ph 1Eqyh nwuwwnnt w Enky, ngputthg w Lh:

S: And is there a difference [in interactions] with your mother or father, let’s say more
English with one, less with the other, or do you always speak Armenian?

N: Always Armenian with them. There are some, let’s say, idioms and things that we will
obviously say in English, because they both...my father, my father is an English teacher
to be honest, already in Armenia, over there he taught Armenian for over twenty years,
probably more, in a high school, here now he teaches ESL as a part-time job. Even
when speaking Armenian with him, I’ve reached such an age already that I want to catch
my mistakes before let’s say expressing myself and if [ make a mistake, I know that he’ll
correct me, even words, if it’s really a Persian word or or a Turkish word that we use a lot
uh he’ll correct me in that sense, for that reason I uh always correct myself, but with my
mother no, she is does not go as far, although sometimes she’ll complain that my father
does it too much, even when watching television, when certain programs speak wrong or
something he’ll get upset sometimes but well ‘cause he’s been a language teacher, that’s
the reason you know.

[N.S./ Age 22 / M / Birthplace — Gyumri, Armenia / Age at immigration— 3.5]
This appears to be true in the respondents’ interactions with grandparents as well; in a few rare
cases, in which respondents reported speaking some English with grandparents, it was solely
with the grandmother. For example, in response to when he feels uncomfortable speaking
Armenian, the following respondent explained that he feels at ease with his grandmother because

she encourages him to use English whenever his Armenian is lacking.

| mean tnuwnhu htivn wthwighuwn skd qgnid npnkt hupt £ w wpnkt hdwunud np
huytkpbuu Empwt juy sh puyg pp htpt B w wuntd w Epb skup fupw
pugunpbip hwybpbing, wumd w. «Quqiipbing] wuw’, thopdh’, Yupnn w
hwuljutiwu»:

I mean I don’t feel uncomfortable with my grandma ‘cause she also already knows that
my Armenian is not that good but uh she too says if we can’t explain in Armenian, she
says, “Say it in English, try, maybe I’ll understand.”

[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]
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The tendency for adult female migrants to be more inclined to adapt to the host country
correlates with general trends in gender and migration studies, which suggest that because
women typically have fewer options in their countries of origin, they are more likely to embrace
their new destinies than men (Karapetian Giorgi 2012). Studies on migration reveal that migrant
women have more to gain from migration (Brettell 2009; Goodson-Lawes 1993) in comparison
to migrant men, particularly for those who come from patriarchal societies. Dion and Dion
(2001), in their study of gender and cultural adaptation in immigrant families note that the
conditions associated with immigration and settlement in the receiving society may challenge
expectations about gender-related roles, resulting in the renegotiation of these roles in immigrant
families. Immigrant women, particularly those who attain comparable or higher levels of
education and/or employment develop a sense of autonomy and competence which allows them
to challenge traditional gender-roles from their countries of origin. Lim (1997) interviewed
Korean immigrant working couples residing in the U.S. about their views concerning each
spouse as wage earner and contributor to different aspects of family and domestic work. Themes
that emerged from the interviews included husbands’ concern with the challenge they perceived
to male authority in the family given the changed family circumstances associated with gender
role expectations and behavior, as illustrated by the following comment from one of the
husbands interviewed:

After she started working her voice got louder than in the past. Now, she says whatever

she wants to say to me. She shows a lot of self-assertion. She didn’t do that in Korea.

Right after | came to the U.S., | heard that Korean wives change a lot in America. Now, |
clearly understand what it means. (Lim 1997: 38)

The wife of the above interviewee commented as follows:

In Korea, wives tend to obey their husbands because husbands have financial power and
provide for their families. However, in the U.S., wives also work to make money as their
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husbands do, so women are apt to speak out at least one time on what they previously
restrained from saying. (Lim 1997: 38)

Although there is very little academic research on gender differences in adult Armenian
migrants’ adaptation to settling in the U.S., in the realm of artistic representation, diaspora writer
Khoren Aramouni writes consistently about the conditions of Armenian immigrants in the L.A.
community. In his play, Future Without Return (2004), Aramouni perceptively captures the
renegotiation of gender roles in an immigrant family from Armenia, particularly because the
mother is portrayed as earning higher wages in her white-collar job in comparison to the father’s
low-status and low-paying blue-collar position. The father’s disgruntlement with the emasculated
status of males and the increased assertiveness of women in the U.S. is entertainingly expressed
in lines such as: “Does a day go by where she doesn’t throw her work in my face?” (Aramouni
2004: 227) or “Has this country left any men? They won’t grant them citizenship, until they
castrate them” (Aramouni 2004: 223). Correspondingly, the mother confides in her daughter that
“At some point [ used to be scared of your father, and then he starting becoming scared of me”
(Aramouni 2004: 220). When the daughter asks for the reason behind this reversal, the mother
explains: “Because I earn more than he does” (Aramouni 2004: 221).

Karapetian Giorgi’s (2012) dissertation stands as an exception to the dearth of knowledge
on Armenian immigrants, with her focus on Armenian women’s experiences with migration to
the U.S. between 1990-2010. She concludes that the situation of Armenian-American women
often fits the above-mentioned patterns, particularly as a result of their high education levels and
desire for employment. United Nations studies reveal that Armenian women have some of the
highest educational attainment, with approximately 80% of them finishing high school
(UN2002). Sabagh et al.. (1989-1990) uncovered a few statistics from 1980 which show that,

amongst the different pools of the Armenian migrants settled in Los Angeles, Armenian women
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from the USSR were particularly well educated, with 45 percent having received four-year
university degrees. Moreover, literature on migration emphasizes a tendency for immigrants to
take jobs beneath their skill levels, with women as especially vulnerable to this because it
enables them to escape patriarchal domination. The main reason why Armenian women migrated
to the U.S. was due to lack of employment opportunities in Armenia (International Organization
of Migration 2001; Yeghiazaryan, Avanesian, and Shanazaryan 2003) and although ironically,
when they arrive, they do not necessarily achieve high paying positions, the desire to gain
employment is very strong (Karapetian Giorgi 2012). Perhaps learning English and encouraging
English use functions as part of the process of immigrant women’s increased inclination to and
benefit from acclimating to their new English-speaking environment. Whereas for adult
immigrant males, perhaps in the process of renegotiated gender roles, exercising control on
issues such as language use in the family may function as a means of retaining traditional male
authority.

A similar tendency of linguistic compartmentalization based on gender emerged in the
analysis of speakers’ language use patterns with peers. When asked about which language
speakers choose to communicate in with friends, a noticeable distinction presents itself along
gender lines, showing more preference for Armenian use by males. This needs to be prefaced by
the disclaimer that the dominant language among friends is undoubtedly English, both for males
and females; however, for the rest of this discussion, the issue does not center so much on
language choice between English and Armenian, but the agency exercised in the degree of
Armenian use among friends. The overarching pattern reflects males choosing to speak more

Armenian with their male friends and females almost exclusively preferring to speak English.
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Male speakers reported experiencing a sense of pleasure and pride in speaking Armenian, as

demonstrated in the following example.

G: buly puykpubkph g htin, hwy phlykpltphy hhwplk:

Ut Zuyy puljtipubphu htn® hugbpku:

C: Zupyn’ip nnlnu hwyybpki:

U Zygupunwtwny wyn: @npdnid kup huybpbt unuwtip:

S: And with friends? Armenian friends of course.
N: [I speak] Armenian with my Armenian friends.
S: 100% Armenian?

N: With pride, yes. We try to speak Armenian.

[N.V./ Age 21/ M / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia/ Age at immigration— 1.5]
In addition to speaking more Armenian with friends, male speakers indicated that the level of

intimacy or closeness with a friend correlates with increased Armenian use.

G: Cunhwiipuybu’ "1l htwn bu hwybpbb ununud:
U: ... npnp uh pwtth dnkphd puljkpukph htw, p thnpdnud Bd wbjh own
hwjkpkt wunk) jud oqunugnnéby:

S: In general, with whom do you speak Armenian?
N: ... with some of my close friends, uh I try to insist or use more Armenian.

[N.S./ Age 22 / M / Birthplace — Gyumri, Armenia / Age at immigration— 3.5]

G: Ok: buly pulkputphy htan n'p kqUny bu ununud, hwy pilkpubph:

9 Uhu, Yhu, Uk, buyws — huybpkt Ukl £ wuqikpkt puyg wdbwdnunhly
pulbpu’ wuntp Zwlnp w, hpw htwn wykjh pun huybpbt pwt ... hpwig b
wund npnbit wdkuwdnwnhl puykp, h hptip Unnhly pultp niubd, hpwtg htwn
nkug hujtpku:

S: Ok, which language do you speak with your friends? Armenian friends.

V: Half, half, some, depends — Armenian and English, but my closest friend, his name is
Hagop, with him more Armenian than...I mention them ‘cause my closest friend, I have

three close friends, with them like I speak Armenian.

[V.A./ Age 21/ M/ Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration- 1]
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As evidenced in the examples above, use of Armenian marks a sense of solidarity and intimacy
among friends, so that the closer they are the higher the degree of interaction in Armenian. On a
few occasions male speakers also reported using Armenian among friends when discussing
something serious or when they were upset. Perhaps this act of speaking Armenian in important
and highly emotional situations marks a sign of adulthood for male Armenian youth, reflecting
and reenacting what they have seen their Armenian-speaking fathers do in serious situations.
Interestingly, males report feeling less comfortable speaking Armenian with females due
to concerns of unintentionally offending them by inadvertently saying something wrong. In the
example below a male speaker describes offending someone due to his lack of proficiency,
which has caused him to be wary about speaking Armenian with girls, implying that perhaps the

stakes of male-female interaction are higher.

Uyth owwn nnuukph htin, tpk hwykptt whnh jpnuwd, huytpkt B junu, wdbih
wukp, skd wdwsh np hpwtg htinn huybpkt jpnuwd, stEd nignud dh pwily, npinbe
tnput skl undnpby np, skd huwbnod st w upwy, hast w &hown, dudwbwlibp
Jw np funuby B, Uh put uppw B wuky, dEYp hudh pp nignty w, unynptgh unp
Jubkpbu put wukgh, np skh pdwunid, nt gpu hwdwp dudwbwljutp jub np
wdwsnid b, skd nignud, vh pwtt jupnn w dh pwt uppwy wubkd, so wydkih
hwtghuwn td qgnid wukup pp mnutph htn huybpkt jpnuwd pugh wnehl:

More so with boys, if [ have to speak Armenian, I speak Armenian, [ won’t be, let’s say,
as embarrassed if I speak Armenian to them, I don’t want to [say] something, ‘cause |
haven’t learned that much to, I don’t know what’s wrong, what’s right, there are times
where | have spoken, said something wrong, someone has uh corrected me, | learned and
then I said sorry and stuff, I didn’t know and because of that there are times when [ am
embarrassed, I don’t want to, | may say something wrong, so | feel more comfortable,
let’s say, speaking in Armenian with boys, than girls.

[A.F./ Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

In the case of female speakers, they report almost exclusively speaking English with

Armenian friends. The use of Armenian is frequently for additional effect, almost similar to
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punctuating their speech with accentuating features. Speakers bring up examples such as using
terms of endearment, which cannot be accurately translated, stories related to family members
and matters, and when they are trying to be funny. Additionally, females, as well as males, use
Armenian when sharing secrets or in situations in which they desire privacy, such as speaking on
the phone. The following comments by respondents highlight some of the situations in which

female speakers choose to speak Armenian.

Skug w unnwgynid: Ywb puntp np skup Jupny pupguuikup: Ophtwl” guy
nwihd Yud np Ukyp pun hwing w, ty n"tg jupnn bu pupquuil) whgkpb:
That’s how it happens. There are words that we can’t translate. For example “let me take
your pain away” [a common term of endearment originally stemming from trying to
prove credibility and establish honesty and trustworthiness] or that “someone is very

tasty,” [meaning someone is very sweet, likeable] how can you translate that into
English?

[L.S./ Age 24 / F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia/ Age at immigration— 3]
UtY-dtY dh pppp pukug putkp u np hugtpkt Bu wdbjh juyd upng
puguwnpbu jud pd dh put np nintunud, nwtt w jhunid dwdwgh wuwwgh htan,

putug huytptt ywhnh ywwndtu: CU jud np EYh dwuht dh put whnh wubu no
sku nignud huwbi:

Sometimes a uhhh there are such things that you can explain much better in Armenian or

um something that in the house [declined without vowel reduction and incorrectly],

happens at home, with mom or dad, like you have to tell [those stories] in Armenian. Or

when you have to say something about someone and you don’t want him/her to know.

[M.K./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — New York / Family moved to L.A. when she was 3]

A brief review of research on gendered patterns of adaptation trajectories and experiences
among immigrant youth may provide clues into the reasons behind the gendered patterns of
language use presented above. The role of gender as an important segmenting factor in the

adaptation of immigrant youth across many ethnic groups has been the focus of various studies

highlighting strong differences in educational outcomes that favor girls over boys (Qin 2006;
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Dion & Dion 2001; Brandon 1991; Falician & Rumbaut 2005). Qin (2006) cites the following
causes behind the superior performance by immigrant girls over boys: parental expectations after
migration, socialization at home, relations at school, and gendered processes of acculturation and
identity formation. Ethnographic research across ethnic groups shows that immigrant parents
usually place much stricter controls on their daughters than their sons (Gibson 1988; Lee 2001,
Sarroub 2001; Waters 1996 cited in Qin 2006). Moreover, researchers have found that immigrant
girls have more positive attitudes toward school than boys (Lee 1997, 2001; Sarroub 2001;
Waters 1996 cited in Qin 2006) stemming from girls’ view of school as a liberating social space
and an instrumental view of education as empowerment against tradition (Qin 2006). In terms of
acculturation and identity formation, studies demonstrate that the boundaries between ethnic
identities appear to be less fluid and less permeable for boys than girls, as boys seem to have
more difficulty in assuming bicultural competencies and making successful bicultural
adjustments (Portes & Rumbaut 2001).

Although not much research exists on the relationship between gender and heritage
language use, the few available studies present contradictory results. In a study of Spanish in the
Rio Grande Valley of Texas, Klee (1987) highlights the relationship between socioeconomic
factors, gender, and language maintenance. Klee observed that Mexican-American men tended to
use significantly more Spanish in their everyday lives than did women as a result of the women’s
tendency to be employed in service and professional jobs where English was a requisite, while
men tended to hold more jobs not requiring them to speak English. Spanish functioned, “as the
language used by males to establish a kind of masculine identity and to maintain a group
solidarity,” while English was characterized as a more “feminine language” (1987: 133). Solé

(1978) observed the same tendency among Mexican-American college students. Echoing the
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finding that immigrant females have better educational outcomes, Solé suggested that this
tendency may result from Mexican-American women’s awareness that through assimilation to
Anglo culture, for which speaking English is a prerequisite, they will have greater opportunities
for socioeconomic success and personal realization regarding the limitations placed upon them
by more traditional Mexican culture.

On the other hand, Zentella (1997) discovered in an ethnographic study of Puerto Ricans
in New York that Spanish language use was associated more with female domains, as females
tended toward higher levels of maintenance and proficiency in Spanish in comparison to males
from the same neighborhood. She explained these tendencies in terms of social networks: “Girls
were more likely than their brothers to be expected to do things and be with people that resulted
in greater involvement with Spanish ... Boys, on the other hand, could spend much more time
outside of the house and off the block, away from Spanish” (Zentella 1997: 51). Additionally,
female college students enroll in much greater numbers in foreign/heritage language classrooms
than their male counterparts, perhaps indicating more interest in language maintenance and
proficiency. Following this trend among foreign language learners in general, the majority (64%)
of respondents to the National Heritage Language survey are female (Carreira et al. 2009). As
for the Armenian cohort in the survey, female respondents accounted for 71.7%, while male
respondents comprised 28.3% (Carreira et al. 2009), reflecting an almost identical gender
distribution of the participants in the interviews conducted for this study, which were comprised
of 70.3% female and 29.6% male participants. However, increased enrollment and participation
in heritage language classrooms does not necessarily indicate increased use of the heritage
language with peers. Although the majority of the participants in this study were female, and

many of them did indeed have higher proficiency than their male counterparts, the males still
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expressed more agency in using Armenian with friends.
Compartmentalization of Medium of Communication

One of the most basic but critically significant domains of compartmentalization centers
on the medium of the language; more clearly put, oral vs. written language. Careful analysis of
the interview data points to a strong divide, revealing a pattern in which Armenian use is mainly
associated with the oral medium of communication, while English serves as the written medium,
occasionally even functioning as the vehicle for Armenian writing through the Romanization of
Armenian script. Several factors may contribute to this tendency, including the Armenian
tradition of oral socialization into language use, the typical lack of literacy among heritage
speakers and the impact of this on their access to cultural resources, the lack of availability of
Armenian fonts in social media outlets, and the corresponding ubiquity of the Roman alphabet.

Although the role of literacy cannot be underestimated in the development of formal
language proficiency, as Fishman (1996: 78) plainly explains, “every generation as a rule starts
off illiterate and has to be made literate from ground zero.” Historically children’s socialization
into language use has been governed by the oral domain, taking place in the daily interactions of
the home and the community. Even though many societies have a high degree of literacy, the
socialization process in the early years of children’s language development typically centers on
oral proficiency, with socialization into literacy mainly perceived as the function of formal
education. As a response to poverty and cultural deprivation, during the 1970s the United
Nations made great efforts worldwide to educate mothers, in the belief that they in turn could
bring literacy goals and skills to their own children (Heath 2010). Consequently, in the late
1970s the concept and practice of “family literacy” came into the public realm of American

education, in order to engage parents as partners to promote home reading and language
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development (Heath 2010). “Implicit in promotions of literacy in the home was the idea that
reading together should be a core family activity, because books instilled values. Books and
reading brought the literate ways of thinking that were highly prized in school into habitual
practice and gave family members common ground for talking, joking, and cross-referencing
observations of everyday life” (Heath 2010: 16). In many middle class American families,
“caregivers direct children to attend to pictures, elicit names of objects, and label and comment
on those objects during structured interactions” (Schieffelin & Ochs 1986: 181).

Biased by the mainstream American focus on literacy in the language socialization
process summarized above, initially the interview questions in this study naively inquired about
story reading traditions during speakers’ childhood years. However, what stood out in the
resulting investigation was the overwhelming existence of an oral tradition that dominates the
socialization process of Armenian heritage speakers. In case after case speakers responded
negatively to story reading in their childhood and instead highlighted story telling, in addition to
oral poem recitations and lullabies or folk songs being sung in the home. Speakers recalled
parents and grandparents telling them children’s stories, singing to them, and teaching them short
poems, which were repeated over and over again until they were memorized. Once children
learned the poems, their skills were frequently put on display in the form of recitations for other
members of the family and guests. Most speakers fondly remembered stories, songs, and poems
from their childhood, some even citing names of certain folk heroes, titles of songs, or lines of
poems from memory. The examples below reflect the range of oral activities, which heritage

speakers were engaged in during childhood.

G: Ok. buly np thnpp thp phq huykpki qpplp Jupnughy &, hiphuptbp wundby
B
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Q: Zkphwplbpp” hw: Cp like ku thnppnig htiphwp Yupnn &, tr like poem-uk pp:
Like «Bu hd wliniy Zujuwuwnwih...», put: Eyuybu pubbp jupnn b wibd, npnb
unynpuignt) ku nt dwdwl, like ghptipdu like tpgtp kp tpgnud, like unfjuwlp nu
puwt (laughter), puyg sk, skt upnughy:

S: Ok. And when you were little did they read Armenian books for you, tell you fairy
tales?

G: Fairy tales, yes. Uh like from a young age | can [recite] fairy tales (confusion between
fairy tale and poem), like those poems [Armenian plural suffix and definite article
attached to English noun poem]? Like “I Love My Sweet Armenia’s...”*,” and stuff? |
can do stuff like that ‘cause they taught me and mom like would sing like night-time
songs, like the nightingale*! and stuff (laughter), but no, they didn’t read.

[G.K./Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration— 10 months]

C: Nuubun]npibp undnpn Wl thp, wpunuwuwbnwd thy:
U Zw, wbghp: Ujn: “Zwjuunwb wukjhu, something something...” (laughter):

S: Did you learn poems? Recite them?
A: Yeah, by heart. Yes. “When saying Armenia*’,” something something...” (laughter).

[A.H./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia /Age at immigration- 8]

G: Ok: buly kpp np thnpp thp phq hwdwp Jupgn d this huygbpbung, wubbp
htphwp jupgujht, yunddwsp yuwndtht:
U: Ujn, hiphwpttp juywwndtht: Cd nt hiphwp pwubptbp Ynubkht nt hiphwp

Juywwndtp, bnh putinig wnwye Yjukh vh phy, n1 Ypukh, tinh hudh Ypuwgutp
dwpnin (laughter):

S: Ok. And when you were little did they read for you in Armenian? For example, would
they read you fairy tales, tell stories?

A: Yes, they would tell fairy tales. Um and they would play fairy tale tapes and it would
tell fairy tales, I would listen to that a little before going to sleep and | would sleep, that
would put me straight to sleep (laughter).

%0 This is the first line of a well-known poem by Armenian poet Yeghishe Charents.
* Referring to «lpufi, 'S unfouly/ “Come, My Nightingale,” a very popular Armenian lullaby.

*2 This is the title and beginning of the first line of a famous poem by Armenian poet Hamo Sahian.
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[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

G: buly b pq tipgh) kb dkp hwdwp thnpp dudwbul:

E: CUd dudwt ininiunid hhonid B Uk phy Epgnud Ep, but like owinn thnpp
dudwbwly, htwnn np thnpp tnpwypu np you know baby kp hpwt b Ep tpgnud:
Zbkwnn wuuhlu pwnn like he’s like very poetic, Uhown ukig random like he would just
say a poem, so yeah:

G: bulj nm pulwuinbndnipniibp ghinkh p, wpnwuwin’td Ehp thnpp
dudwtiul:

E: ®npp dudwtiwl] wunid hd, puyg hhdw...

G: Unnugh | bu:

E: Ep skd hhonid, yeah: Unnwighy Bu:

S: And did they sing songs for you guys when you were little?

E: Umm | remember my mom would sing a little at home [non-standard declension,
typical feature of Iranian-Armenian dialect], but like when we were very little, and then
when my little brother, you know was a baby, she would sing to him too. And then my
grandpa was like very he’s like very poetic, he would always like random like he
would just say a poem, so yeah.

S: And did you know poems? Did you recite them when you were young?

E: When | was little I would do it [non-standard conjugation of auxiliary verb “to be” in
the past imperfect, typical feature of Iranian-Armenian dialect], but now...

S: You’ve forgotten?

E: I don’t remember any more, yeah. I’ve forgotten.

[E.M. / Age 20 / F / Birthplace — Glendale, CA / Parents from Tehran, Iran]

Stug nnwtwynpubp, pnjnpp np buynud b, hht mkug pd Jhpbnttp w pnnpp,
owwn (wy ninwbwynpukp ghwnkh, puyg pnnpp Unnwgky BU: Zhdw np htn B
buynud, wumd kU kypwit n”ig b hulwghy:

Poems like that. When | watch all the old videos like that, | knew very good poems, but
I’ve forgotten them all. Now that I look back, I wonder how did I know so much?

[A.K./Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Abovian, Armenia / Age at immigration— 6 / Parents
repatriated from Iran to Armenia]

For the participants who spent their early childhood in Armenia, a similar pattern of oral

socialization into language use emerged, reflecting a general Armenian convention of oral
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acculturation. Particularly during the Soviet period, the realm of formal education, including
socialization into literacy, was completely centralized and state controlled, without any need or
room for parental involvement. As of a 2001 estimate by the CIA World Factbook, Armenia
boasts an incredibly high literacy rate, with 99.6% of the population age 15 and over being able
to read and write. Therefore, the need to alter the traditional system of oral socialization has not
presented itself. Furthermore, Armenian publishing, both in the Republic and in the Diaspora, is
less commercial and not developed in the area of pre-school age children’s books. This situation
is compounded in the Diaspora by the range of difficulties in obtaining children’s print materials
(availability, sophistication access, cost, effort, desire etc.).

In addition to an oral tradition of language socialization, which favors verbal
transmission, most Armenian youth in this community predictably lack access to a formal
Armenian education, which could help fill the literacy gap. For example, all of the Armenian
private day schools combined together (including Prelacy and non-prelacy schools in Southern
California) as well as the immersion programs in Glendale serve less than 5% of the Armenian
student population (Peroomian 2006; Karapetian 2013; Kouloujian 2014). The multiple Task
Forces now active in enhancing Armenian language use and instruction in the Los Angeles
community all acknowledge that even the small proportion of youth who do have access to
formal Armenian education, do not achieve very high rates of competence and literacy. For the
few speakers in this study who had experience with some kind of Armenian instruction, either
informally at home by a grandparent/parent or in a formal academic environment, these were
described by respondents as “failed” attempts due to lacking effort on behalf of the speakers,

lacking time, and/or the strict and undesirable environment of Armenian schools.
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Outside of schooling attempts and daily interactions in the home, another form of
exposure heritage speakers have to Armenian involves the cultural elements surrounding them,
which can serve as useful sources of authentic linguistic input. A similar pattern of
compartmentalization based on a division between the oral and written domain emerged in the
realm of cultural activities as well. Even though the heritage language speakers in this study were
not very active consumers of Armenian culture, the limited activities in which they did passively
engage were almost entirely restricted to the oral domain. The two major cultural activities
involved listening to Armenian music and watching Armenian television. In the case of
Armenian music, students reported listening as a result of circumstance, for example when a
parent would play it in the car or during Armenian events such as weddings, engagements, and
other get-togethers. As for Armenian television, many speakers explained that they watched as a
way to spend time with their parents. The programs most frequently cited by speakers included
Armenian soap operas, reality shows (often based on American originals), and comedies, all of
which employ colloquial Armenian, thus making them more accessible. Indeed, the Armenian
responses to the National Heritage Language Survey confirm that the heritage language related
activities in which students engage most frequently are limited to the oral domain, with watching
TV (85.6%), listening to music (88.8%), and speaking on the phone (88.8%) receiving the
highest marks (Carreira et al. 2009).

Literacy based activities such as reading and writing outside of the classroom, although
described as highly desired by many respondents, were almost non-existent for most participants.
Although an oral socialization process dominates in Armenian child rearing practices, a historic
reverence for books and letters persists both in the Republic and in the Diaspora (Bakalian 1993).

Speakers recall growing up surrounded by the books that their families brought with them from
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Armenia or the parents’ country of origin as their most valued possessions. Classics of the
Armenian canon are displayed with great pride and honor in the Armenian home, reflecting a
tradition of veneration and respect for the written word. Many respondents with some literacy
shared accounts of multiple attempts at accessing these books or the newspapers laying around
the home; however, their slow pace and limited competence made the task daunting and
impossible, often leading to stopping after a few sentences or annoyance at only having finished

a single page after hours of work.

Ujn: Ujn, quwwu Epjup gpunupwt nith: Uwn encyclopedia-utp pwtkp, puyg
hhuw hip I mean upnuu pp gunun hhdw so et thnpdbd vh Eoh pu, uwn
opp Uh koh ypw whwh..thnpdbkd jupnpud so hip dudwtwly w wyhwnp dhusk np
Ew Ew level-p hwutibd:

Yes. Yes, my dad has a long [means wall-to-wall] library. All the encyclopedias
[Armenian plural marker attached directly to English noun] and the like, but for now, I
mean, my reading is slow now, so if | try, on one page, the whole day [I] will [be] on one
page...| try to read, so for now time is needed until | can get to that level.

[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

Almost all of the speakers reported a strong desire to improve their reading skills in order to gain
access to Armenian classics, precisely the books surrounding the walls in their homes that were
viewed with reverence by their elders. Yet many respondents revealed feelings of guilt and
worry about their lacking literacy and subsequent inability to read these prized gems.

The results of the National Heritage Language Survey corroborate a general tendency of
compartmentalization among heritage speakers/learners that centers on the medium of the
language, with the heritage language constrained to the oral domain and English prevalent in the
written domain. Respondents self-assessed their oral skills in their heritage language as

significantly stronger than their literacy skills (Carreira & Kagan 2011). As a result, heritage
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language use was primarily restricted to the oral/aural domains (e.g. talking on the phone,
listening to music, watching a movie) (Carreira & Kagan 2011). “Notably, half never read in
their HL or spent fewer than 15 minutes per week reading in this language outside of class. By
contrast, the bulk of respondents spent more than 2 hours reading in English outside of class”
(Carreira & Kagan 2011: 45).

Finally, with the growing dominance of social networks, the use of Armenian has
encountered a new challenge. Currently the most prevalent ways of communication, such as
emails and texts, as well as social outlets like Facebook, Twitter, and blogging, blend oral and
written media, blurring the lines between the formal written world and the informal spoken
sphere. As expected, most of the heritage speakers interviewed reported using English when
utilizing any of these social outlets. In the Armenian responses to the National Heritage
Language Survey, an overwhelming majority of respondents reported never (50.8%) or rarely
(36.3%) accessing the Internet in their heritage language (Carreira et al. 2009), reflecting the
general trend among all of the respondents to the survey (Carreira et al. 2009; Carreira & Kagan
2011). As Kouloujian (2012: 2) observes, electronic communications are mostly held in English,
even with people whose everyday language is Armenian. “It is either ‘spelling shame’ or, again,
the perception that Armenian does not match the convenience of English.” In the case of users
who do indeed decide to write, comment, text, and post in Armenian, they mainly use
Romanized transliteration.

The following are some of the reasons for the overwhelming use of Romanized
Armenian. Many heritage speakers predictably do not have literacy skills in Armenian in order to
use Armenian during electronic communications. For those who do, many do not have the desire

or patience to download, install, and use an Armenian font, which may be time-consuming and
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requires an adjustment and learning period. In the case of texting, one of the most popular smart
phones, the i-phone, does not support an internal Armenian font. Users need to download an app
to text in Armenian, requiring additional time and effort to do so in a system of communication
dependent on instantaneous responses. Additionally, due to the existence of two orthographies
for Eastern Armenian, heritage speakers, who already lack confidence in their limited
proficiency, fear making spelling errors. Thus many participants reported that they use English
transliteration in order to text/post in Armenian, a very common phenomenon not only in the
Diaspora, but in Armenia as well. Linguists, language activists, and concerned speakers are
currently involved in heated debates about the use and impact of Romanized Armenian in social
media, with many public campaigns discouraging it (Lessons in the Mother Tongue, 2014).
Spatial Compartmentalization

G: OK. ﬂpmhoq i n’ud htn bu huytpkt fununid punhwtpuybu:

Q: Cud npunk " nnitip wdkupunnp, pud n"wd hkn® Ukskph htn pd o puwnkn
nupngnid np huh hwy puybpubp niukd, sometimes tpt nignid Gup nwuwpwh
Uko huytipku Ylunuwip hpwp htwn tpk hnpdnid Eup pwt wukp, but obviously
skl uhpnud nu wukd because rude td qqnud ‘cause like skt hwuljwunid huy Lup
PR

G: Ok: huly npmhorl i n’1d htn bu wlq Epkl jununud:

Q: Utg pkt vwn pultputphu htin basically cause everyone’s non-Armenian
practically: Cp nt wdkt mbin” npupngnud, pp np we go out, everywhere. ..

S: Ok. Where and with whom do you generally speak Armenian?

G: Umm, where? At home, the most. Umm, with whom? With older people umm and
here at school now that | have Armenian friends, sometimes in class if we want to say
something we’ll speak Armenian with each other, if we are trying to say something
[privately], but obviously I don’t like doing that because | feel rude ‘cause like they
don’t understand what we are babbling.

S: Ok. And where and with whom do you speak English?

G: [I speak] English with all my friends basically ‘cause everyone’s non-Armenian
practically. Uh and everywhere, at school, when we go out, everywhere...

[G.K./Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration— 10 months]
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G: Ok: Npunk ) kL n'wd htwn bu hugbpk jununud:

U: Swtip” sunnubphu htnn wbtyuwydwt hwytpku dhown: C Enpnpu htinn™ jpwnp:
Bphith ph np sunnubpu tkpw kb (hunwd, wybkjh pwan huytpk:

G: Ok: Npunkn kL n'1d htwn bu wigbpki jununud:

U.: Suhg nnipu:

S: Ok. Where and with whom do you speak Armenian?

A: At home, with my parents, [l speak] Armenian absolutely, always. Uh with my
brother, a mix. Probably when my parents are present, [l speak] more Armenian.
S: Ok. Where and with whom do you speak English?

A: Outside of the home.

[A.K./Age 20/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration- 3]

G: Ok: Npunk 1 kL n'wd htn bu huygbpk jununud:

U Cd npnk 11... nubi kU hwgbpbt unumad, huybpbh puuwpuimd bl hagkpba
hununid, thnpdnd B, pd puytptubphu htw, by dudwbwl:

G: Ok: Npunk 1 kL n'd htwn bu wiqbpki jununud:

U: Typngnid B whig iptt jpnunid, nuuwpwghtph htin, ntunighsubph htn,
nud nmwtip Eppbdul wpowynpu htin, B puljEputphu htwn:

S: Ok. Where and with whom do you speak Armenian?

M: Um where? ... | speak Armenian at home, in Armenian class | speak Armenian, I try,
um with friends, at that time.

S: Ok. Where and with whom do you speak English?

M: | speak English at school, with classmates, with teachers, um at home sometimes with
my brother, and with my friends.

[M.T./ Age 20 / F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration— 12]

C: ﬂpmhoq kL n 1d htwn ku huytpkl fununud:
L: Uwudwyhu yuwwyhu htinn hwybpkt U jununid wnwt dke: Cujipnihhtbphu
htwn huytiptu GU jununid pd Gpp np like we’re in an Armenian environment:

S: Where and with whom do you speak Armenian?
L: With my mom and dad | speak Armenian at home. | speak Armenian with my friends
um when like we’re in an Armenian environment.

[L.A./ Age 20/ F / Birthplace — Glendale, CA / Parents repatriated to Armenia from
Iran]
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G: Cd ok piphwbpuybu npunk’n bu b n'id htn bu hugbpki junund:

U: Unwy owwn Ehup qunid Zujuwunuwt dwdwjhu htwn, wdkt wdwn, puyg htwnn
nuu so np Zwjwutnwt bh qunud by Juijun hwybpktu wydkh Ep pugynid
npnyhbwnbt whnh jupgud gptd, ny Ukl g kpku sghnbtt Enput juy so punkug
wybh juy Ep huybkpkuu puyg htinn uljukghtip squw...BL pitnutithph htitn whwnp
huytptt funuwd np mkug huyjuljut hwpuwthp tup qunid jud pnkug uh put:
Cd yeah. Usually np ptuwnnwuhph htwn dh put juy nith, Ey Jujun w hugbpbup:

C: Cud npunk 1 B n"wd hbn bu whgbpki junund:

U: Pnnph htwn:

G: Ok:

U: Uugrkpklp ... dhowqquyht (kqne E:

S: Um ok, in general, where and with whom do you speak Armenian?

M: Before we used to go to Armenia with my mom a lot, every summer, but then umm so
when | would go to Armenia, at that time my Armenian would open up because | have to
read and write, no one knows English that much so in that way my Armenian was better
but then we started not going...And I have to speak Armenian with family like when we
go to an Armenian wedding or something like that. Um yeah. Usually when it has to do
with the family, that’s when it’s Armenian.

S: Umm where and with whom do you speak English?

M: With everyone.

S: Ok.

M: English...is an international language.

[M.K./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — New York / Family moved to L.A. when she was 3]

As the selections above underscore, a final division of language use revolves around

spatial compartmentalization, highlighting the role of both the physical location of interactions as

well as the metaphoric separation of space into public/social and private/personal domains. The

first and most critical division presents itself in the “at home vs. outside” dichotomy, in which

Armenian use is restricted to the confines of the home whereas English use enjoys much wider

reign. Predictably, both in the Armenian responses to the National Heritage Language Survey

(Carreira et al. 2009) and in the interviews conducted for this study, respondents reported

speaking the most Armenian “at home.” Outside of the restricted and intimate environment of

the home, Armenian use frequently becomes associated with “Armenian’ spaces and
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environments such as Armenian class, Armenian weddings, baptisms, church events, social
gatherings, Armenian stores, Armenian relatives’ homes, in Armenia, etc. Repeatedly, the
adjective “Armenian” appears in the descriptions of spaces appropriate for Armenian use
marking and limiting the range of this linguistic medium. In opposition, English use is linked to
life outside of the home, frequently with interactions related to the academic and professional
world, such as lectures and discussions in classes, conversations with classmates and professors,
interviews for jobs, internships, graduate school, etc.

On a more metaphoric interpretation of space, another layer of compartmentalization
emerges in the division of the personal and public domains. Armenian use is associated with the
more personal, familial, and intimate world, while English use functions as the most appropriate
language for the public sphere. Conversations with family members, close friends, elders who
require displays of respect, and the sharing of private secrets are all conducted in Armenian,
while “social situations” are solely designated for English. One of the respondents aptly
described her division of language use, with Armenian selected for “personal” conversations and

English employed for “social” situations.

Cd wykh social situation-utph dke wug kpku td jununid, puyg tpt pd wgkih
personal conversation w pultpnithhutiphu htw, huytpku Yihuh jud et sku
niqmid dwpn hwuljubw hy Gu wuntd, huybptu Yunubad:

| speak English in more social situations [Armenian plural suffix and genitive case
marker with postposition “in” directly attached to English noun “situation”],but if it’s a
more personal conversation with friends, it will be in Armenian or if you don’t want
anyone to understand what you are saying, | will speak Armenian.

[A.H./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia/ Age at immigration— 8]

A majority of speakers confirmed that they use Armenian as a secret language between

friends or family members. Speakers use it when gossiping, sharing secrets, talking about

131



surprises, or speaking on the phone with family members because speaking Armenian guarantees
their privacy. The following selections demonstrate the range of situations in which speakers

make use of Armenian as a secret language.

Mainly wiug tpkl, puyg huygtiptu b junuwd, like tpk hinwjununy U jununtd nu
st nignid dwpnhl jukt (laughter):

Mainly [I speak] English, but I will speak Armenian too, like if | am on the phone and |
don’t want people to listen (laughter).

[G.K./ Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration— 10 months]

Ounnutphu htin wtpunhwwn huykpku B0 jpnund phjEdntng np Guhd std nignid
Ukl jup hty np, hts np vh pwtth dwuht:

I always speak Armenian with my parents on the phone when, I don’t know, when I don’t
want someone to listen to something, about something.

[A.F./ Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

G: buly puykpubph htawn, n’p EqUny bu ununud:
Q: Culputph htivn wybkjh pwun huytipk: Npute skup nigniud Eu dpniutitpp,
niphoubpp hdwbwb hy Eup jununud (laughter):

S: And with friends, what language do you speak?
G: More Armenian with friends. ‘Cause we don’t want those others, the others to know
what we’re saying (laughter).

[G.Z./ Agel9 / M / Birthplace — West Covina, CA / Parents from Yerevan, Armenia]

G: Culjbpkph htan & pp bu hugbpbt ununud:
U: ... Cd jud np dEYh dwuht dp putt whnh wubu nt sku nignid pdwbw
(laughter):

S: When do you use Armenian with friends?

M: ... Um or when you have to say something about someone and you don’t want
him/her to know (laughter).
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[M.K./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — New York / Family moved to L.A. when she was 3]

G: Npuk'n b ol htn bu huygbpbt jununtd:

(0 Cp vnwt Ubp BU huybipkl jununid, puljipnihhutiph htwn huytpku Gup fun,
hwwnljuybu jununid Epp np onnwputp G dkp Ynnptpp G dh put ju np jud
surprise w hubnt jud p Uh putt w {huntd np nignid Gup juntuwthbup Jud
dhounpntup, np Ubkp pp secret language-u w:

S: Where and with whom do you speak Armenian?

T: Uh at home | speak Armenian, with friends we sp.., we particularly speak [Armenian]
when there are foreigners/non-Armenians around us and there’s something that’s either
going to be a surprise or a something that’s happening that we want to avoid or mediate,
uh it’s our uh secret language [Armenian definite article directly attached to English
noun “language”].

[T.Y./Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration— 1 year 8
months]

Cpu ... depends on the situation ... so wukp Lptk I don’t know ... kpk hpwp htin vh
wkr kup np vwn onnwpukp L, huytpkt Ylunuwtp hpwp htwn np ns dkyp
shwuljutiw:

Umm ... depends on the situation ... so let’s say if I don’t know ... if we are
somewhere together where there are all foreigners/non-Armenians, we’ll speak Armenian
to each other so that no one will understand.

[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

Bakalian (1993) confirms the limited role of Armenian in the second generation and
beyond for the relatively few who still retain some proficiency as “relegated to sporadic episodes
such as its use in church, with grandparents, or exchanging ‘secrets” in public as a code system”
(266). Vaux (1999: 6) lists privacy as one of the advantages of retaining Armenian use in the
community he studied, explaining that “the relative obscurity of Armenian means that one can

speak fairly freely in open places without concern for being overheard and understood.”
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Turning now to literature on this topic, although the term “spatial compartmentalization”
may not have been employed, the separation of language use based on the domain of space has
been frequently observed. Fishman (1965: 69) clearly articulates, “location, setting or other
environmental factors” as well as the “physical setting” as regulating factors in language choice.
Additionally, researchers corroborate the confinement of the heritage language to “the context of
the home” (Carreira & Kagan 2011; Kouloujian 2012; Jebejian 2010; Bakalian 1993) and its
restricted use in “private sphere interactions” (Valdés 2001: 46), while English becomes the
dominant language for most social interactions (Lynch 2003; Kouloujian 2012; Bakalian 1993;
Aparicio 2000).

An elaborate and in-depth discussion of the causes and consequences of such a strict
division of language use that restricts the heritage language to the home and private sphere can
be found in Aparicio’s (2000) article “Of Spanish Dispossessed.” Aparicio describes the
“domestication” of Spanish as a “language fit only for family life, undermined as a public
language” (250). He depicts a U.S. ideology in regard to the monolingualism versus bilingualism
debate, which tolerates “foreign” languages as long as they remain “domesticated in the private
sphere of the home, the family, and the neighborhood” (252). Moreover, he cites the work of
Rosina Lippi-Green (1997) who contends that debates about linguistic ‘appropriacy’ perpetuate
the subordination of minority languages, with a “division between public and private languages”
that designates standard English “as the only acceptable register for public use” (252). Lippi-
Green continues with the claim that the dominant message regarding this issue is the following:
“appreciate and respect the language of peripheral communities, but keep them in their place

(109)” (cited in Aparicio 2000: 252).
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Echoing Aparicio’s ideas of the heritage language as “domesticated,” the presentation of
Armenian heritage speakers’ language use patterns in relation to spatial compartmentalization
demonstrates that Armenian is mostly confined to the boundaries of the home, clearly marked
“Armenian” spaces, and the private world of intimate encounters and sharing secrets. As one of
the speakers highlighted in the first quote from this section, she feels uncomfortable speaking
Armenian in a public, non-Armenian setting such as a classroom because it is considered “rude.”
In opposition to the restricted spatial capacity for the heritage language, English use is widely
acceptable and even elevated, not only in its ability to be used in the unlimited space outside the
home, but in some cases enhanced by the discourse of English as an international language
(Pennycook 1994), as cited in M.K.’s comment on page 39 in which she explains that she can
use English with everyone, and supplements with the fact that “English...is an international
language.”

Conclusion

Npub pd pd upshpny hd | mean nignid bd np $unnutphu htiw pp pnkug pp
Jupbinp dwubpht nuwd [Juwplbnp pubbph dwuhi pinukd], JEuwl) Luop
Euopju dwop hy w Yud £ Updku jupwu wdwbubpp nubu, jud B dugpp
wlitiy, pinkug, std nignud Uktwly pinkin huybptuu Jippwtw: Nignid Bl wdbkh
pundp, wybph professional putitp, nignid b kg by by level-p hwutbd np
Jupnnubwd pinkg conversation-utpp, | can hold hold those type of conversations in
Armenian too.

‘Cause, um in my opinion, my, | mean, | want to speak uh about those kinds of uh
important things with my parents, not only about today, what’s for lunch today or Armen
can you set the plates or do the laundry, like that, I don’t want my Armenian to end there.
| want higher, more professional things, | want to get to that that that level so that | can
have those kinds of conversations [plural suffix added in Armenian], I can hold those
types of conversations in Armenian too.

[A.F./ Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]
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The composite picture in the analysis of language use patterns of Armenian heritage
speakers reveals a compartmentalization of Armenian and English use into various domains, in
which Armenian as the heritage language typically functions in limited and confined domains,
while English use inevitably spreads over time and space. In an environment of such pressure
and preference for the overwhelming use of the dominant language, especially by youth, many
scholars recognize that in order to help develop heritage language use, speakers need to be
provided with an increased number of domains in which they can use the language. “When the
use of the language is restricted to interactions with family and friends, the terminology is
constrained to topics related to these situations. In areas such as work or school, where bilingual
speakers only use English, the mental lexicon may either never have been acquired or may have
attrited” (Mrak 2011: 164).

Kouloujian further develops the consequences of linguistic compartmentalization for
Armenian heritage speakers in which Armenian becomes associated with situations of the past
and becomes a language “for the past” (2014: 4). “Second or third generation speakers have not
seen the living language their parents experienced” and often cannot envision speaking “on
subjects seen in comic books, general education, curiosities, science-fiction and others” (2014: 4)
This situation is compounded by the fact that the availability of resources and responses to new
domains and media are meager in Armenian (Kouloujian 2014) both in the homeland and in the
Diaspora, especially in comparison to the abundance of resources available for English. In sum,
the emerging picture portrays a perspective of Armenian as a limited language appropriate only
for use in relation to the Armenian world, particularly as it relates to the past, and English as the

full and real language of the present and future.
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CHAPTER 5
TEASING, CRITICISM, ERROR CORRECTION, AND FEAR OF JUDGMENT: A
DESTRUCTIVE CYCLE

“Excruciating. That’s a rough description of what should be a pleasant adventure of discovering
the wondrous essence of your being. Or: this is supposed to be fun, not painful. But it is. It is
painful when you are trying to eke out words in Armenian, torturing yourself so foreign verbiage
doesn’t invade your speech lest you become complicit in perverting the language you are
struggling to maintain, and, alas, your fellow interlocutor is more concerned with highlighting
your inadequate fluency and, naturally, their superior usage ability — their impeccable reprimands
infused with “ishteh” and “yani” — than with acting as a guide toward the realization of,
ostensibly, both your goal. The concluding recommendation being, “you can say it in English”
or, if especially audacious, switching languages on you without notice, thus surreptitiously
opining about the (inferior) quality of your spoken work.

This proclamation from the same person who is likely a steadfast source of the righteous
imposition that “bedk’eh khose(e)nk Hayeren” (“we must speak Armenian”)! Imagine the state
of your brain as it is trying to compute someone telling you that you must speak Armenian while
telling you that if you can’t manage — and it’s obvious you can’t — just switch to the other
language that they, since they’re more multilingual than you, can understand just as well.
Instances like these may very well be the beginnings of bipolarity.”

-William Bairamian, “Khoseenk Hayeren, Or You Can Say it in English,” Haytoug Magazine“,
June 18, 2012

Introduction

Due to the limited and restricted spheres of linguistic exposure in the heritage language as
described in the previous chapter on compartmentalization, proficiency in the heritage language
is difficult to fully develop and maintain. As a result, heritage speakers’ ability in their family
language often remains stunted and noticeably weaker (see Chapter 3 on Linguistic Features)
than their dominant language. Constant teasing, ridicule, error correction, and criticism by more

proficient speakers in the family and the wider HL community lead to internalized feelings of

* Haytoug is the official publication of the Western Region of the Armenian Youth Federation, serving as “a
medium for Armenian American youth to voice their opinions about a wide variety of issues”
(http://www.haytoug.org/mission).
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incompetence, shame, and fear of judgment when speaking the heritage language. This chapter
will explore the persistent anxiety connected with using the heritage language and the destructive
cycle it generates: teasing and ridicule create a fear of judgment that leads to less interaction in
the heritage language, particularly with more competent speakers; reduced interaction means less
comprehensible input (defined in following section) and therefore, less opportunity to develop
the heritage language. The graphic representation below demonstrates how the elements in this

vicious cycle perpetuate an inability to further develop proficiency in the heritage language.

competent
speakers

Figure 5.1: Vicious cycle that perpetuates an inability to develop proficiency in the heritage language

The social contexts of the interactions during which heritage speakers experience the
debilitating anxiety described in this chapter must be considered and explained. Clearly the
home, and to a lesser degree, the HL community, are where heritage speakers learn and most
frequently use the heritage language; therefore, it may seem contradictory for them to feel
uncomfortable in the same settings in which they first acquired and most commonly employ the
language. However, it is not the physical setting at play here, but rather the social context that
carries the additional stress and anxiety, which shapes the interactions. Linguistic exchanges in

the heritage language that take place in the home are typically informal in nature, brief (in
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passing), and predictably repetitive. Additionally, although parents usually communicate with
their children in the heritage language, heritage speakers regularly code-switch in their responses
and parents eventually get accustomed to the speaking patterns and trends of their bilingual
children, even if they disapprove or view these as undesirable. Difficulties surface when speakers
are expected to perform in a formal social context, both in the home environment and in the HL
community, with older and/or unfamiliar people, who are often monolingual and/or highly
competent Armenian speakers. In the case of first generation immigrants from Armenia for
example, many have received tertiary education in the homeland and thus possess not only
extremely high proficiency, but also the social competence and expectation to control the various
registers of Eastern Armenian.

Moreover, as demonstrated in Chapter 4 on Language Use Patterns and
Compartmentalization, in the Armenian environment age demands respect, and respect is
equated with speaking Armenian. Therefore, when older relatives or guests come to visit, for
example, or when heritage speakers interact with community members outside of the family,
such as parents of friends, Armenian-speaking professionals and elders, the social context
drastically changes. In these situations heritage speakers are required, and feel that they are
expected to employ proper Armenian, which entails such features as higher registers, a wider
lexicon, and formal forms of address. In addition to the elevated use of language, the interactions
they are engaged in sometimes demand lengthy, drawn out responses, during which code
switching and/or lapsing into the informal vernacular may be stigmatized and criticized. The
recurrent feelings of embarrassment, intimidation, and internalized sense of inability that stem
from interactions in the social contexts described above serve as the core source of the

destructive cycle presented in this chapter.
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Conceptual Framework

The persistent and adverse criticism of U.S. heritage speakers, especially by monolingual
immigrants has been confirmed in research on Spanish in the U.S. (Mrak 2011; Carreira 2000;
Galindo 1995; Aparicio 2000). Carreira (2000: 426) notes that the “derisive attitudes about U.S.
Spanish ... represent a particularly serious obstacle to the goal of enhancing students’ linguistic
self-esteem,” which is critical in the process of language development and the formation of
positive language attitudes. A review of the detrimental effects such attitudes have on Hispanic
bilinguals reveals that “relatives, classmates, and even teachers, all contribute in varying degrees
to the linguistic inferiority that assails many Hispanic bilinguals™ (Carreira 2000: 426), leading to
the firm conviction that their Spanish is faulty and in need of remediation. Often newly arrived
immigrants will comment on the unexpected contact phenomena employed by heritage speakers
contributing to a negative image of the U.S. language variety (Mrak 2011). Aparicio (2000)
describes specific cases of speakers of U.S. Spanish being embarrassed or intimidated by
monolingual speakers. Elias-Olivares’ data provides examples of older, first generation family
members who disapprove of the code switching and Cal6 (an argot or slang of Mexican Spanish)
used by younger family members (cited in Galindo 1995: 80). For U.S. Hispanics, “standard
Spanish represents an unattainable goal, while U.S. Spanish remains an undesirable reality”
(Carreira 2000: 424). Paradoxically, U.S. Hispanics are criticized for both speaking Spanish and
for not speaking Spanish (Garcia Bedolla 2003).

The results of the National Heritage Language Survey, particularly the 121/122*

Armenian responses also help shed some light on this phenomenon. Although the 1,732

“ Although 129 Armenian responses were counted in total, not every respondent answered each question.
Therefore, different questions may have varying numbers of respondents.
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respondents of the survey held overwhelmingly positive attitudes about their heritage language,
30% of respondents also selected “At times I feel embarrassed” (Carreira & Kagan 2011). It is
difficult to ascertain precisely what respondents had in mind with this selection as it could imply
“life being made difficult by their being perceived as different” or “lamenting their lack of
knowledge of the HL” (Carreira & Kagan 2011: 47). Examples of both interpretations were
present in the general short answer responses asking students to relate an experience in school,
home or neighborhood involving the HL (Carreira & Kagan 2011). Similarly, in a closer
examination of the 121/122 Armenian responses in this survey, 29.8% of the respondents
selected “At times I feel embarrassed” (Carreira et al. 2009) The detailed analysis of the
Armenian cohort’s short answer responses helps illuminate and decipher the “embarrassment”
expressed by nearly a third of the participants. While the open-ended responses conveyed
predominantly positive experiences with the HL, both in and outside of school, there were quite
a few reflecting the embarrassment heritage speakers experienced because of teasing, ridicule,
and intimidation during interactions with more skilled peers, family and community members.
The following examples offer a glimpse into the respondents’ negative experiences.
My heritage language has never really caused a problem. The only time it becomes an
issue is when | try to speak it, particularly with those who speak it much better than 1. It's
hurtful when others harass you for speaking the same language differently. My HL is
weak because we do not speak it much at home, that is why I'm taking the classes at
UCLA.
My HL became a problem when my peers started to tease me about my dialect. | mix a
bit of Eastern Armenian from Armenia and Eastern Armenian from Iran because my
parents are from different countries. This made it difficult for me to be comfortable

speaking in my HL amongst my peers, so for a long time | wouldn't.

There have been several cases where | felt embarrassed to speak when someone's skills
are more advanced then mine. Therefore, [I] did not speak.

Instances with my family have been really moments of tests for me. So sometimes | feel
embarrassed and sometimes | feel proud, depending on how well | used the language.
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But the other day | was conversing with one of my older cousins and she complimented
me on the level and improvement of my Armenian. It felt really good. But sometimes |
get stuck, especially when debating an idea with my dad and begin speaking English to
get my point across and that makes me feel embarrassed.

| was ridiculed once by a very old man at work for explaining something in Armenian.

Many individuals in my hometown speak my heritage language so it is very valuable

knowing it. However, as years went by and | stopped learning my heritage language it

became hard to communicate with it. Knowing that | was speaking incorrectly, made me
embarrassed and | became less willing to communicate in my heritage language and at
times avoided this. This also contributed to me forgetting how to speak in my heritage
language.

Furthermore, when respondents were asked to self-assess their knowledge of the HL
across the four skills (listening, speaking, reading, and writing), not surprisingly, they considered
their oral skills in the HL to be significantly stronger than their literacy skills (Carreira & Kagan
2011). The same pattern was replicated in the 121/122 responses by Armenian heritage learners
(Carreira et al. 2009). More telling, however, were the respondents’ answers to the following

question:

37. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being “not important” and 5 being “extremely important”,
how important is it for you to accomplish the following goals in your HL class?

One Two Three Four Five

Improve speaking 121 85 144 232 1030
Improve listening 126 113 210 292 868
Improve reading 120 63 143 283 1000
Improve writing 108 53 133 245 1070
Improve grammatical accuracy 109 56 167 287 990
Increase vocabulary m 44 101 240 1109

Figure 5.2: Importance of various goals in HL class (Carreira et al. 2009)
In the general responses to the survey as depicted in the chart above, most respondents marked
all of the six goals as important, with priority given to expanding vocabulary, closely followed

by improving writing, speaking and reading (Carreira et al. 2009). However, when looking at the
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121/122 Armenian responses in the table below, “improve vocabulary” and “improve speaking”

received the highest marks (88 and 85) (Carreira et al 2009).

Answer Options i 2 3 4 § Response Count
Improve speaking. 1 5 8 13 85 122
Improve listening. 13 8 15 20 &1 121
Improve reading. 13 [ 13 14 7 121
Improve writing. 9 6 1 16 18 120
Improve grammatical accuracy. 9 [ 14 18 7 122
Increase vocabulary. 10 3 5 15 -t 121

answered question 122

skipped question 7

Figure 5.3: Importance of various goals in HL class (122 Armenian responses)

Revealingly, in the 27 in-depth interviews conducted for this project, an overwhelming
majority reported that listening and speaking were their strongest abilities in Armenian followed
by reading and writing. Although one would assume that the weakest skills would be selected as
those in need of most improvement, almost all respondents gave priority to improving their
speaking. Additionally, both in the general results of the survey and in the Armenian responses,
the most common responses HLLs gave for enrolling in HL courses were 1) to learn about their
cultural and linguistic roots and 2) to communicate better with friends and family in the U.S.
(Carreira et al. 2009). As evidenced in the discussion of the survey results above, the emphasized
desire to develop verbal skills (expanded vocabulary and improved speaking abilities) in order to
enhance communication abilities demonstrates an integral need in this area for HLLs, especially
for the Armenian cohort.

Finally, the most direct attestation to the occurrence described in this chapter is Stephen
Krashen’s article (1998) on the phenomenon of “language shyness,” that describes the reticence
heritage speakers experience in interactions with more proficient speakers of the heritage
language. Similar to this data sample, Krashen’s study is based on case histories with fairly
competent heritage speakers who lack late-acquired features of the language critical for marking
politeness or social class that typically do not interfere with communication (1998). However,
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because HL speakers are members of the HL group, their imperfections are very salient

to more proficient speakers, who may respond by correcting and even with ridicule. Such

responses can be devastating to less proficient HL speakers. Error correction and
criticism do not help them; they have the opposite effect: Rather than risk error, they

interact less in the HL (Krashen 1998: 41).

As confirmed by Krashen (1998) ridicule and criticism have extremely adverse effects on the
confidence and willingness of heritage speakers to engage in interactions with more proficient
speakers, which is the most critical method of improving their ability in the heritage language.

In order to present a thorough portrayal of the deleterious impact of the cycle presented
above, an introduction to prominent theories on language acquisition and development will be
essential. Therefore, after a brief recapitulation of Krashen’s comprehensible input hypothesis,
this chapter will proceed to demonstrate the various components involved in this destructive
cycle and its devastating consequences for the development of stronger proficiency among
Armenian heritage speakers.

The Comprehensible Input Hypothesis

Stephen Krashen’s influential proposal on second language acquisition and development,
commonly referred to as the Comprehensible Input Hypothesis, includes the following five
hypotheses, which will be briefly summarized below: 1) The Acquisition-Learning Distinction,
2) The Natural Order Hypothesis, 3) The Monitor Hypothesis, 4) The Input Hypothesis, and 5)
The Affective Filter Hypothesis.

The first hypothesis posits that there are two distinct and independent ways of developing
competence in a second language: acquisition, a subconscious and implicit process similar to the

way children develop ability in their first language (“picking up” a language) and learning, a
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conscious, formal, and explicit learning based on grammar and rules (Krashen 2009). The second
hypothesis states that people acquire the rules of language in a predictable order, not determined
solely by formal simplicity, with some rules tending to come early and others late (Krashen
1985). The third hypothesis describes how acquisition and learning are used in language
production, with the ability to produce language stemming from acquired competence, and
learned knowledge serving only as an editor or monitor to make corrections (Krashen 1985). The
fourth and arguably most important hypothesis argues that the only way human beings acquire
language is by understanding messages, that is, by receiving “comprehensible input.”
We progress along the natural order (hypothesis 2) by understanding input that contains
structures at our next ‘stage’ — structures that are a bit beyond our current level of
competence. (We move from i, our current level, to i + 1, the next level along the natural
order, by understanding input containing i + 1.) We are able to understand language
containing unacquired grammar with the help of context, which includes extra-linguistic
information, our knowledge of the world, and previous acquired linguistic competence
(Krashen 1985: 80).
The two corollaries to this fourth hypothesis propose that with sufficient comprehensible input,
speaking will naturally ‘emerge’ (it cannot be taught directly) and if the input is understood, the
necessary grammar will be automatically provided (Krashen 1985). The final hypothesis,
critically important for the arguments developed in this chapter, maintains that in order to fully
process comprehensible input, the acquirer needs to be “open” to the input and not “on the
defensive” (Krashen 1985). Affective filters such as lack of motivation and self-confidence or
high anxiety about weaknesses being revealed function as mental blocks, preventing acquirers

from fully utilizing the comprehensible input they receive. In other words, “the filter is down
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when the acquirer is not concerned with the possibility of failure in language acquisition and
when he considers himself to be a potential member of the group speaking the target language”
(Smith 19823, 1983 cited in Krashen 1985: 82). As Krashen suggests, the five hypotheses can be
synthesized into a single claim: “people acquire second languages only if they obtain
comprehensible input and if their affective filters are low enough to allow the input ‘in.” When
the filter is ‘down’ and appropriate comprehensible input is presented (and comprehended),
acquisition is inevitable” (1985: 82).

All five hypotheses reviewed above are significant in the understanding of the processes
that shape language acquisition and development, both in the case of first and second language
acquisition (Krashen 2009), and undoubtedly for heritage language development, which falls
somewhere along this continuum (Lynch 2003; Benmamoun et al. 2010). As will be
demonstrated in the remainder of this chapter, the constant anxiety and fear of judgment
associated with interacting in the heritage language produces extremely high affective filters that
reduce the impact of the comprehensible input received (Hypothesis 5). Furthermore, and even
more damaging, the fear of criticism leads speakers to avoid interactions with more competent
speakers, who are the richest sources of comprehensible input, thereby reducing the opportunities
of improving and developing their proficiency in the heritage language.

Teasing, Error Correction, and Criticism

As a result of the limited comprehensible input and opportunities for the development of
the heritage language in a typical immigrant setting, heritage speakers often produce speech
riddled with non-standard elements in phonology, morphology, register, and semantics (see
Chapter 3 on Linguistic Features). One of the major contributing factors to the anxiety that

heritage speakers constantly experience when speaking the heritage language is the explicit
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display of these errors for public scrutiny by more proficient family and HL community
members, even when done in good humor. From a very young age heritage speakers, especially
those born in the U.S., recount memories and experiences of being teased for their “cute” or
“funny” Armenian, often growing up as the butt of many jokes. Speakers describe being called
on by parents to repeat an erroneous phrase or word in front of guests for entertainment, resulting
in giggles and laughs from everyone. Although family members probably view these instances of
teasing as innocent jokes, the selected responses presented below demonstrate that being singled
out as a source of ridicule undoubtedly takes a toll on speakers’ self-esteem and willingness to
engage in future communication in the heritage language.

A respondent remarked on feeling uncertain about the value of her parents’ seemingly

positive comments about her Armenian as an American-born Armenian:

G: Ok: Niphy nplik Uph nikn Ju’ np whhwighuwn ku qgnud, kpp np huybpbh bu
hununu:

o O Uky-dkYy punnwthph htwn npnyghbEnbt juuk. K{ull] uhpbu pn huybpkup G
sqghunbd wunid Eu npuntit juy BU jununid, npuytiu UEYp np Udkpuynud B sty
pt puinhwpuwtu whwynp dh huytpku BU jununid:

S: Ok: Is there any other place where you feel uncomfortable when you speak Armenian?
T: Um sometimes with family because they’ll say: “Oh how I love your Armenian!” And
I don’t know if they are saying that ‘cause I speak well as someone born in America, or
because | generally speak an awful (kind of) Armenian.

[T.Y./Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration— 1 year 8
months]

Similarly, in response to where and with whom she feels uncomfortable speaking Armenian,
another respondent communicated her realization of having an “ugly” accent because of friends

and family bringing it to her attention through teasing.

Zw ok definitely stu uhpnid pugbputphu htn unuwd npuntr ujunk) tu np

wljgkinn niubd like I don’t know why ni hup uljuly Et pwnbtp wubkt ntig np bu &d

wuntd and like it sounds so ugly ni so sku uhpnid hpwtg htiwn junuwy: Cp Eptith p
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puwnwthphu np, hpwip E Bo wunid, tjunnd B, like dwdwu wunid E like Bpb
pun wubd” hupp hdtd whgkunny Juuh:

Yeah, ok | definitely don’t like to speak to my friends ‘cause they’ve noticed that I have
an accent, like I don’t know why, and now [dialectal variant] they’ve started saying
words like I say them and like it sounds so ugly and so I don’t like to speak with them.
Uhh probably uh with family I am uncomfortable ‘cause they say it also, they notice, like
my mom says, like if I say a word, she’ll say it with my accent.

[G.K./ Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration— 10 months]
Frequently, unfamiliar community members will not hesitate to point out an error made by a
younger speaker, openly displaying their disapproval. In the example below, a heritage speaker
narrates an experience during a visit to a chiropractor, in which her lacking abilities in register
were brought forth, leading to her realization that her Armenian is in need of improvement,

particularly with older people as they “get angry.”

Uh pwtth mwuph wnwy quwghy khup chiropractor-h dnwn: Zkwnn wukg. «Fuptt dkq:
N"ug kip»: Bu k() wubkgh. «Lun] b ¥m n"ug ku»: ULY () (laugh), smn Hyun]
wukg. «Nug BEL2»: Bu k() ... 15 mupbklub th, wubgh tu hush” onuyiuguny tu
Uwpnp: Zknn yuuughu omn Hyu wukgh. «Puyg hupp Uh hwn dwpn w, hish’
whwh wubd nug GL»: Fuyyg ku htinn Ep, hknn wuuwwu wukg. «9t: Mhnh wutku
ntig kp: N’g ph sghinku:» Zknn npuithg htnn pu | realized (laugh) np wynh
wykh uy huytpkt funuwd, especially with people older because hputip
onuywtnid tu (laugh):

A few years ago we had gone to a chiropractor. And then he said: “Hello
[formal/plural]. How are you? [formal/plural]” And I said: “I am fine. How are you?
[informal/singular].” And then (laugh) he turned around and said: “How are YOU?
[formal/plural].” And I...I was 15 years old, I said, why did this man get so mad. And
then I turned around to my dad and said: “But he is only one person, why do I have to say
‘how are YOU?’ [formal/plural]” But this was after, later my dad said: “No, you have to
say, ‘how are you?’ [formal/plural]. What do you mean you don’t know?”” And then after
that I realized (laugh) that I have to speak better Armenian, especially with people older
because they get angry (laugh).

[L.A./ Age 20/ F / Birthplace — Glendale, CA / Parents repatriated to Armenia from
Iran]
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The constant attention to their mistakes causes an additional barrier in heritage speakers’
attempts to interact in the heritage language. As another participant perceptively observed: “No
one likes doing something they are not good at.” The continuous criticism and ridicule, often
with no malice on the part of family members and peers, creates an internalized sense of
incompetence and inability. In the example below a participant shared the embarrassment she
experiences at the possibility of being compared to the children of family friends who have much
higher proficiency in Armenian. In response to where and with whom she feels uncomfortable
speaking in Armenian, she responded:

Cugbpubtiphu htwn n1 dkdtph like np huy B, like family friends tpt huy b, like
nputt hpwtg tpkjutpp generally juy Bt huybpkt fununid n1 htwn tu BU phputiu
pugnid ni sk niqnud:

With my friends and grown ups, like who are Armenian, like family friends if they are
Armenian, like ‘cause their kids generally speak Armenian well and then | open my

mouth and I don’t want to.

[G.K./Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration— 10 months]

Often, the risk of ridicule looms as a persistent threat during interactions in the heritage
language. One participant directly stated the reasons behind her fear of speaking Armenian in
public: “If you say something wrong, they laugh at you, or even worse, it turns into a joke.”
The innocent teasing during childhood often transforms into overt error-correction or
criticism as speakers grow older and are considered fully competent members of the HL
community. Whereas family and community members view the blunders of children attempting
to speak Armenian as harmless opportunities for teasing, the deficiencies of adult speakers
warrant direct error-correction, criticism, and even admonishment. More proficient community

members earnestly believe that as Armenians, heritage speakers should know and speak their
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heritage language fluently (Bakalian 1993; Vaux 1999; Chapter 6 on Language Ideology). As a
result, participants experience recurrent periods of language policing during which parents
frequently interrupt them to correct their errors, relatives and family friends explicitly comment
on their mistakes, and even reprimand them for not knowing better Armenian. This group of
critics sometimes includes Armenian teachers who place much higher standards on their heritage
students in language classrooms. A few participants recounted the harsh evaluations and
criticism they received from instructors about the “broken” or “parochial” Armenian they speak.
Predictably, due to the lack of access to a high quality and quantity of comprehensible input in
the heritage language and the social contexts to use it, heritage speakers’ ability remains
underdeveloped; yet unfortunately, community members tend to hold speakers to higher
standards.
Debilitating Affective Filters: Lacking Self-Confidence and Fear of Judgment

As a result of the recurrent scrutiny of their errors and deficiencies, heritage speakers
often develop debilitating affective filters (Krashen - Hypothesis 5) such as low self-confidence,
a fear of making mistakes, and fears of judgment when interacting in the heritage language,
particularly when they gauge that the interlocutor has much stronger proficiency. A widespread
series of evaluations, concerns, and fears stood out in the thorough analysis of speakers’
interviews about the anxiety-ridden internal process they go through during linguistic encounters
with better skilled Armenian speakers. The following stages (not necessarily in consecutive
order), were persistently present in speakers’ responses:

e Assess proficiency of interlocutor in comparison to one’s own skills

e [Evaluate interlocutor’s proficiency as higher/better/stronger

e Worry about interlocutor noticing/”’calling out” one’s errors
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e Agonize about interlocutor judging one for lacking proficiency (sometimes even
lacking intelligence)

e Become extremely nervous and anxious about the interaction

e Begin speaking poorly and making more errors than usual

e Become even more apprehensive and frightful about the interaction

e Become uneasy about future interactions
The steps above demonstrate that heritage speakers are constantly in the process of evaluating
their own proficiency in comparison with the interlocutor’s. Once the interlocutor is assessed as
having stronger linguistic abilities in the heritage language, the anxiety over being judged and
failing puts heritage speakers on the defensive, creating extremely high affective filters that
cause the heritage speaker to stumble more and therefore, feel more apprehensive.

In the following exchanges speakers convey the full scope of the anxieties connected
with the fear of erring in front of more skilled interlocutors, particularly with those who are older

and/or unfamiliar.

G: Ok: Npunk ) b n'1d htwn bu wthwlghun qqnud:

U: Utthwigh uwn:

C: Gpp np huytpkt tu jununid:

U: Cp poynph: ] np hidwithg unjbih punn ju] ghwnh: Bpk opptwly (hth pp dbp
nuuwpwih puytpnihhh htin g hwughuwn Jupnn bl junuwy, puyg ek (hth

Ubklp wmswunp jud wykih pupdp yuonnuny, wpnbt puntn nddupwinud bu:

G: Pusn1 ku ndJupubinud: bagn"t ku whwbghu qgnud:

U: Np uppwy wubd:

S: Ok: Where and with whom do you feel uncomfortable?

A: Uncomfortable?

S: When you speak Armenian.

A: Uh with everyone. Anyone who knows [Armenian] much better than me. If, for
example, it is uh with a friend [incorrectly declined] from our class, | can speak very
comfortably, but if it is someone I don’t know or someone with a higher job, already
there | have difficulties.
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S: Why do you have difficulties? Why do you feel uncomfortable?
A: In case | make a mistake.

[A.K./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Abovian, Armenia / Age at immigration— 6 / Parents
repatriated from Iran to Armenia]

G: Ok: Npukn kL n'wd htn bu withwhghun qqnud, kpp np hwygbpkb bu ununid:
U Ujuntin: (laughter)

C: Puyg hhznnL:
U: Cdd np pp qgnud Eu np nhdhtn wdbjh juy w jununid n pn upuwubpp qgnud
w pwwn wthwiighuwn ku (htunwd:

G: Ok: Puigh buntinhg, niphy npnk i bu wthwiighun qqnud:

U: Cp b h dbdwhwuwlutph htwn npnup hwuljuwinid B nt judge tu wunid pn
huytptup:

S: Ok. Where and with whom do you feel uncomfortable, when you speak Armenian?
A: Here: (laughter)

S: But why?

A: Um when uh you feel that the one opposite you speaks better and senses your errors,
you become very uncomfortable.

S: Ok: Besides here, where else do you feel uncomfortable?

A: Uh again with older people who understand and judge your Armenian.

[A.H./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia/ Age at immigration— 8]

G: Ok: ﬂpmhnq kL n 1l hkwn ku hwlghuwn qqnud, Epp np huybpbku bu jununud:

£: Ounnubkphu htwn bt muwnhlj-guuyhlhu:

C: I‘UZIIDL: I‘ilanL tu hwighuwn qgnud:

£: Cd...(inaudible) (laugh)...um I don’t know, huyytipkuu typwt juy sh so I guess
hpwig htitnn wykjh hwtghuwn td jununud: Like tnyt twhiunwunipniup jupud
wuklp dkq htinn junuwd b vwn uppwy unwgyh (laughter): So I don’t know np
hwtghuwn td wybkih hwd b juy B jununud:

G: Ok: CU npunt i b n"1d htn bu withwiighuwn qgnud, kpp np huybpbb bu
hununu:

£: 2tn htwn (laughter), pp wuktp mwphpny Uklh, wudwunph htwn:

G: Chph: Puynt ku withwighuwn qqnud:

£: Npnghtnbt bu juy sk jununud, so I fe, I don’t know, it’s (laugh): 1ig np ghwnbd
uhuw] b jununid, puyg knpwt E sghinbd np ghon junuwd wuklp, you know?

S: Where and with whom do you feel comfortable, when you speak Armenian?
K: With my parents and my grandma-grandpa.
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S: Why? Why do you feel comfortable?

K: Um...(inaudible) (laugh)...um I don’t know, my Armenian is not that good so |
guess with them | speak more comfortably. Like I can speak the same sentence, let’s say,
with you [formal] and it can all turn out wrong (laughter). So I don’t know, when | am
comfortable, | also speak better.

S: Ok. Um where and with whom do you feel uncomfortable when you speak Armenian?
K: With you [formal](laughter), uh let’s say with someone older, with an unfamiliar
person.

S: Uhuh. Why do you feel uncomfortable?

K: Because I don’t speak well, so I fe, I don’t know, it’s (laugh). It’s like I know I speak
wrong, but I don’t know that much so I can speak proper, you know?

[K.N./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia/ Age at immigration— 5]

G: Ok: Npuk'n kL n'wd htn bu hwhqhun qqnud, pp np hwygbpki bu jununtd:

U: Swt uky:

G: Swi Uko: Pusn’t ku hwghuwn b Uhe:

U: Cdd pdwtinid U np pud hwybipbup owwn dwpnip sh ud owwn proper sh, puyg p
wnwl Ubke sk focus wmnid, np proper funuwid, wykh hwtghuwn sunnutphu htan,
Jwd Ept ppnou htn, puyg bpk wytjh Uks hwuwlh htwn jud muwnhh-yuuhlh
nn thnpdnid Ed you know proper junuwd wdbih ndqup w, nddupwind b,
(phph) so wykh thopdnud U pqgney junuwd, (pUdd) hwughuwn skd Egput (laugh):

S1: Ok: Where and with whom do you feel comfortable when you speak Armenian?
S2: At home.

S1: At home. Why do you feel comfortable at home?

S2: Um | know that my Armenian is not very clean or very proper, but uh at home I
don’t focus so | can speak proper. [I am] more comfortable with my parents or if [I am
speaking] with my sister, but if I try with an older person or grandma-grandpa to you
know speak proper, it’s harder, I have difficulties, (uhuh) so I try to speak more
carefully, (uhuh) I am not that comfortable (laugh).

[S.S./ Age 22 / F / Birthplace — Glendale, CA / Parents repatriated to Armenia from

Iran]

G: Npuk'n b ol htn bu huygbpbb jununid:

U: Cp sunnubphu htw, pp B Gpl quwd ophtiwly pujipnihhu wnwt kg, hpw
dunnubtph htin unhyyws huybpku bl jununid, puyg En Jquipun tupwts BU like pp
ndJupuinid npuntit wmswunpe tU, nignid U wdtu husp £hownn wubkd (laugh):

S: Where and with whom do you speak Armenian?
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A: Uh with my parents, uh and if, for example, I go in [postposition used instead of
locative case] my girlfriend’s [declined incorrectly] house, with her parents | have to
speak Armenian, but at that time | have so much like uh difficulty ‘cause I’'m unfamiliar
[with them], | want to say everything right (laugh).

[A.K. / Age 19 / F / Birthplace — Abovian, Armenia / Age at immigration — 6 / Parents
repatriated from Iran to Armenia]

Many respondents revealed the discomfort and tension that envelops them when speaking
in Armenian precisely because of the fear that the interlocutor with higher proficiency will
immediately notice and “call them out” on their errors and poor Armenian. Below a speaker
expressed the intense pressure involved in communications with relatives who are native

speakers and can potentially notice her errors.

Cwwn ndJwp w hudh, tnyuhul) pupkljudukp, np Gptk sun hwdwhu skl mbutinid
hptug puyg pd ghnbd np dhwyu huybpku Gu junund, Gu owwn BU ndupunid
hptug htinn huybipkt junuwnig nputie p hy np U Epbch pd like pp ng
puguwnpbd pressure EU qgnid, nig np skd nignid uppuydtd n1 npputhg wykh
own kU upuwynud pd...

It’s really difficult for me, even with relatives, if [ don’t see them very often um I know
they speak only Armenian, I have great difficulty with them in speaking Armenian ‘cause
uh I feel some kind of uh like uh, how can I explain it, pressure, it’s like I don’t want to
make a mistake and because of that | make even more mistakes, um...

[S.V./ Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration — 4 months]
In the following excerpt a speaker articulated her fears when speaking to elders with higher

proficiency.

Cdd npunbt hud pynid w pl hpwp pnnp hd uppwipp ywhwnh tjunkt nt htd
pYnud w tjwwnnid ki hpnp npnyhtnbe p pwth np pp gk hwybptup hpuig, sun
Jupd ki huykpbkuhg, punkn tu dkdwgky, unynpt) pp ud np hpwbg dwnpny sh
wiigith np pd dwpn jupw ku hus pwbp hy np uppwy wuh so hpwtig hwdwp gwn
htown w tjuwnty: Lnyup bpk bu Ukyp pd jubd dEht whgkpktu januwihu like
whyuwydwb jujuwnbd, tnyuhull u uppwy putkpp, p thopp uppwpdniupubpp, p
npw hwdwp dhow by &bt p like ndqup w hudh np dnwsnid Gd np htuw dh pub
ufuw) Juubd:
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Uhbh, ‘cause it seems to me that they must notice all of my mistakes and it seems to me
they really do notice because uh since uh their Armenian, they are very fluent in
Armenian, they grew up there, studied there, uhh or it won’t cross their mind that uh a
person can say this thing wrong somehow, so for them it’s really easy to notice. It’s the
same if | hear uh someone speaking in English, like I’d definitely notice, even the wrong
things, uh the small mistakes and that’s why, it’s always like difficult for me, when |
think that | am about to say something wrong.

[S.V./ Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration — 4 months]

Similarly, the following speakers expressed their concerns about speaking Armenian in front of a

group of interlocutors with better proficiency.

E: Yeah: Gpp np pp like junudph wpwe bd huybiptt jununid: 61 hwmnjuytu np
hdwunid Bl hpwtp wyt) juy Eu hdwunwd (laughter): Gu pp L Epp np hdwtnd B
nn Jupnn kb you know upuwjttipu you know hdwunid Eu tpp B dh putt upuug
wunty:

G: Zuuu: Ok: So hisn 1 ku withwighuwn qgnud: Npnyhtwnbe jupsnid ku pn
uhuwubpp Jujuwnb:

E: Yeah npuntt hdwinid Ed ufjuw) bd wuntd, so pd | mean like hdwunud Gl np
upuwukip niubd, puyg yeah pd ki w b I don’t know, it’s intimidating sometimes, so
yeah (laugh).

E: Yeah, when uh like | speak Armenian in front of a group. And especially when | know
that they know better [Armenian] (laughter). And uh and when | know that they can, you
know, my mistakes, you know, they know when | am saying something wrong.

S: Hmmm. Ok. So why are you uncomfortable? Because you think they notice your
errors.

E: Yeah ‘cause I know I speak wrong, so um I mean like | know that | have mistakes,
but yeah, um that’s it, and I don’t know, it’s intimidating sometimes, so yeah (laugh).

[E.M. / Age 20 / F / Birthplace — Glendale, CA / Parents from Tehran, Iran]

G: buly npunk 1 b n"ud htn bu wthwiighuwn qgnud, kpp huybpbl bu ununud:

U: Bphith, pp npuuh dkg npnghtnbe wdbh o pp wsplip nt wmjuwbgubpp hd Jpu
Et G pp hpwip jwy B gh 4p §h jhdwbwb Epp pp &hon sbd wunid jud pwn
ndjuwpn w hd hwdwp: Yeah... Gpp tpp dklh hwdwp Gd jununid... like, 1 guess,
when it’s for something, there is like a pressure to speak, if that makes sense. Yeah..

S: And where and with whom do you feel uncomfortable when you speak Armenian?
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A: Probably, uh in class [postposition used instead of locative case] because there are
more uh eyes and ears on me and uh they very well kn... wi... will know when uh I don’t
say something right or it’s really hard for me. Yeah... When I am speaking for
someone... like, I guess, when it’s for something, there is like a pressure to speak, it
that makes sense. Yeah...

[A.A./ Age 22 | F | Birthplace — Pasadena, CA / Father born in Tehran, Iran / Mother
born in Yerevan, Armenia]

Additionally, some heritage speakers astutely remarked that people assess not only their
language but also their intelligence based on their linguistic competence. As a result, they voiced
anxieties that interlocutors will judge them as less intelligent based on lacking proficiency in

Armenian. This strong sense of fear of judgment is communicated in the following examples:

Udw[u]snid & np pd huybipkuu swn hud pynud w gusp dwjupnulh w, pd nu
nug np wukgh puptjudutphu htwn swwn dudwbwl p Jupd skd jununid p nu
hpwup ghntu np ku jubjugh Bd puyg Eptith htd dhown pynid w phk vh Ynnuhg
Jupnn w juuljwsku pd npnyhbwnbt dwppljuig pd wubup p ghnbihpubpp suwn
dudwtwl] unuwnig bu jupnqubwd pd p like gauge wuky:

| am ashamed because it seems to me that my Armenian is at a very low level, and um, as
| said, often I don’t speak very fluently with my relatives and uh they know that I am

smart, but probably, it always seems to me, that in a way they may doubt [it] um because
um often you are able like to gauge people’s let’s say um knowledge from their speaking.

[S.V./ Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration — 4 months]

G: Ok: Ywpénud ku pn wmuuquagh hwdwp qw'y k, np huybpbb pdwbwu: Yoquh”
piq pt sh oquif:

E: Ujn: Tun Yoquh:

G: buyn"1 Yoquh:

E: Cp to better communicate: Udk] owwn dwpnluig htin bl Jupnn junuby, bpk
hpwtg (Egnit hwuluwunid G, G pd I don’t know, Epp np wyt] juy tu fununtid,
nud like people take you more seriously. So yeah...

S: Ok: Do you think knowing Armenian is good for your future? Will it help you or not?

E: Yes. It’ll help a lot.
S: Why will it help?
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E: Uh to better communicate. | can speak with more people, if | understand their
language, and um I don’t know, when you speak better, umm like people take you
more seriously. So yeabh...

[E.M./ Age 20 / F / Birthplace — Glendale, CA / Parents from Tehran, Iran]

The apprehension of judgment along with the pressure of erring creates an intimidating
sense of anxiety when interacting in the heritage language. In the following excerpt, a speaker
movingly incorporated a physical metaphor for the debilitating effects of an internalized sense of
inability and helplessness.

G: Npuk’n b n’ud htn bu whhwbghun b hisn’t bu wthwghuwn qqnud:

U: Uuktp pppp pupbiudubph hbwn, pupEjudubph htin Bl wuhw, wubup Epp
nn hnt, hjnip w quihu, nt nigniud b np pugunpbd p htyny tu, Jhwpguku husnyg
tu qpunynid pp kvn dwdwbwl nddup kp qujhu htd hwdwp np, ukug nig np
1Egniu Ukyp prub] w nt sh ponnid np junuw ghwntu, | mean ukug nddunp kp hud
hwdwp, sd hdwbnid hugne ...

S: Where and with whom do you feel uncomfortable and why do you feel uncomfortable
(when speaking Armenian)?

A: With uhhh relatives, let’s say, with relatives I feel uncom..., when gu, guests let’s say,
when guests come over and they want me to explain what I, they’ll ask what do you
occupy yourself with, uh at that time it would be difficult for me to, it’s as if someone has
a hold of my tongue and won’t let go for it to speak you know, | mean it was so difficult
for me, [ don’t know why...

[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

As the examples above illustrate, speakers are persistently inflicted with affective filters
such as fear of failure, lacking self-confidence, and apprehension of judgment that are constantly
“up.” Because of the high levels of stress and anxiety involved during interactions in Armenian
these affective filters function as mental blocks, not only obstructing the reception of

comprehensible input, but also impeding the speakers’ ability to perform at their potential.
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Avoiding Interaction in HL/Switch to English

Due to the amplified fears and pressures associated with performing in front of more
competent Armenian speakers, heritage speakers feel most comfortable interacting in Armenian
with those whom they perceive to have equal or lower proficiency. Speakers repeatedly reported
feeling secure speaking in Armenian only with those peers whose Armenian they observed to be
“just as bad/poor/broken,” if not worse than theirs, as this would eliminate the fear of criticism
and judgment. As one participant explained, he is comfortable speaking Armenian with his peers
because: “I think that I speak wrong, so maybe they speak wrong as well.” Or as another speaker
explained, she only feels relaxed interacting in Armenian with her close friends because “they all
speak poorly” and she “does not feel bad” during the interaction. In the following excerpt, a
speaker explains the difference in stress levels between erring in front of his friends, who will
most likely not even perceive the presence of a mistake and his girlfriend’s parents, with whom

the stakes of making an error are much higher.

G: Npuk’n b ol htn bu hwbighun qgoud, kpp np hwygbpki bu jununcd:

q: Ophtuwly pd Uuht pp hpw sunnutpp pwt pp gwn pwwn juy kb huygbpku
hwuljwiinud, st (phph) hpwtip, hpwig, hd pybpikphu hbn wbh wqun b
Jununid npuntt phYniq kb dh pul ujuwy (huh put pp by tnipp pubttpp L,
ophtwily, ophtiwyy skh hdwunid kr Utht hudh wubg. ophtiwnl u dhown qququp th
wuntd puyg ququip ujhnh wuby, st (phph), puyg knh pilkpikphu dnn bpk
wubd, skt hdwbw, puyg Ept hty np Uh ki dh thnpp put upuw) puh hwunwn
Yulw Yuljunkl, sk, (laughter) npu hwdwp wdbjh dh phs ubg dinusting b
hununid puitr, pintinhg w vh phy pp np tbnynud & puyyg, ophtiwl) pukng dupnhly
nn hu swth ghnkt hwighuwn jununud Bd gk Epl upuwy £ (huh, juuguh Yquw, ny/o
Uty ny/p Uh puti sh ongh puyyg p hpwig Unwn gk Y&, Lonku pwl, vh pwl np upuuy
Ed wuby:

S: Where and with whom do you feel comfortable when you speak Armenian?

V: For example, um Ani uh her parents uh they understand Armenian very very well,
right? (uhuh), they, their, with my friends I speak more free ‘cause even if something’s
wrong or something uh those subtle things you know, for example, for example I didn’t
know, Ani told me this: for example | always used to say gyazar [carrot pronounced with
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additional glide — dialectal variant] but you have to say gazar [carrot — standard
pronunciation], right? (uhuh). But if I say that with my friends, they won’t know, but if
in some place one little thing will be wrong they [the girlfriend’s parents] will no.. notice,
right? (laughter). That’s why I speak with a little more thought or something, it’s from
that that | am uh a bit uneasy, but for example, [with] those people who know as much as
I do, I speak comfortably, and even if there’s a mistake, it’1l pass, no one will notice
anything, but uh with them [girlfriend’s parents], well, they’ll corr, correct it or
something, if I’ve said something wrong.

[V.A./ Age 21/ M / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration - 1]
In the example below, a speaker relates feeling comfortable interacting in Armenian with a

friend whose Armenian is just as poor because she will not incurr judgment.

G: Ok: Npuk 1 kL n'wd htn bu huygbpki junund bph pighwinip twpugpbu;

U: Unpu htin, pd Uh hwn qupuljwhwy pulEpnihh niubd, wdbh pun hpw htn:
G: Pusn'1: Npmjhtnb hlipp ju] wigpbpki sghwnp’

U: Lwy huytipku sghwnh (laughter): bpw nhuwg wtih hwighuwn 0 qgnid: Zkwnn
hpwp hwuljutnwd Bup, in that sense, wykih own:

G: 4k po: bsnt ku hmbighuwn qgnud Unpy b wyy pllykpnthnuy htn:

U: Cd sk, they don’t judge me, skt judge wky (laugh) (phph), pd p skd qqnid
wiywydwb ywhwn whywydwb ywhwnh ghon junuwd htntbpp (phph) jud juub
oh ku ujuw pun ogurnugnpétg Jud whatever (laugh):

G: Chph: CU npnnk i b n"1d hln bu wmbhwighuwn qgnid, bpp np huybpbb bu
hununid ki hhznoL:

U: (Laugh) CJ ptwtg nhuiwg np pwwn quy Lo jununtd, jud hwy hwyng (Egni juy
ghwnku:

S1: Ok: Where and with whom do you speak Armenian, if you describe it generally?
S2: With my mother, um I have an Iranian-Armenian girlfriend, more so with her.

S1: Why? Because she doesn’t know English well?

S2: She doesn’t know Armenian well (laughter). I feel more comfortable with her. And
we understand each other more, in that sense.

S1: That’s it? Why do you feel comfortable with your mother and that girlfriend?

S2: Um they don’t, they don’t judge me, they don’t judge to do [infinitive], um uh |
don’t feel that I ha.. have to speak proper with them (uhuh) or that they’ll say, oh she
used this wrong word or whatever (laugh).

S2: Uhuh. Um where and with whom do you feel uncomfortable, when you speak
Armenian and why?

S1: (Laugh) In front of those [reduced, dialectal variant] who speak very well or know
the Armenian language well.

[S.M./ Age 22 / F / Birthplace — Tehran, Iran / Age at immigration - 7]
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More typically, when a difference in proficiency presents itself among peers, if possible,

the simple solution rests in switching to English, a language comfortable for everyone. By

default, this process of selection based on a desired ease of interaction typically excludes older

native speakers, who are most competent in the heritage language and can provide the most

comprehensible input. Often the shift to English is carried out in order to allow for better

comprehension and social comfort; in other words, to save the lower-proficiency speaker from

the taxing atmosphere of struggling to interact in Armenian. Below speakers describe the

decision making process in switching to English during conversations with lower proficiency

peers.

G: buly npunk 1 b n"wd htan bu whgpbpkh ununud:

q: Cikg hud mwuphph dwpnuig htin, pd dwpnhly np hwy sku” hpwig htwn, pp
Jwd E np hwy G n1 p qgnud G np ubnynud Bu £74 junuwnig hty np hputg
hwdwp hupdwp sh, np npyhlugh wqun unuwip wigikpkt np hwtghuwn
hwtghuwn junuwtp 474, s, nt np hpwup whqkpkt £ junuwtp bu k) hwytpku dh
phs nwpophtiwy Ypuh...

S: And where and with whom do you speak English?

V: With people my age for example, um people who are not Armenian, with them, uh or
those who are Armenian and uh they feel that they’re uneasy/bothered about speaking
[Armenian] you know, somehow it’s not comfortable for them. [We speak in] English so
that we’ll speak freely, so that we speak comfortably you know, and if they speak in
English and I in Armenian it’ll be a little strange...

[V.A./Age 21/ M / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration - 1]

U Zkwwppphp pwtip np dkp cousinubpp uwn huygtpku sk skt jununid, sk
thnpdnid np junuwt uwr opp: ot b wthwughuwn tu qgnid np pujunid tu
huytpkt junuw) npunbt hpwp skt ogunugnpénid: So nig np pukilg wdwgnid ku
np huybpkt jpnuwu m sku hdwinud Gpl nignud Eu jud B skt nignud, bpk uhuuyg
w upuwy sh so punkug k| ndupwiinid w: Cp hpwip, hpwiig htivn np huykpk B
hununid, hpwp £ np nignud B yunwupiwbky, ndduputnid B, so wtqitpku
U jununid hpwig htwn np hpwp swdwskt fud Juwn sqquati: | mean tnp £ hd
ufuwy i w, whnh whnh pinkug vh phy qnokup np unynpkl, puyg pp hd upshpny
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Enh hpwtg sunnubkpp pnn b gpu dwuhtt dinwskia: So | mean, tu hts np jupwd
winud bd, nignud Bd hpwig htin hwybptt jpnuwd puyg nkutinud B np nddup w
hpwug hwdwp, | mean htown sh quhu, nt dwbwuin np wukup Sunnutpu
hpwtg htwn tu jununid, huybpkl, nt wdkb husp huybpbuny kb, npntit nignud
np Epkubipp huytpkt junuwt, puyg hpwtp £ np nbkutinud B ukg pthnpyniud B,
ndJupuinud ki, so...

A: The interesting things [is] that all our cousins [plural suffix attached in Armenian]
don’t don’t speak Armenian, they don’t try to speak it all day. And you feel
uncomfortable when you start speaking Armenian ‘cause they don’t use it. So it’s like
you are kind of embarrassed to speak Armenian and you don’t know if they want it or
they don’t want it, if it’s wrong or not wrong, SO in that way it (interactions) becomes
difficult. Uh they, when I speak to them in Armenian, and when they want to answer,
they have a hard time, so I speak English with them so that they don’t get embarrassed or
feel bad. I mean and that’s my mistake, we have to have to push them a little so they
learn, but uh in my opinion let their parents worry about that. So | mean, | do what I can,
I want to speak Armenian with them but I see that it’s hard for them, | mean it doesn’t
come easy, and especially when let’s say my parents speak to them, Armenian, and
everything are [misconjugated] in Armenian, ‘cause they want the kids to speak
Armenian, but they (his parents) notice that they (the cousins) get flustered, have
difficulties, so...

[A.F./ Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

As demonstrated, the discomfort involved in exchanges between speakers with varying

abilities does not only affect speakers with low proficiency. Even the most competent

participants in this study, including a few speakers who arrived to the U.S. in their early teens,

revealed that one of the biggest challenges for them during interactions with Armenian friends

involves either translating what they have said in Armenian to English or maneuvering a switch

to English in order to alleviate the distress of the lower proficiency interlocutor. As one highly

competent trilingual participant explained, the choice of language with her friends depends on

the most optimal ease of interaction:

Cugbpubph pultpnihhubkph htwn twywsé p hpwtg hugtpkup huspwtb p, suwn
npuglputip niutd npntp uintn B Sudk() dkdwgk(]), knpwut hpwug hwybpkup juy
sh, hpw, wykjh owwn whg pku GU jununid puyg pugbptbp niubd np hkwnukpp

161



owwn wquun huybpkt EU jununid, jut twbt np dEtwl) nniubpbt bl jununtd,
huybpbt whq Epkt Enpwit juy sqhnbku: Cd hwdwjuwpwiunid phwubwpwup
hhdtwlwtinud wtqtpkt Ed jununid: ‘Unyuhuly Gpk huygtp Bu jhunwd, punbpp
huytptu sghntt npu hwdwp whg kpku B junund:

With friends and girlfriends, it (the choice of language) depends on how much their
Armenian (proficiency) is. | have a lot of friends who where born and raised here, their
Armenian isn’t good, with them I speak more English. But | have friends with whom |
speak Armenian freely. There are those [with whom] I only speak Russian; they don’t
know Armenian or English well. At the university, I naturally mainly speak English.
Even if there are Armenians, many don’t know Armenian, that’s why I speak English.
[T.S./ Age21 / F/ Birthplace — Gyumri, Armenian /Age at immigration - 15]
Additionally, the multiplicity of Armenian linguistic variants present in this community,
namely Western Armenian, Eastern Armenian, and the Iranian-Armenian dialects, frequently
enhances difficulties (perceived and real) in comprehension, speaking, and a sense of fitting in,
leading either to a lack of interaction in the heritage language or a prompt switch to English. As
iterated in Krashen’s hypotheses, a sense of fitting in and potential group membership contribute
strongly to improved language acquisition and development. The diversity of linguistic variants
in this community causes an extra source of distress for heritage speakers, who already have
internalized complexes about their abilities in their home variety of the language. In situations of
contact with interlocutors of another background, speakers face an even more tasking challenge
of interacting in an additional variety of the language and risking their prospective membership
in the group.
A particularly salient example of this situation sometimes occurs when Eastern Armenian
speaking youth attend Armenian schools in which the standard of instruction is Western
Armenian. This was precisely the case of one participant, with an Eastern Armenian speaking

father (and live-in grandparents) and American mother, who had attended Armenian school (K-

12) in which Western Armenian was the standard of instruction. Although he had positive
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attitudes about the school in general, he revealed extreme difficulties in Armenian class, during
which teachers initially compared him to his older sister’s exceptional performance from
previous years and held him to the same high expectations. After detecting his poor proficiency,
they “just ignored [him] pretty much...and kind of pushed [him] to the side of the classroom.”
As a result, not only did he feel out of place in school, but was also self-conscious about
speaking Armenian at home with his father and grandparents. Although he reported that his
father spoke to him in Armenian almost 90% of the time, he only responded in English due to his
“broken” Armenian. When asked why he was enrolled in an Eastern Armenian course at UCLA,
he explained that he “didn’t want to be embarrassed when talking to [his] dad and for once
wanted to speak fluent Eastern Armenian.” Similarly, as another respondent described in the case
of her younger sister who was already struggling with fluency in Eastern Armenian, the presence

of multiple varieties may lead to more inhibition in speaking the heritage language.

A.G.B.U. wu qunmid, mwubpnpn puuwpuwith dkp w b hupp wpbrdnwhwybpbu w
unynpmid so wybkh npddup w, sh nignid Ukp htwn junuh npnghtnbt wunid w hd
huytptup hhdw dtkquhg mwppbp w, skd nignid junubad:

She goes to A.G.B.U. She’s in the tenth grade [using postposition instead of locative
case] and she is learning Western Armenian so it’s harder, she doesn’t want to speak with

us because she says, now my Armenian is different from yours, I don’t want to speak.

[A.A./ Age 22 | F | Birthplace — Pasadena, CA / Father born in Tehran, Iran / Mother
born in Yerevan, Armenia]

Tellingly, in both of the cases presented above, the younger sibling incurs much more difficulty
with heritage language acquisition and development. As research demonstrates, proficiency in
the heritage language usually declines with birth order, so that first-born children tend to develop
higher levels of HL competence than do second and third-born children in bilingual families

(Lambert & Taylor 1996; Zentella 1997 cited in Lynch 2003). Apparently, in the cases presented
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above, the acquisition of another standard in the heritage language became too difficult of an
obstacle to overcome for the younger siblings, who were already facing difficulties with their
comparably poor proficiency in the home variant.

In the following example, a speaker discusses her inability to fit in during her teenage
years because of her mixed linguistic features as a result of coming from a family of Iranian-

Armenian descent that initially immigrated to Armenia and then to the US.

Utup np thnpp Ehup, not thnpp, but like nuubptp nnwpbjut, hd puyEpnithhubpp
own hujuunwtigh tht @kugknud, nt hd junuwyne dkip muppkp kp because tu
wuwpulwhuwy dh phs accent niubid ni puntpp, pd verb-tpp Jud Lu bl winud L B
wnwd, hpwughg dh phs mmwupptp, so hpwip dhown wunid Ehi, nnt wupuljuhuy
tu: Puyg htinin wuwpuljwhwy putpnithhttphu hbwn™ hpwip vhpn wund Eh nnu
huwjwunwgh tu, dkq tdwl sku: So ku like npputhg htinn, nuukpbp-tnwusnpu
wnwpklwuhg htwun, By skh uhpnud huybptt junukh npnyhbwnkt sghnth like nid
htwn ntig junuwd, Yud accent-u thnpubid Jud sthnjub:

When we were little, not little, but like thirteen years old, many of my girlfriends were
hayastantsi (from Armenia) in Glendale, and my way of speaking was different because |
have a bit of a parskahay (Iranian-Armenian) accent, and the words, | would do this or
that to the verbs [plural suffix added in Armenian], a little different from them, so they
would always say you are parskahay. But then with my parskahay friends, they would
always say you are hayastantsi, you are not like us. So | like after that, after age thirteen -
fourteen, I didn’t like speaking Armenian because I didn’t know like how to speak with
whom, or whether to change my accent [Armenian possessive suffix attached] or not.

[L.A./ Age 20 / F / Birthplace — Glendale, CA / Parents repatriated to Armenia from
Iran]

This experience demonstrates strict linguistic boundaries that young people may impose on their
peers in order to be granted access to membership in a group. The inability to meet those
standards may discourage certain potential members from pursuing communication in the
heritage language and instead, only enhance their sense of inability and fear.

When faced with interactions with another variant, some speakers, particularly those of
Iranian-Armenian background, experience dialect shame, adding another layer of anxiety to the
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existing equation already riddled with fears. In the following examples, a speaker of Iranian-
Armenian background conveys the embarrassment of her own dialect and her frustration during
interdialectal interactions.

G: Ok: N°'pp ymqkbughp wikbwyunp qupqugity wju snpuhg:

U unubyp:

G: Tunuk 1p: busni:

U: Ip niphoh wintut BU qunid, hpwtp np hbwnu jununid B, dh pun sghnbd, jud
wiw()snud B, Ju” np dudwu yuiyuu np Mupuljuunubhg kb, hpubg
puntpp, hd puntpp dh phy niphy w pwtig ph quwu niphy nkn junuwu: Guuk'’
oh qpugbwn sk:

S: Ok. Which one would you like to develop most out of the four?

A: Speaking.

S: Speaking? Why?

A: When I go to someone else’s house, when they speak with me, I don’t know a word,
or | am embarrassed, you know how my mom and dad are from Iran? Their words, my
words are a little different compared to if you go and speak somewhere else. They’ll say,
oh she’s not literate.

[A.K./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Abovian, Armenia / Age at immigration— 6 / Parents
repatriated from Iran to Armenia]

U Nignud B upnnutiug tnpdwy) junubd: (laughter) Pudh pwwn Jupbinp w: Np
qunud bd puljiphu v minitip, hpw Sunnubpp LEimujutgh G, Gt hpwup np hd
htwn junubkt vh whquuhg skd jupnquinid hbwn yunwupuwby: by np wuk
yshdwunuu (laugh): Cwwn nddup k hd hwdwp, p, nt np huybpp niukl
wyuwpuwhuwy, |Efujuigh, binh whwynp £ np tplnt dwpg niqiiw hpup htn
hunuky, b b dwup shd jupnquunid: Gpk wupulwhwy jhukp ud dh phys hupt
£ mbunbtd Enpwt pp pupdp dkth sh jpnunid, hwighuwn Ylunuwgh:

A: | want to be able to speak normal (laughter). It is very important for me. When | go to
my boyfriend’s [incorrectly declined] house, his parents are leninakantsi (from
Leninakan®), and if they speak with me I can’t answer back [calque] at once. Whatever
they say, I’ll laugh (laugh). It’s really hard for me, uh, and that Armenians have
parskahay (Iranian-Armenian), leninakantsi (from Leninakan), it’s awful when two
people try to speak with each other. That that part I can’t. If he were parskahay or if | see
that he also uhh doesn’t speak in that high way a bit, I would speak comfortably.

** |eninakan, the former name of Gyumri, is the second largest city in Armenia, where a Western Armenian dialect
is spoken.
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[A.K./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Abovian, Armenia / Age at immigration— 6 / Parents
repatriated from Iran to Armenia]

In the following case, an Eastern Armenian speaker describes her discomfort during

interactions with older community members who speak “another” Armenian.

: Chph: Npunk ) kL n’1d htn bu withwbghun qgnud, kpp np huybpbb bu junund:
N: (Laugh) Cp I think ppwiniputipnid fud np like nipho wqgh hwy Eu nt dkq vh
puitt b hwipgunud like sk hwuljwunid ghown: Like th wuqud hd hnpupnipu
htw th quwgt) p cousin-hu tjupp whwnp w frame-h dkg nukhup, n1 dwpnp
hwipgunid w, like ululhpholm E, puyg like skd hwuljuinid, npnkt pukug like
huytpkup unynp skh hpw: So like Juwn ku qgnud np sku hwuljunud hpwtg: So
Unppnipp whwnp w qup wukp: Zknn dnwsnid tu like Junp dniu op, np pn
kpbuwibpp, puyg like bu upnquinugn . & like hpuig pugunnphd:

S: Uhuh. Where and with whom do you feel uncomfortable when you speak Armenian?
P: (Laugh) Uh I think in stores or when, like, they [the interlocutors] are an Armenian
from another nation and they ask you something, like I don’t understand it correctly.
Like once | had gone with my aunt [declined incorrectly], uh we needed to frame my
cousin’s [genitive case marker and possessive suffix added in Armenian] picture, and the
man is asking, like, “Is he your brother?” But like I don’t understand, ‘cause like, |
wasn’t used to his kind of Armenian. So like you feel bad that you don’t understand
them. So my aunt had to come and say [it]. And then you think, like in the future, when
your kids (experience the same thing — implied), but like am | going to be able to like
explain it to them (i.e. clarify the meaning of something like the aunt did for her)?

[P.G./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Montebello, CA / Parents from Yerevan, Armenia]
This example provides insight into the range of emotions experienced by the speaker, beginning

with the acknowledgment that the interlocutor is speaking Armenian, followed by the
embarrassment associated with not understanding the seemingly simple input from an older
person and resorting to comprehension repair from the aunt, and concluding with concerns about
how future generations will deal with this type of communication breakdown.

As evidenced by the examples above, fears and anxieties connected with performing up
to par in the heritage language, whether with more competent interlocutors or those who speak

another variety press heritage speakers either to avoid interactions in the heritage language or
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seek for the quickest opportunity to switch to English. As one speaker formulated, all the unease

associated with interacting in Armenian leads to the following typical outcome:

Cd Ept pun dwpn u usually wugitipkt w: 26U dwtnid husnt thown kg m
unnwgynid, np vh Epynt hngnig wyb) w wig Epkt w uvnwgynid junuwtp:

Um if there are a lot of people, it [the language of interaction] is usually English. I don’t

know why, it always turns out like that, when there are more than two people, it turns out

that we speak English.

[A.H./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia /Age at immigration- 8]
Ultimately, in interactions with two or more participants, due to differences in proficiency levels
and/or varieties, English functions as the common denominator, resulting in a group of
Armenian-speaking Armenians choosing to speak in English for better comprehension and social
ease.
Internalized Incompetence and Desire for Normalcy

In the analysis of speakers’ emotional and psychological state during interactions in the
heritage language, what stands out is the relentless sense of unease over being criticized and
judged. For many heritage speakers, interactions in Armenian, especially with better skilled
speakers, function like an endless guessing game in which they are persistently in fear of being
caught. The energy and effort required for constant monitoring, both of the interlocutor’s
proficiency and impending judgment, in addition to one’s own perceived and/or real imminent
errors and failure, take a daunting toll on speakers’ self-confidence, motivation, and desire to
pursue future interactions. It comes as no surprise, therefore, that in almost every single
interview, speakers prefaced their comments and narratives with an unprovoked

acknowledgement of their “bad / poor / lacking / broken / backward / illiterate / childlike /
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unsophisticated” Armenian and subsequent apologies for their mistakes as a manner of
protecting themselves from the anticipated judgment and criticism.

Furthermore, this internalized sense of lacking competence and ability among heritage
speakers creates a pronounced aspiration for normalcy, automaticity, propriety, fluency, and ease
in the heritage language. As the examples below convey, respondents long not to stand out for
their marked inability as awkward, funny, someone with an accent, or someone who stutters and

stumbles, but instead to effortlessly fit in as a fully normal and competent speaker.

G: Ok: Np uklp Ynigkughp wdbbwownp qupqugkhp:

Q: unuwu:

G: Ok. bsn i

Q: Cdu np kpk, even though literate spjukh, dwpnhy hdwbwght np Jupnn Gd

hunuwd pud n1 hwytiptuu, like they wouldn’t be able to detect like an accent or
anything:

S: Ok. Which one would you like to improve most?

G: My speaking.

S: Ok. Why?

G: Umm so that, even though I wouldn’t be literate, people would know that | can talk
umm and my Armenian, like they wouldn’t be able to detect like an accent or
anything.

[G.K./ Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration— 10 months]

C: Ok: Cdd ptq hwudwip qmpthop E huybpkt hdwbwyp:

U: Ujn:

C: I‘DUZIIL:

U: Uwppyuig htwn np othynid G, jupbktwd htwnubpp tnpdw) junuwd, hpup
hwuljutwtp, Zujwunwt guwnig awkward sjhth, mwpophtiwy sjhth: Um yeah. ..

S: Ok. Umm is it important for you to know Armenian?

A: Yes.

S: Why?

A: So that when | interact with people, | can speak with them normally, so that we can
understand each other, so that it won’t be awkward when I go to Armenia, it won’t be
strange. Um yeabh...
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[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

G: Ok: Uyny snpuhg, wuklimpwinp n’pp Ymqbiughp qupquigiby:

L: Tunuky:

G: Ok. bsni:

L: Npute std (laugh), pud std, np dEhh htiwn jununud B nt hud sk fmtw(t)snid
Jud std nignid like upu ujubiwny junuwy: Nignud Gd... hwnn std nigqnud...|
don’t wanna sound funny.

S: Ok. From those four, which one would you want to improve most?

L: Speaking.

S: Ok. Why?

L: ‘Cause I don’t (laugh), um I don’t, when I speak to someone and they don’t know me
or I don’t want to like sca...speak scared. I want to....and I don’t want to... I don’t
wanna sound funny.

[L.A./ Age 20 / F / Birthplace — Glendale, CA / Parents repatriated to Armenia from
Iran]

G: Ok: Uju snpupg, npp §mqbiughp qupqugibhp wdkiwmpunp:

[¢: Iunukju:

G: Iunubyr: busn™:

(o Uultnénpku npnyhtwntt Eptuwgh tdwt B jununid (laughter): Npwnb pp
stutter, stumble, sku Jupnnuunid vwhnit junuwd even though Yupnn &
hwuljwtw] uwhnit (phph) hhdw:

S: Ok. From these four, which one would you want to improve most?

T: My speaking.

S: Your speaking. Why?

T: Honestly, because I speak like a child (laughter). ‘Cause uh stutter, stumble, I can’t
speak fluently even though I can understand fluently (uhuh) now.

[T.Y./Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age at immigration— 1 year 8
months]

Quite parallel to the situation Carreira describes for US Hispanics (2000), standard Armenian

remains as a desired but often unachievable goal, while the heritage variety functions as a
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defective reality, leaving heritage speakers in the pressure-filled crack between the distant ideal
and the devalorized actuality.
Conclusion

As demonstrated in this chapter, teasing, ridicule, error-correction and criticism may lead
to debilitating fears and anxieties linked with impending failure during interactions in the
heritage language. This process raises the speakers’ affective filters that block the comprehensive
input received, and more harmfully, reduces the desire for seeking interactions with more
competent speakers. As a result, in order not to risk criticism and harsh judgment heritage
speakers either avoid interactions in Armenian or prefer to switch to English, reducing the
possibility of attaining a high quality and quantity of comprehensive input and further
development of their ability in the heritage language.

The largest contributing factor to breaking this destructive cycle involves changing
people’s attitudes about the processes involved in the acquisition and development of language.
Although speakers of any language have very high standards for language and strong feelings
about correctness (Finegan 1980 cited in Krashen 1998), educating HL students and community
members about the natural varieties of languages, the ineffectiveness of error correction, and the
critical role of comprehensible input can serve as foundational steps. Scholars have repeatedly
demonstrated that language learning and development cannot succeed in situations that damage
the linguistic self-esteem of learners (Carreira 2000; Brown 1994; Krashen 1998; Tse 1998)
Therefore, raising community awareness in order to “persuade stronger HL speakers not to
ridicule or correct, but to tolerate weak HL speakers’ errors, and to encourage interaction in the
HL” (Krashen 1998: 46) can serve as productive means of developing the competence of

heritage speakers.
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CHAPTER 6
“HOW CAN I TEACH MY KIDS MY BROKEN ARMENIAN?”: DIVERGENT
LANGUAGE ATTITUDES AND COMPETING IDEOLOGIES
Introduction

“Across a range of social science disciplines and wide variety of contexts, a common

paradox that arises in studies of attitudes and behaviors is that there are often

fundamental differences between individuals’ expressed attitudes towards an object and

their actual behavior surrounding that object” (King 2000: 167).

This chapter considers the inconsistent attitudes and beliefs that heritage speakers hold
and are socialized into about Armenian. On the one hand they express extremely elevated and
positive sentiments about their heritage language comprised of various affective components, all
of which highlight the intrinsic role of the Armenian language in the construction, preservation,
and perpetuation of Armenian identity, while on the other hand, they hold views and depict
behaviors that devalue Armenian as an instrumental and useful tool. These divergent attitudes are
explored with an examination of the impact of competing majority and minority language
ideologies. While in the U.S., a language ideology of monolingualism dominates, Armenian
diasporic ideologies fracture along multiple lines, often depending on the interchange between
the prevailing ideology of the host countries and the particular circumstances of the local
Armenian community. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the inherent contradictions
between the internalized elevated sentiments and the unparalleled lower proficiency as a result of
negative attitudes and behaviors, which lead to a state of cognitive dissonance among speakers.

This type of discrepancy between language attitudes and the accompanying language
behavior is quite prevalent in sociolinguistic literature about different languages. Five decades

ago, Joshua Fishman, in his study of U.S. immigrants from Eastern and Southern Europe,

observed a negative correlation between positive language attitudes and the real life use of the
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language (1964). Sociolinguistic studies of the Irish (Benton 1986) and the Welsh (Lyon & Elis
1991) have found that despite holding high opinions of their language and its symbolic value for
the nation, few individuals were willing to speak the language regularly and use it consistently
with their children. King (2000) in her analysis of two Quichua/Spanish communities in Ecuador
discovers that although parents give great importance to the Quichua language, they also display
negative attitudes and behaviors in which the heritage language is viewed as subordinate and
cumbersome to the process of learning the dominant language. The same dilemma is described
by Garcia Bedolla for the Latino community in the U.S. where “Spanish remains a source of
ethnic pride and solidarity, yet is seen as an obstacle to socioeconomic and social mobility”
(2003: 266). In sum, it seems common for minority community members to underscore the ideal
importance of the heritage language yet concomitantly not promote the actual usage of the
language in daily life.
Language Ideologies

In order to proceed language ideology and language attitude must first be clearly defined
and delineated. Part of the distinction between the two terms rests on the different “traditions in
research, theory, and expression” (Baker 1992:14). As King (2010:168) clarifies, “while much of
the research on language attitudes is embedded within the field of social psychology (e.g.
Gardner 1985; Gardner & Lambert 1972), studies of language ideology tend to be linked with
sociology and anthropology (e.g. Rumsey 1990; Schieffelin et al. 1998; Silverstein 1979).”
Typically, an attitude is directed towards a particular object (King 2010) and can be defined as a
‘disposition to respond favorably or unfavorably to an object, person, institution, or event’
(Azjen 1988:4; in Baker 1992:11). Ideology, on the other hand, indicates a larger system of

beliefs, norms, or values. Irvine (1989) defines language ideology as “the cultural (and sub-
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cultural) system of ideas about social and linguistic relationships, together with their loading of
moral and political interests” (255). Language ideologies act as interpretive links between a
sociocultural context and linguistic forms and resources (e.g. Kroskrity 2004), shaping the
understanding, evaluation, and deployment of these forms and resources, from basic linguistic
foci such as vocabulary choice (Silverstein 1998) to wider social and political foci such as the
hierarchical ordering of languages and dialects within a community (e.g. Lippi-Green 1997).
“Thus, while a language attitude is usually conceived of as a specific response to certain aspects
of a particular language, language ideology, in contrast, is a set of beliefs concerning a particular
language, or possibly language in general” (King 2010:168).

Irvine (1989) further notes that language ideologies are laden with the moral and political
interests of dominant cultural systems as well as those espoused by subcultures, and while those
of the dominant group often assume hegemonic status and are supported by powerful institutions
such as schools and media (Lippi-Green 1994), language ideologies that reflect the experiences
of subordinate groups are also important and can provide a counterpoint to dominant ones. It is
essential in this discussion to consider the language ideologies of both the majority and minority
speech communities and how their conflicting goals influence the attitudes and behaviors of
minority speech community members.

Western/U.S. Language Ideologies

Dorian (1998) demonstrates that the power of language ideology, particularly Western
language ideology, affects how minorities view their heritage languages, specifically the level of
prestige and loyalty these speakers feel for their own mother tongue. According to her, Western
ideology consists of a related system of beliefs based on three central premises: 1) certainty that

bilingualism is onerous; 2) contempt for subordinated, non-standardized languages; and 3) social
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Darwinism of language, or a linguistic ‘survival of the fittest’ which has encouraged Europeans
to ‘assume a correlation between adaptive and expressive capacity in a language and the
language’s survival and spread’ (1998:10). Similarly, in the U.S. a dominant ideology of
monolingualism is prevalent, coupled with the fact that bi- and multilingualism have traditionally
been looked down upon (Avineri 2012). Additionally, Silverstein (1996)’s discussion of
“monoglot standard,” an ideology of one nation-sState with one homogenous language, pervasive
in the U.S., generally dismisses multilingualism. Thus the predominant message conveyed by
American language ideologies, typically delivered through the educational system to minority
populations relates that “English is more prestigious than any other language and that social
acceptance, employment, and upward mobility is within reach upon speaking the language of the
dominant culture” (Galindo 1995: 88).
Armenian Diasporic Language ldeologies

Although dispersion has been an endemic constituent of Armenian history, the bulk of the
Armenian diasporic communities were formed after the 1915 Genocide, with two-thirds of the
worldwide Armenian population currently living outside of the Republic of Armenia“*®. Since
then, the impact of dispersal, settlement in host countries, and the dominant majority languages
on the status of the Armenian language and the linguistic and attitudinal behavior of the
Armenian community members has been tremendous (Jebejian 2012). Consequently, Armenian
has continuously functioned in a bi- or multilingual environment (Cowe 1992), a factor that has
undoubtedly shaped the language ideologies of the various communities. Even during the

seventy years of the Soviet rule (1922-1991), although Armenian was recognized as the official

“® The small territory that now comprises the Republic of Armenia is not the ancestral homeland of many Diaspora
Armenians who are descendants of survivors from historic Western Armenia, the territories of which are now mostly
in Eastern Turkey.
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first language of the Soviet Republic of Armenia, Russian dominated in the higher social
spheres, as proficiency in Russian was an essential vehicle for upward mobility in the
Communist system (Cowe 1992; Bakalian 1993). In sum, language ideologies about Armenian
have largely depended on the interplay between the mainstream ideology of the host country and
the goals and attitudes of the local Armenian community.

The Armenian communities in the Middle East for example, particularly in the first three
quarters of the 20" century*’, encountered much more favorable conditions for heritage language
maintenance in their particular historical contexts and extralinguistic environments. Jebejian
(2010) presents a thorough investigation of the patterns of language use for over 95 years among
the Armenians of Lebanon, proclaimed as the “second Armenia” and “most Armenian” of all
diaspora communities for a long time. The patterns of language use following the survivors’
initial settlement in Lebanon were quite unique. In the early and well into the mid-20" century
most Armenians spoke several languages: Turkish, Kurdish, Armenian, as well as village
dialects, with older interviewees in Jebejian’s study testifying that Turkish was widely spoken by
their parents and grandparents. However, out of a need to disassociate themselves from the
Turkish perpetrators and a strong belief that “the Armenian school is the only salvation of the
Armenian nation,” parents made a major point of sending their children to Armenian schools,
ensuring Armenian fluency and use among the next generation (Jebejian 2010:459; Ajemian
2014). As one of Jebejian’s interviewees explained:

My father did not speak Armenian. But that did not stop him from volunteering to build a

tin-roofed school in the neighborhood for teaching Armenian language and history. He

o During the last few decades, the dwindling of these communities as a result of civil unrest, wars, and emigration,
has impacted the robustness of the Armenian language, in addition to generational disparities in language attitudes
and language use patterns.
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had lost his family and lands and had had enough of Turkish. It was too late for him to

learn Armenian, but | could see his determination to make his children learn it. For him,

learning Armenian meant defeating the enemy who had killed his father and uncles

(2010: 459).

Several other important factors influenced the delayed acquisition of Arabic and the
flourishing of Armenian at this time among the Armenians in Lebanon. The power of the
Lebanese government was disputable as it was a French mandate until 1943 and thus the prestige
of Arabic was contested, with French functioning as the official language of the mandate.
Therefore, in addition to the Armenian language, Armenians opted for the socially more
prestigious Western languages, especially French and English, before they spoke Arabic
(Bakalian 1993). Although the school curricula included Arabic, Armenians made no effort to
learn it so that their poor knowledge and restricted use of Arabic further limited their need or use
of the language. An extremely significant factor in the language maintenance efforts of this
community was the establishment of the Armenian press in Lebanon, which included multiple
daily newspapers, dozens of monthly and quarterly literary journals, in-house magazines and
newsletters of organizations, churches, schools, and centers (Jebejian 2010). Finally, the insular
and closeknit milieus that Armenians occupied in Lebanon, particularly in heavily Armenian
populated areas such as Bourj Hammoud, complete with their churches, schools, community
clubs, and marketplaces (Jebejian 2010) created a favorable environment for the maintenance
and fully functional use of Armenian.

By contrast, the younger participants in Jebejian’s study, many of whom had opted to
leave the local community for opportunities of social mobility, reported an overwhelming

increase in their preference and more frequent use of Arabic, French, and English in their daily
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interactions, with Armenian mostly restricted to the home. Arabic, now having gained official
status and prestige, and to a certain extent English and French, dominate the media, politics,
economy, school, administration and other domains, unlike Armenian which is limited to being
used exclusively with the speech community (Jebejian 2010). As can be seen in the case of
Lebanese-Armenians, factors such as utility and acceptance of multilingualism, the prestige and
loyalty toward the various languages present in the community, reactions to external
sociopolitical developments, and generational shift in attitudes and language use patterns all
shape the ideologies and behaviors of the minority community.

Armenian-Americans

In her monograph Armenian-Americans: From Being to Feeling Armenian (1993), the
most comprehensive study of Armenians in the U.S. to date, Anny Bakalian considers the
assimilation of people of Armenian descent in America and their continued pride in and
identification with their ethnic heritage. Although her results are largely based on participants in
metropolitan New York and New Jersey and her data was collected nearly thirty years ago, some
of her observations are still relevant. In her chapter dedicated to language, Bakalian confirms an
American language ideology that mandates English proficiency as a prerequisite for success,
social mobility, and achieving the American dream. The Armenian immigrants in the U.S.,
particularly those who arrived before the ethnic revival movement, have encountered a larger
American society that does not explicitly discourage bilingualism, but imposes cultural policies
that do not support bilingualism or multilingualism. “In sum living in America is clearly not
conducive to Armenian proficiency ... since ethnic languages, including Armenian, cannot

successfully compete with the American Dream” (Bakalian 1993: 258).
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As for the debate on the role of the Armenian language in the Armenian-American
community, Bakalian explains that language ideologies and attitudes essentially depend on how
Armenianness is defined.

“How can you be an Armenian if you do not speak Armenian? What kind of an Armenian

are you?” With such callous remarks, foreign-born Armenians often reproach American-

born Armenians. Indeed, these provocative accusations sum up the conflict between two
definitions of Armenianness: the traditional and the symbolic. Traditional Armenianness
was defined in this study as a status ascribed by accident of birth. It fosters a compulsive
type of identity and unconscious behavior responses. “Being” Armenian can only by
sustained in an environment where there are linguistic, religious, and other cultural
markers that delineate the boundaries between Armenians and odars [foreigners/non-

Armenians]. Symbolic Armenianness was defined as voluntary, rational choice in identity

maintenance. It tends to elicit a situational, emotional, personalized response toward

one’s ancestral language. It is not dependent on knowledge or practice of language and
culture to survive. Rather, it is contingent on its effectiveness in fulfilling social-
psychological functions for the individual and on the larger society’s tolerance of ethnic

differences (Bakalian 1993:251)

Due to the influx of Armenian immigrants in the late 1980s and 1990s, significant proportions of
Armenians born and raised in the Middle East or in Soviet Armenia who conceived of their
Armenian identity in traditional terms as an ascribed status encountered American-born
Armenians whose Armenianness had evolved over the decades to become symbolic in form and
substance. Bakalian demonstrates that generation is the most significant variable in terms of

where Armenian-Americans stand on the continuum between the traditional and symbolic
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definition of Armenianness as well as their language retention. The longer the generational
presence, the lower the proportion of people of Armenian descent who can speak, read, or write
Armenian and who believe that one must speak Armenian to be Armenian.
Similarly, in his survey of 3,400 Armenians born and raised in New England, Bert Vaux
(1999) delineates the factors that have been involved in the decline of the Armenian language in
this community, as well as those that have played a part in keeping it from disappearing entirely.
Members of this community take two opposing positions on the issue of maintaining Armenian
in the U.S.:
1. On one side, populated primarily by Armenians who are older and/or speak the
language well, we find the opinion that the link between language and ethnicity is vital —
it is the essence of identity, authenticity, and uniqueness. In this line of thinking, the
particular structural characteristics of Armenian are believed to cause, lead, force,
constrain, and require its speakers to know, do, intuit, appreciate, and resonate the way
they do. Armenian is viewed and experienced as a dynamo that generates sensitivities,
skills, abilities, and understanding unique to its community of speakers.
2. The other side of the debate is occupied primarily by Americans and thoroughly
Americanized Armenians. According to this view, languages are merely means of
communication; any links with ethnicity are purely arbitrary. It is therefore possible to
remain Armenian (if one wants to) without speaking the language (Vaux 1999: 4).
Analogous to Bakalian’s (1993) results, the community investigated by Vaux (1999) espouses
divergent ideologies regarding the maintenance and role of the Armenian language in the U.S.,
ranging from language functioning as the core of ethnic identity to playing a symbolic arbitrary

role.
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Los Angeles Community

Although both Bakalian (1993) and Vaux (1999) forecast that the development of a large
and growing Armenian community in Los Angeles might be the exception to the well-
established pattern described above, similar tensions appear. This community is indeed
somewhat unusual in its conglomeration of Armenians of different generations and from
different origins, in addition to the continuous influx of immigration, mainly from Armenia and
Iran. Various populations comprise this community: more recently, Lebanese-Armenians,
Iranian-Armenians, and Armenians from the Republic of Armenia. Far from being a
homogenous entity, these various subethnic groups come from very different sociolinguistic
backgrounds, yet face similar challenges in reconciling with dominant U.S. language ideologies.

Lebanese- and Iranian-Armenians led a marked Armenian existence in their previous host
countries where they lived as ethnic, religious, and linguistic minorities. The main characteristic
these two subgroups share is their previous experience as a minority population, where issues of
language maintenance, identity preservation, and assimilation were explicitly visible. In the
process of settling in the U.S., they transitioned from one minority status to another, albeit in
very different conditions. Therefore, they arrived to their new host country equipped to some
degree with the understanding, skills, resources, and outlook of living as a minority population.
For example, it is not surprising that most of the Armenian schools, churches, and cultural
organizations in this community are founded, supported, and directed by members of second
Diasporas. In opposition, the Armenians from Armenia represent the only subgroup transitioning
from a majority status to a minority one. Naturally, the Armenians from Armenia have led a very
unmarked Armenian existence, without experiencing, much less acknowledging impending

concerns of ethnic or linguistic assimilation. They are oblivious to ideas of identity and language
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preservation as these are taken for granted in an environment where one is accustomed to living
in one’s own homeland. As a result, members of this subethnic group are often less prepared for
their change to a minority status and the complications that process entails.

Although the subgroups that comprise the Los Angeles Armenian community come from
distinctly different backgrounds, the path to linguistic decline becomes inevitable over the course
of a few generations, as none of the groups is prepared for the unfavorable linguistic
environment in the U.S. However, due to the active inflow of immigrants, the same tensions
noted by Bakalian (1993) and Vaux (1999) surface between more recently arrived foreign-born
Armenians and American-born Armenians. Conflicting ideas of Armenianness and the role of
language in that construction are widely debated in this community. With the passing of
generations and the predictable decline of linguistic proficiency that goes along with it, second
and third generation Armenian-Americans have retreated to formulating a more flexible
delineation of what it means to be Armenian, a definition which like Bakalian’s symbolic
Armenianness, downplays the role of language. Qualities such as activism in the Armenian
community and fighting for the Armenian cause, which mainly revolve around Genocide
recognition and assistance to the Republic of Armenia, are highlighted and encouraged
(Kouloujian 2012). Furthermore, in the case of the Armenian community schools in the Los
Angeles community, the visible failure to produce graduates who are proficient in Armenian has
led to mission statements de-emphasizing linguistic competence and instead accentuating goals
such as “developing a strong sense of national and spiritual values,” providing an “Armenian
upbringing,” and instilling a motivation and inspiration “to be actively involved in the pursuit of

5548

the Armenian cause”™ (Karapetian 2013). This symbolic Armenianness, which encompasses

*8 Eull mission statement of the Western Prelacy Schools available at [http://westernprelacy.org/schools/].
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great pride in Armenian heritage but at the same time is often devoid of linguistic competence,
comes as a shock to first generation Armenian immigrants, both from Armenia and the Middle
East, who view ethnicity as an ascribed status in which language is a fundamental component.
Language and Identity

Indeed, in addition to serving as a means of communication, a language comes to index
an ethnicity as ideologies of language connect the language in question with the identity of a
particular group or speaker (e.g. Kroskrity 2004; Lippi-Green 1997; Silverstein 1998). In
discussing the connections between language and identity, researchers in the areas of second
language acquisition, language studies, and heritage language education highlight that identity is
dynamic and socially constructed (e.g. Achugar 2006; Norton 2000; Valdés 2001; Wallace 2004)
as well as negotiated in discourse and thus influenced by language, which serves as the medium
for its negotiation (Beltz 2002; Ros i Sole 2004; Warschauer 2000). Identity is described as a
process of identifying or not identifying with a particular position in life and continually
negotiating and modifying this position and attitudes toward it (Crawshaw, Callen, & Tusting
2001; Hall & du Gay 1996). It must be stressed that one belongs to a number of social categories
based on gender, ethnicity, nationality, cultural heritage, age, occupation, social status, etc. and
moves among multiple identity positions in different social contexts (Berard 2005; Warschauer
2000). “Thus, identity is a ‘process of association and opposition’ (Achugar, 2006, p.100) and of
constant negotiation, production and performance (Crawshaw et al., 2001) rather than a static
category of possession” (Val and Vinogradova 2010: 1).

Identities are often linguistically constructed and negotiated because the connection
between identity and language is “an intimate and mutually constructive relation” (Beltz 2002:

16), especially since language has important symbolic value (Wei 2000) and plays a crucial role
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in establishing one’s place and role in society (Djite 2006). Researchers view language not only
as the medium of identity negotiation, but also as the source of identity interpretation
(Warschauer 2000). Speakers of more than one language, including heritage language speakers,
navigate within and among different language communities and thus negotiate their own
identities in connection to these different languages and their power relations and social
distributions in society. Thus, “the identity of heritage language speakers is co-constructed and
contextualized as they maintain and build connections with both or multiple languages and
cultures” (Val and Vinogradova 2010: 3).
Elevated Attitudes about Armenian Language

Turning now to the interview data, it is necessary to consider the demographic
composition of the participants in this study and how that may impact their attitudes. The
heritage speakers interviewed were the children of first generation immigrants, who were either
born in the U.S. (second generation immigrants) or arrived at a young age (1.5 generation). Most
families emigrated from Armenia, including some who had initially repatriated to Armenia from
the Middle East, as well as some families who emigrated directly from Iran. Although these
subgroups come from very different backgrounds, they all converge on extremely elevated
ideologies about the Armenian language based on a very robust link between language and
identity. Whether these ideologies are taken for granted but reflexively articulated, as in the case
of the Armenians from Armenia, or a conscious element of daily existence, as in the case of the
Armenians from the Middle East, the interviews with heritage speakers demonstrate that they are
extremely vital and clearly transmitted. Additionally, interchange between the ideologies of
various subgroups and the influence of larger diasporic ideologies must also be considered. For

example, themes such as the tenuous condition of a diasporic existence and the moral obligation
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of cultural preservation function as integral markers of a collective diasporic identity. Although
these are typically not as prevalent or marked in the Republic of Armenia, where Armenians
enjoy majority status and naturally experience no need for preservation, as will be demonstrated
below, the children of immigrants from the Republic of Armenia are quite impacted by these
factors, indicating a strong degree of intersection between the various subgroups under the
umbrella of larger diasporic ideologies.

For heritage speakers, several prominent affective elements emerged in connection with
the significance and value of knowing the Armenian language, all indicating the undeniable link
between language and identity and the integral function of language as a central vehicle of
cultural preservation and transmission. The delicate nature of Armenian existence in a diasporic
setting with a small worldwide population recurrently stood out as the source for a need to claim
and take ownership of their heritage and language. As a result, heritage speakers have
internalized a moral responsibility for cultural preservation accompanied by a concurrent fear of
loss of this heritage in light of the visible assimilation they witness around them. Often in
speakers’ narratives, these moral obligations and fears are communicated and mediated through
parents and grandparents, highlighting the active socialization process. Similar findings were
present in Ani Yazedjian’s (2008) study of the process of ethnic identity development for
Armenian adolescents, in which important cultural markers such as the Diaspora, cultural
preservation, and language were viewed as tools for cultural transmission employed by
socializing agents in the community“®. In sum, the sentiments gleaned from heritage speakers’

interviews echo the contention that “the survival of Armenian culture and identity is closely

* Yazedjian’s (2008) study was conducted in an urban area in the Midwest with 33 participants of ages 11-16. Her
methods included participant observation in community events, as well as informal interviews and focus groups with
adolescents.
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linked to the survival of the Armenian language. The language plays a central role in delineating
Armenian national identity, as distinct from the identities of the nations among which Armenians
are now required to live. If the language is not passed on from generation to generation, total

assimilations is sure to follow. Without the language, the culture and the nation eventually die”
(Vaux 1999: 7).

The following selection of quotes highlights speakers’ awareness of Armenians as a small
people and the Armenian language as wiinkp/without an owner, which entails an obligation to
claim and preserve it.

Utup nputiu wqq phsynp kup, ny Uhwytt p Uhwgju Lwhwuqubpnid jud Lnu
Ulgkjbunid wy) wdnne wppawphny Ukl, ptlniq duyptuhpnid:

As a nation we are few, not only uh in the United States or Los Angeles, but all around
the world, even in the homeland.

[N.S./ Age 22 / M / Birthplace — Gyumri, Armenia / Age of arrival — 3.5]

G: LUl phq hwdwp Jupbin'p Ehugbphi pdwbwgp:

U: Ujn:

G: bugn™i:

U: blyn 1 Npnt Uklip shuwbwtp, n' whnp w hdwbw:

S: Um is it important for you to know Armenian?

A: Yes.

S: Why?

A: Why? ’Cause if we don’t know, who should know it?

[A.K./Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Abovian, Armenia / Age of arrival — 6 / Parents
repatriated from Iran to Armenia]

GQuipdnid bl puan knh pdd I don’t know, it’s important: Ukup Ut hn, UkS dwpy

skup, you know, huj huyjtipu pwwn phs Ept hwd hwdwpny Eup jununid, pwwn skup:

Gt owin, s whinnp w np dkup pp dbp Ukp poyypninp, dbp wuwndnipjniup, dkp

1Eqnit wwhklp, unynpkip, dkp GpEjuwbtphtt unynpugubkup: Npnyhbnb tph

Ukup swukip, n°q w wiknt, Jthnppwbw, thnppwtiw: | mean thnpp pnypu skp
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Jwpnn, you know th hwwn pp putwun pwbwuntinédnipinit jupgup jud dh
hwwn pd vh pwth hwwn pun nubp np junubkp dkfh htwn: G knh hpd hwdwp
gujugunid kp, puyg ku tjuntigh np tu B unytt B, B gl tnyut B you know:
So pu Ukp Ukp pp dbknpliph ke w, dkup whwnp w wukp:

I think that’s really um I don’t know, it’s important. We big, we are not a big people
[uses singular noun “person,” instead of “people’’], you know, Armenian, we
Armenians are very few, if num.. we are speaking with number, we are not many. And
very, it’s very necessary that we uh keep our our culture, our history, we keep our
language, learn it, teach it to our children. Because if we don’t do it, who is going to do
it? It’1l shrink, shrink. I mean my younger sister couldn’t even, you know, read a single
uh po poem or a single uh put a few words together so she would talk to someone. And
that hurts for [inappropriate postposition use] me, but I noticed that I am also the same,
and still the same you know. So um it’s in um our our hands, we need to do it.

[A.A./ Age 22 | F / Birthplace — Pasadena, CA / Father born in Tehran, Iran / Mother
born in Yerevan, Armenia]

Cd npnyhbwnkt ntig np wukgh pd Epbth wdkbwnddup pubp dbp sunnubph b
wuytnh hwdwp pd £ w np pd ku tkp thpqunphint yungwnny sunkpu nig
np pd Ubp npunhghwubpp Ynpgunid Gup bk p wdbkuwuptinpp gputighg tptith
1Eqnit E npunte Bph (Egnit shdwtiwu pwwn putitp fu np sku hwujutw: CJ like
ophtwy pu £honn w tu pwwn shd Yupnnid Epbicth huyjuljw gnpstp npunke pun
ndJup w hd hwdwp puyg kh np pd d dh jupnnud Bu nig np hwuljwnid Gu htiy
np Uh ki nputnhg kup quph(u) dkbp, p o nug jupuwu wpwbg (kqnia
hdwbwny dklh nug np culture-p hwuljuwtwu, hud pynid w swwn ndjup w:

Um because like | said um probably the hardest thing for our parents and grandparents
um is that um because of immigration many of us are like um losing our traditions and
um the most important of those is probably language ‘cause if you don’t know the
language there are a lot of things that you won’t understand. Um like for example um it’s
true that I probably don’t read a lot of Armenian works ‘cause it’s really hard for me, but
still when um you read, it’s like you understand somehow where we come from, uh and
how can you understand someone’s culture without knowing the language, it seems to
me it’s really hard.

[S.V./Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age of arrival — 4 months]
NMuwuyhlu pdd dwhwguy vh Epkp snpu tnwuph wnwy G hupt bpnp pp by
Uwpunhlh tpgp nt wdkt husp Epgnud Ep: B hup hpw hwdwp dhown dhown pp huy
hwynipiniip wwhkjp owwn pwawn nipe hwipg kp hpw hwdwp, npnyhbwnb hupp
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Juwukunid Ep np hd dwdwu Ynpgptg, npnyhbwnbe h puan gwhby Ep np Ejuy g
nn wdbkplugh dkhht ppwy kL you know, he drummer tp like, hwa hwy kukg pute
sup, S0 hpw hwdwp although dwdwu swwn juy huybipkt w junund, gpnd,
Jupynid w, puyg hpw hwdwp Juju Jup G pd ot hnyg hnygu niakh np Gpp hupp
nkp unkn kp so gnyg wnuyh np twgh Yupnn B Gu b dh phy pnktg dp put wbd,
puyg it’s ok, ghnbd np hupp vh wnkn wnkutinid w so hupp nipwju w, puyg wyn dks
dwdwjhu hwdwp b owwn Enh own imp pdd ks dh puat w

My grandpa um died three or four years ago and it was he who uh would sing the
Soldier’s song>® and everything. And he, for him, always always uh preserving Armenian
Armenianness was a very very serious issue for him because he was scared that my mom
lost it, because she came here when she was very young and uh found someone who was
very uh American and you know, he was a drummer, like, there wasn’t anything Arm,
Armenian, so for him although my mom speaks Armenian really well, writes, reads, but
for him there was a fear and um and | had a ho hope that when he was still here so to
show him that look | can do something a little like that, but it’s ok, | know that he sees it
somewhere so he’s happy, but yes for my grandma too that’s a very imp um big thing.

[A.A./ Age 22 | F | Birthplace — Pasadena, CA / Father born in Tehran, Iran / Mother
born in Yerevan, Armenia]

G: Ok: Yuptun k phiq hwdwp huybpbb hdwbg:

E: Ujn:

C: I‘-hznoL:

E: CUd np | mean, hu, np huyjujut {kqnit k) you know, s sutintih like just you know
bt wqgnipjul pwwn Jupbkinp dwu w | think:

S: Ok: Is it important for you to know Armenian?

E: Yes.

S: Why?

E: Umm so that I mean, hm, so that the Armenian language also you know, doesn’t die
like just you know and it’s a really big part of ethnicity I think.

[E.M. / Age 20 / F / Birthplace — Glendale, CA / Parents from Tehran, Iran]

In addition to the need to claim the Armenian language, the presence of multiple generations in

this community provides a window into the evident loss that comes with the passing of time in

the American setting. For heritage speakers, the original fear of loss is accentuated by the

* This is a popular Armenian song about a soldier longing to be home and see his mother.
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noticeable linguistic decline in the language of their peers and younger community members, as
well as the consequences of interethnic marriages. Unlike the Armenian communities in the
Middle East for example, interethnic or inter-religious marriages are not frowned upon by the
larger society in the U.S. and not as severely discouraged by the local Armenian community, as
these are becoming more common among second and third generation Armenian-Americans.
Speakers recognize that in these situations, children are not immersed in an entirely Armenian-
speaking environment and have lower chances of maintaining their language. Furthermore, the
function of language as the primary channel of communication with elders and the painful loss of

that intergenerational link as a result of linguistic loss is articulated.

Unwg sghunbd hush ku dhpown dinwusnid b like hd Epkjawttph dwuht like hty
niqktugh hd Epbjuwtitphtt unynpugukh, I think pp like uptinp w np dkp
huytipkup I don’t know preserve it I guess nt like uijubiwynt w, npunte dkp
wnwphph Epkjuwttpp pwn sghnt, so it’s like hpwg Epkjuwtkpp hus yhnp w
Enttu like I don’t know, it’s a scary thought:

First I don’t know why I always think like about my kids like what would I like to teach
my kids, I think uh like it’s important that we I don’t know preserve it I guess, our
Armenian and like it’s scary, ‘cause kids our age don’t know it well, so it’s like what are
their kids gonna be, like I don’t know, it’s a scary thought.

[P.G./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Montobello, CA / Parents from Yerevan, Armenia]

Quuwny wykjh wytjh mkug Ynpnd w Eh (Eqnit, hhdw dbp Sunnubtpp juy Eu
hwuljunid, dkup hpwghg Uh phs wykih phy, htiwnin dbp Epkjutipp wdbih phs,
ontnny skd dwnwd hty Ypiuh, Yynph: Udkih pp, gnit gnuk sunnubphu swh
huwtwd, tpt jupwd”™ wykjh pwwn np htwnn hd npphutpp (laughter), skd dwunud
tpkjuwttp np yuy Y1hubp puyg hpwip £ np jud hwuljubwb hbwnn hputg
npnhukpp b wyp bewgp:

With time the language is disappearing more and more, now our parents understand it
well, we - a bit less than them, then our kids even less, soon I don’t know what will

happen, it’1l be lost. More so uh, at least at least if [ know as much as my parents, if I can,
more so so that later my sons [uses literary term] (laughter), I don’t know maybe kids
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would be better, but so that they understand it well, and then their sons and so on and so
on.

[V.A./Age 21/ M/ Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age of arrival - 1]

Uwtwduurn dkp generation, Ukp ubip(ny)unp, sowwn dupnhly wpgkt niphp wqqkph
htwn Eu wdniutiwtnid so forth and Utp (kqnil, our culture and everything is slowly
diminishing and | see that happening and niqnid tu np htugputt juupnnuinud bl pdd
wyuownwwikd, np b tu, at least hd piinwtthph hwdwp:

Especially our generation, our generation, a lot of people are already getting married
with other ethnicities so forth and our language, our culture and everything is slowly
diminishing and | see that happening and | want to umm defend/protect it as much as |
can, so that I I, at least for my family.

[S.S./ Age 22 / F / Birthplace — Glendale, CA / Parents repatriated to Armenia from
Iran]

G: £tq hwdwp Jupbinp knp wuypwqu wdniuhbn hwy (hih:

MN: Cd (laugh) | wanna say wiyquijdwis £ np hwy (hth only because yeah it’s said it’s
like blind or whatever they say, puyjg | mean juptinp w np nnt hwighuwn qquu
hpwtg htwn i dkp piinwthpubph htwn like pitnwtthpp, especially hu puiinwthph
Uk Yuw, s Jupbinp w, like hu cousin-u pd onnwph htwn widntutwguy b pun
guywih np punnwtthputpp quijhu i hpwp nt hpwtp huyuwkpkt Bu pnund nu
hu punwtthpp sh hwujuunid jud hd ptnnwithpp hwytptt E jununid hpwtip
puwnwhpp like En dhnipiniup sjuw Gt np huyh htn bu wdniubtwtnd like wdbu
hits mwppbip w, wdkl his like niig np pnith w m like hpuihg bpkuwibpp hos
wkinp w unnpkl, like hpwip hw') ki hhuw ph like are they huuyuibpk ™t like
wtg kpkt wnh junuwt so it’s really confusing nt like tpkjuwutpht £ Eu Juwn
ukn, yuwn putth Uk p(q)gnid, I don’t know, it’s just wbkih juy w np hwy knh
(laugh):

S: Is it important for you that your future husband be Armenian?

P: Um (laugh) I wanna say it’s necessary that he be Armenian only because yeah it’s
said it’s like blind or whatever they say, but | mean it’s important that you feel
comfortable with them and with your families, like the family, especially it’s there in my
family, it’s really important. Like my cousin [Armenian possessive suffix added to
English noun] um married a foreigner and it’s really painful when the families come
together and they speak Spanish and my family doesn’t understand or my family speaks
Armenian, they the family like that unity is not there and when you marry an Armenian
like everything is different, everything is like yours and like what are their kids supposed
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to learn, like are they Armenian now or like are they supposed to speak Spanish or
English, so it’s really confusing and like the kids are in a bad place, in a bad thing, I
don’t know, it’s just better that he (the future husband) be Armenian (laugh).

[P.G./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Montobello, CA / Parents from Yerevan, Armenia]

G: Cp bph bpkjuwibp nibkbw, hugkpbb junnphgub u:

U: Ujn:

(o% I"hznoL:

U: Npnyhbwnbl unyt wuwndwnubpny np owwn jupbinp £ np hwmujubwb
huytipkup, np np wwhwywyh 1kqnil, np np synph: Zkwnn np huykph htn
Jupnpuiwt othytu np Jud Jud dkstph htwn: Ophtiwly” tu pultpnihh niubd np
owin phs huytpkt ghnh nt tnyuhul hpw nunhlh htn pdduputnid w 2othybtp:
Gu tpplip std niqh np hd tpEuwttpp ndupwtwt hs np hd hd hd pitnthph
htan othfbiy Yud huy np Uh niphp huygh htan piaby:

S: Uh if you have children, will you teach them Armenian?

A: Yes.

S: Why?

A: Because of the same reasons that it’s very important that they understand Armenian,
so that that the language is preserved, so that that it doesn’t disappear. And then so that
they can interact with Armenians that, or or with elders. For example, | have a girlfriend
who knows very little Armenian and has a hard time interacting even with her grandma. |
would never want for my kids to have some kind of difficulties in interacting with my my
my family or in interacting with another Armenian.

[A.K./ Age 20 / F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age of arrival - 3]

G: Ok. Eph kpkjuwibp niukiwu, Yniqbiw’v np hpkp hugbpbt pdwhwi:

L: Utwuwydw, of course.

G: Puyn i busnt bu Yupsnid Yuptinp k hpkig hudwp:

L: Np hdwbwt hpwip hpwig history-ht, hpwp np like Ukp heritage-p, hdwtwt
np Ukbwly wuqitpkup sh, I'it is dominant here, it’s you know, you need to know it, it’s
very important, but it’s also important to know, you know your mother tongue. I feel that
that’s very important, it’s part of your background, it’s part of who you are, and I feel
like, I’ve even with my generation, a lot of us have lost it, so we kind of have to regain it
now

G: Ok. B’y Jwliku np wuywhnbu np bpkjuwbkpy hugbpki plwbwb:

L: Uniqkuwd hpwig huyjuljub nupng wpdwtwgpbd: Gu sk, Eu skl quwugk())
puyg Yniqbd np hpwp quwt: Especially hpug dudwtiwl) npuntie std
wuwnlkpugunid Uh mwu tnuph htnn huykpkup niig w jhubkng, htypwt B
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huybpbt junuwny, uljh tu huybkpku htgput BU junuwnt hpwbg htin: Skutinud G
hd qupuhYutpu hpwtg Eptfutiph hkwn, wykjh owwn whgibpkt G jpnunid nu
Yniqtd np huytpbt junuwi:

S: Ok. If you have children, would you like them to know Armenian?

L: Definitely, of course.

S: Why? Why do you think it’s important for them?

L: So that they know their history [dative suffix attached to English noun], so that they
know like our heritage [definite article attached to English noun], so that they know it’s
not only English, I it is dominant here, it’s you know, you need to know it, it’s very
important, but it’s also important to know, you know your mother tongue. | feel
that that’s very important, it’s part of your background, it’s part of who you are,
and I feel like, I’ve even with my generation, a lot of us have lost it, so we kind of
have to regain it now.

S: Ok. What will you do to ensure that your children know Armenian?

L: I would like to enroll them in Armenian school. I didn’t, I didn’t go but I would like
for them to go. Especially during their time ‘cause I can’t imagine how Armenian is
going to be in ten years, how much Armenian they’re going to speak, even how much
Armenian | am going to speak with them. | see my cousins with their kids, they speak
more English and | would like to speak Armenian.

[L.A./ Age 20 / F / Birthplace — Glendale, CA / Parents repatriated to Armenia from
Iran]

G: Bpp np bpkjuwibp mitkbwu, Yniqbiu’u huyglpb pdwbub:

Q: Zmuwnww, niqnid k...

C: I‘UZIIDL, hhznoL niqtiwu:

Q: Npukta like, kpp, language is part of like culture, obviously ni tpt upnnubwu,
tpt hpwip sjupnnutiwt junuwy, then it’s like, it stops, like part of your Armenian
heritage like doesn’t transfer over to them, like they don’t know everything, ’cause then
it’s like, huykpkup vwjubd Ynpgunud Eu:

S: When you have children, would you like them to know Armenian?

G: Definitely, I want to...

S: Why? Why would you like to?

G: ‘Cause like when, language is part of like culture, obviously and if you can, if they
can’t speak, then it’s like, it stops, like part of your Armenian heritage doesn’t
transfer over to them, like they don’t know everything, ’cause then it’s like
Armenian is altogether [uses Russian word coecem/savsem] 10st.

[G.K./Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age of arrival — 10 months]
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Gu ph pd nnhg wubd, (kqnit hwy (Egnit hud hwdwp gwn gwn fupbinp dh put

w npnyhbwnbt hdt w b Gph (Eqnit shdwbw, (Eqnit w np dkp pd wqghti nig np

pnnunid w np hwpuquun dbwbp dkp wqght, Gpb (Egnit Ynpgukup wdku hty

Yynpgukup: So nu hd hwdwp swwn, hd hwdwp puan Juptinp L

I uh um, how can I say it, language, the Armenian language is a very very important thing

for me because it’s mine uh and if you don’t know the language, the language um is what

allows our people to like be authentic/genuine/true to our people, if we lose the language
we will lose everything. So that is very, it’s very important for me.

[L.S./ Age 24 / F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age of arrival — 3]

The awareness of a dispersed Armenian existence and the internalized moral obligation
of claiming and perpetuating the heritage culture and language lead to a central belief among
Armenian heritage speakers, which equates being Armenian with knowing Armenian. Similar to
the traditional and ascribed characterization of Armenianness held by foreign-born, older, and
highly proficient community members discussed above, heritage speakers project a conscious
understanding that Armenian identity is contingent on knowledge and practice of the language.
This is often articulated as a compulsory equivalence in which claiming Armenian identity
requires proficiency in Armenian. With the exception of one participant who had a non-
Armenian parent and self-identified as Armenian-American, all the participants self-identified as
Armenian, asserting a very strong and proud possession of Armenian identity. The selections
below feature the belief that knowledge of the Armenian language is a necessary precondition to
claiming Armenian identity.

Bu hwy U n1 whwp w hdwbw) huybpbku junubp:

I am Armenian and it’s necessary to know how to speak Armenian.

[A.A./ Age 22 / F / Birthplace — Pasadena, CA / Father born in Tehran, Iran / Mother

born in Yerevan, Armenia]

I mean hwy Eu, yhwnh hdwbwd, whkwnp w hudh:
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I mean I am Armenian, I need to know [Armenian], it’s necessary for me.

[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

It’s my native language so like I should know it [originally said in English].

[G.Z./ Agel9 / M / Birthplace — West Covina, CA / Parents from Yerevan, Armenia]

Npukbt it’s my language, it’s part of my heritage, it’s who I am:
’Cause it’s my language, it’s part of my heritage, it’s who I am:

[L.A./ Age 20 / F / Birthplace — Glendale, CA/ Parents repatriated to Armenia from
Iran]

G: Ok: £kq hunfwp Jupbin p E huybpht pdwbagp:

U: Cun:

G: IﬁhznoL:

U: Npnyhbnb whwp E Bphk dktp hwy Gup niptdt guan Juptinp L dkup dbkp
1Egnit hdwtwp:

S: Ok: Is it important for you to know Armenian?

A: Very.

S: Why?

A: Because it’s necessary. If we are Armenian then it’s really important that we know our
language.

[A.K./Age 20/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age of arrival - 3]

’Cause it’s like a big deal to me np like hwy b, ni so | want like tpt huy tu, you
should know your language because that’s part of your culture n1 tph sqghwntu it’s kind
of like, okaaay, like why don’t you know it? It’s kind of sad.

’Cause it’s like a big deal to me that like | am Armenian, and so | want like, if you’re
Armenian you should know your language because that’s part of your culture and if
you don’t know it’s kind of like, okaay, like why don’t you know it? It’s kind of sad.
[G.K./ Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age of arrival — 10 months]
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Gpt huy tu p htug pd hwyp hwy I don’t know Lpt huyp hpw dwypkuh (Eqnit
shdwtw ... hd Yupshpny huykpp np ophttwly niphputph htinn s wmqud
wuntubwbinid ku puly, Ynpnud kb, dnyyynid B, hd upshpny: Zknn wuwwu
Uhpunn wunid w” Epk hwy by, yhwnp w ny ph ktwl jupnpubwu pnuwu, wy)
gqpku tr juppuu:

If you’re Armenian, uh just um the Armenian, Armenian, I don’t know, if the Armenian
doesn’t know his mother tongue ... in my opinion, Armenians who for example often
marry others and the like, they are lost, they assimilate, in my opinion. And then, my dad
also always says if you are Armenian, you must not only know how to speak, but also to
write and read.

[S.M./ Age 2/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age of arrival — 7.5]

Cp npnyhbwnbe pp pp | mean mbkutunid Gt np nipinkthg Gd Gu quajhu | mean huy |
have the Armenian ancestry, pintinhg tu tu qujhu, so nignid &d np hdwbwd, nug np
nu subconsciously nug np ujuw tu ket skd hdwunid: I don’t know what it is, I mean
std Jupw £hpwn dwpnip pugunpbd, puyg pd I don’t know, ukug hnghu dke U
pwl w np whwh, nignid w, nignud &, nignid &U np hdwbwd: En w wyhwnp w,
hw whwp w np Sunnubpp Jud k) pupkljudubph hbn jupwu pp jpwntg by,
dyhintu pnkug pukp wuky, puyg pp pinkug hd hnghu Uk, hu dhwnphu by,
pukug nignud B

Uh because uh uh I mean I see where 1 am coming from | mean Armenian | have the
Armenian ancestry, that’s where I am coming from, so I want to know [Armenian], it’s
like um subconsciously it’s like I am wrong if I don’t know it. I don’t know what it is, I
mean I can’t explain it right, clearly, but um I don’t know, it’s like there’s something in
my soul that [ must, it wants, I want, I want to know it. That’s necessary, yeah it’s
necessary for being able to interact /uses verb “to mix”’] with parents or relatives or so
that you can smile [verb conjugated with incorrect pattern and without vowel reduction]
and do things like that, but uhh like that in my soul, in my mind, | want to like that.

[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

Cd I mean huytptun p like npnonid w, | think {Eqnit npnonid w like pd np wqghg
tu, nt by wdkbwuptinp puwtt w, hwnlwuwbu huytph hwdwp, np like wunid
kb np huybpp qinud B, np Uh by nkubnud &a hpup like oh hw’) tp nmp, like
they don’t say oh you know like are you Christian? Or like even kph Epkinid w np huy
tp like Uhpwn uljuynid w junuwlgnipiniuip knh owwn fuptinp put w: Like
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Jupwu wukbuy, oh like | am Armenian n1 wug tpkt funuwu, puyg kr tnyt like
power-p sh ntuktiw puiig pt np huwytpkh Eup jununid hpwp htin:

Um | mean the Armenian language uh like determines, | think language determines uh
like um which ethnicity/people you are from, and that is the most important thing,
especially for Armenians, like when they say that when Armenians go, like when they
see each other somewhere like: “Oh, are you Armenian?” Like they don’t say: “Oh you
know like are you Christian?” Or like even if it shows that you’re Armenian like a
conversation always sparks up, that’s a very important thing. Like you can say, oh like |
am Armenian and speak English, but it won’t have that same like power [Armenian
definite article attached to English noun “power”’] versus if we speak Armenian to each
other.

[P.G./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Montobello, CA / Parents from Yerevan, Armenia]

Uuktp bpl, wubktup hwyntudnid w np dtp, ku hpdwbnud B np dEYp huwy w no
ogunipjnit w whwp, pp tu hpwtg pp like I’ go to them n1 hwytptuny Yjunuwd,
np hdwbwt np hwy B n1 hpwp hpwp ) hwtighuwn Yqqu np hdwtnd i np
hwy Bd: Puyg dwpnhll ub np wnweonig np tuynid G skt ujuwwnnid np huy B
Juwd E sk Uk omwp: Eu onnwp dkhp nyd w juukl, puyg puyg hbnn np ujunid bl
hunuw] wuntd L oh hwy w, ok: Fuyyg bin dudwtiwlnid k) jogunugnpstd np nu
nignid U np dwpnhy hdwbwi np oh ku nput hwy w so yeah..

Let’s say if, for example someone appears that I know is Armenian and needs help, uh I
uh them uh like I’ll go to them and speak in Armenian so that they know that | am
Armenian and they they will feel comfortable too if they know that I’'m Armenian. But
there are people who don’t notice that I am Armenian when they first look [at me] or
assume I am a foreigner. “Who is this foreigner?” they’ll say, but but then when I start
speaking Armenian they say, “Oh, he’s Armenian, ok.” But in that time I will also use
[Armenian] when | want for people to know that oh this boy is Armenian so yeah...

[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

As evidenced in these examples, for heritage speakers living in the Diaspora language is

much more than a means of communication. “It is a link to the larger Armenian family, a

cohesive symbol of identity” (Bakalian 1993: 267). Precisely because of their diasporic

existence, language functions as an extremely powerful unifying force for Armenians all over the

world. In the absence of the Armenian language, often there is limited ground on which
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Armenians from different countries can interact. An Armenian from Russia who only speaks
Russian, for example, cannot speak with a Parisian Armenian who knows only French. “Without
this interaction, the Armenian people disintegrate into a random assortment of isolated diasporas.
Knowing Armenian, on the other hand, brings people closer to their community and makes them
feel more connected; if one is even peripherally involved in the Armenian community, speaking
the language provides a credential providing membership and authenticity” (Vaux 1999: 7).
Furthermore, one can also communicate with the large number of people who know Armenian
but not English, creating strong connections across borders as well as reducing the culture gap
with one’s elders. Parallel to the remarks in the last two quotes above, in her study of the
Washington, DC community, O’Grady (1979: 108) writes that Armenians traveling overseas or
in the U.S. communicate easily because of the shared language, often introducing themselves
with saying, “Hay es? Yes Hay em,” (Are you Armenian? [ am Armenian). This type of
interaction immediately signals and establishes a shared cultural and ethnic heritage through the
medium of a common language (cited in Bakalian 1993: 267).
Anti-Armenian Language Behavior

As the discussion above suggests, the Armenian language is highly valued by heritage
speakers and their families with strong sentiments about its role in marking identity and
functioning as the main vehicle of cultural transmission. In the 129 Armenian responses to the
National Heritage Language Survey, 98.4% of respondents reported that their parents want them
to maintain their heritage language. Similarly, 100% of the 27 interviewees for this study stated
that their families want them to maintain the knowledge and use of Armenian. However, despite
the strong sentiments outlined above, there are less overt and less obvious language behaviors

and attitudes that conflict with the positive attitudes and public orientations towards Armenian.
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Essentially Armenian is stripped of its utility and considered to be devoid of any practical or
instrumental value. Knowledge of Armenian seems to bear no benefits outside of the emotional
and personal realm, with no tangible material gains. Most importantly, when viewed as an
obstacle to academic advancement (which is naturally centered on English), and as such, to the
accompanying socioeconomic and social mobility, it is deprioritized and devalued.

In the examples below, speakers reveal a clear boundary in the usefulness of Armenian,
which bears strong sentimental value in the intimate, personal, and familial realm, but no
practical significance in the professional, exterior world. Similar to the spatial
compartmentalization discussed in Chapter 4, the Armenian language functions within clearly
marked Armenian spaces (i.e. the Armenian family, the Armenian community, the Armenian
cause); yet it has no room in the wider American society. As speakers highlight, Armenian is not

useful and therefore, not needed in the larger American community.

Lwy k np dh pwitth (kqnt pdwbwu, jwy E np pn dwypkuh (kqnit hpdwbiw,
nipnujh hd dwubwghnmpiut ke skd upsdnud, Ynulpbn dwutimghwnnipjutu
uUko Jupbtinp Y1huh:

It’s good to know a few languages, it’s good to know your mother tongue, but I simply
don’t think that in my profession it’ll be important specifically in my profession.

[T.S/ Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Gyumri, Armenia / Age of arrival - 15]

Puyg hity np bu bd nignid wk], huybpbt hdwbwp pp hd you know wytwnp sh,
npnyhbnbtt dktwl] wqpiptunyg yhwup w, junubjnt B puti: Even though
Udbphluynid you know hud wtwp sh, puyg h hd hwdwp whwnp w, so...

But for what | want to do knowing Armenian uh my you know is not necessary, because
| am only going to need to speak in English and stuff. Even though in America you

know it’s not necessary for me, but for me, it’s necessary, SO...

[A.A./ Age 22 | F / Birthplace — Pasadena, CA / Father born in Tehran, Iran / Mother
born in Yerevan, Armenia]
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G: Ok Cud Jupdmud ku pn wyuquyh hundwp jw'y np huybpkb ghnbu:

U: Ujn:

(o% I"hznoL:

U (laughter): CUd ht hwdwip, tu nignid B huygh hinn wdniubwbiud, huy
ptwnwthph dke dbwd, bphjuwtbphu huykpbkt unynpugubd, so hud hwdwp
personally juptinp w nu: Ywpnn w ypndtuhniw) pwtnid soquh hud puyg
whduwlut Jyutpnid htd Yoquh:

S: Ok um do you think it’s good for your future that you know Armenian?

A: Yes.

S: Why?

A: (laughter) Um for me, | want to marry an Armenian, stay in an Armenian family,
teach my kids Armenian, so for me personally that’s important. Perhaps it won’t help me
in a professional thing but it’ll help me in my personal life.

[A.H./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia /Age of arrival - 8]

Yeah, | think Ukdwtiwnig pud, wunid tu pwth thnpp yuhuwnp unynpkh bpp np
wnwwnhlp thnpdnid Ep unynpugubp nt puily, pd puyg u vhpwn Bd niqlgly
unynnky, but skh nignud | guess effort-p nukh like into it and like to try it, n1
hwnljuytu np like Udkphuljut community-nud, like American community-nid
klp, it’s knpwti y practical sh, it’s just within the family:

Yeah, | think growing up umm, you say | wish | had learned [Armenian] when | was
young when grandma was trying to teach it and stuff, um but I always wanted to learn,
but I didn’t want to, | guess put the effort [Armenian definite article attached to English
noun] like into it and like to try it, and especially since like in the American [artificial
adjective created] community [locative suffix added to English noun], like we’re in the
American community [locative suffix added to English noun], it’s not that practical, it’s
just within the family.

[G.K./ Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age of arrival — 10 months]
YQupnn w np like huyuljut puttph ke np involved Enubd owwn, pinkig ognin
Jwh, puyg other than that, well, if if | am like trying to further the Armenian Cause or
something, that way | need to know, but other than that, no, I don’t think I need it for

anything.

Maybe if I become like very involved in Armenian things, it’ll [knowing Armenian]
benefit me like that, but other than that, well, if if I am like trying to further the
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Armenian cause or something, that way | need to know, but other than that, no, I
don’t think I need it for anything.

[G.Z./ Agel9 / M / Birthplace — West Covina, CA / Parents from Yerevan, Armenia]
Additionally, as demonstrated in the three examples below, heritage speakers quickly pick up on
the fact that Armenian is not a useful second language in the U.S. in comparison to Spanish, for
example. It seems that parents also subscribe to this ideology and transmit it in order to ensure
their children’s academic and carcer success. Moreover, as seen in the third example below, in
which a speaker explains his reasoning for taking Spanish instead of Armenian, both of which
were offered in his high school, for some speakers and their parents, the assumption is that

heritage speakers already know Armenian, and do not need formal instruction in their language.

Cu duypu vhpn wunid w oh like huyywukpbtt unynph, huywkpkl, puyg hu
Jwunpshpny huytptup wytih p upbinp w, so ppuw hwdwp: | mean huywitpku
Jtpgph B, skd Jupsnid hd wdbh pwtl(q) w putg pt huykpkip, so...

Um my mother always says oh like learn Spanish, Spanish, but in my opinion Armenian
is uh more important, so that’s why. | mean I’ve taken Spanish, I don’t think it’s more
valuable than Armenian for me, so...

[P.G./Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Montobello, CA / Parents from Yerevan, Armenia]

&howntt wuwd pd hknwquyh hwdwp huywbkpkup Epbth wydbih p nig np wunwd
ki dbnp Juiw npuntic wdkjh p Los Angeles-nid you know, p twuptinnpnid Eu
huyuwubptt hdwbwp:

To be honest, um for the future Spanish is probably more, uh like they say, profitable
‘cause in Los Angeles [locative suffix attached directly] you know, uh they prefer
knowing Spanish more.

[S.V./ Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age of arrival — 4 months]

Enh Ynlypbn huuy np dbith gwin ympg sqgh sqgtigh ppliigh, ninnui(p)yh wukgh,
punk dh Epynt hngh ub np wnh yejukht pul, wubkgh puuupuwinid Jkuwly

spiutid” hpwg htin Jeluytgh, pp tupd nk, hwd £ wunid Eht pp ntg np wbwp
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g Eh tn (Egnil, huwyutbkpktp np hdwbwu puly, qu, mkug wund Ehly, hwd
wubtightt np wykjh htown w pwt p ophtiwly” pwiubinkly, ty b up: Cd huykpkut
£ wutigh nk hdwtnd B, Ept niqgitiwd hupunipnyt jupwd tunbd unynpbd,
wnwnkpp pul, stwyws uwrn nwnkp b skh dnnwghy, wutgh tpk niqgitwd tu
Jupwd hipunipnyt unynpbd, npu hwdwp wubkgh nk puth np Uk w wybwnp w,
huyuwubkptup niphy |Egnt w puly, unynpbd..

I didn’t really weigh that in any serious way, I just said, there are a few people who had
to take it and stuff, I said, I don’t wanna be alone in the class, so | took it with them, uhh |
don’t know, well, also, they were saying uh like it’ll be useful, you know, if you know
that language, if you know Spanish and stuff, that, they would say that, also they said that
it’s much easier than French, for example, there was that too. Um as for Armenian, | said
well I know it, if | want to, I can sit down and study it on my own, the letters and stuff,
although I hadn’t forgotten all the letters, I said, if [ want to, I can learn it on my own,
that’s why I said well since it’s necessary anyway, Spanish is another language and stuff,
I’'ll learn it...

[V.A./Age 21/ M/ Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age of arrival - 1]
Furthermore, as can be gleaned from the selection below, Armenian is deprioritized when
viewed as competing with academic advancement in the Anglophone school environment. In
response to why he did not attend Saturday school like many of his friends, the respondent below
explained that he was too overwhelmed with his college preparatory courses, and his parents did

not want to burden him with the additional responsibility of attending Saturday school.

9 Enh wpwownlkght puyg sniqligh, npintt puwn th swipwptnugwsd ty Jupuwn p
put sbd dwunid bpk jul) tp Avid wlnidpp (phph, phph), swn wijuy put tp
puyg (laughter) skh, dudwtwy kp, sun dudwbwl Ep jupnud, hw dudwtwly ny/p
uh putih skh niukund (hdd) npu wuwnmdwnny:

G: bulj p pupnghg nnipu” nwbip Stnikpy jud nwnhly-yuyghlubpng thopdk
tl ptiq huybpkt unynplgub jud wupuyb:

d: Cp skEE, pp gk wybjh &€hon ghnbu jup skt kg pwtbp unhuyl) npunbk gk np
dwiipn, mkunwd ku bh np tu (phph) swbipwpbngws bd puly, skt nignid Ey mquuun
dudwbtwl bpk niuktwd put by, ky B okt hudwthg, puyg p munhlu, nk tuh
wybih thnpp Jujuwn, puyg tptith &hown ty dwdwbwljukpt Ehu Bh, nwnhlu
nnwbwynpubkp tuhd pnkug (phph) ty dkth putikp puyg ny/2 Uh pinkug inipe
Akiih skd wupwuy k) huwyybpk:
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V: They offered that but I didn’t want it, ‘cause I was really overwhelmed at that time, uh
thing, I don’t know if you’ve [formal use of second person plural used for politeness]
heard of Avid Club®" (uh huh, uh huh), it was really random but (laughter), | wasn’t, it
was, taking a lot of time, yeah I wouldn’t have time for anything (hmm) because of that.
S: And uh outside of school, did your parents or grandparents try to teach you Armenian
at home, instruct you?

V: Uh nooo, uh well more accurately, you know [slips back into informal form of
address] why they didn’t force me to do stuff like that ‘cause since it was tough, they see
that I (uh huh) am weighed down and stuff, if [ have that free time, they don’t want thing,
that, to take that away from me too, but my grandma, I don’t know, she would teach
things like poems like that and stuff like that (uh huh), but I haven’t studied Armenian in
any serious way like that.

[V.A./Age 21/ M/ Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age of arrival - 1]

Similarly, in the case of the following respondent, his parents chose to move him and his brother

from a public school, which was heavily Armenian-populated and offered afterschool Armenian

courses to a more prestigious private Catholic school near the mother’s workplace.

Paradoxically, after a few years the parents began getting angry with the children for losing their

proficiency in Armenian and becoming English dominant.

G: Ok: buly h "ty bu Yupsnud, n'p vuwphpnid wigkpkip wtyh nidtn qupaw:

U: Cpp 11 mupbwinid, np pp wpgtu np pp J dhottwjuipg nupngp ujuw, pp no
En yhknwljwb nuypnghg wjwpunkgh, pdd uly Catholic nuypng ujuw, npunkn pp
owwn huyytip suyyhty, so huykpkiu pwn nupng, dwbwwt nupngh dke hts sth
oquuuugnpénid, Uktiwul] tnwt Uk mi kinkug b judwg judwg uljutgh Ynpguty
hwytpkup n1 ndJup kp: Cuktg junup skhup skhtp upnn niiktwg ni pp o dkiwly
wiq ipkt Eh jununud, nt yuwwwu k) puljunid w, | mean Sunnutpu” Eplyniut £
puljuwt pp, onuytmgut hd Yypw npnbt wpnkt Ynpgunid th, whiwkpu k unyup,
hpt &, £ pp tnyb nypngh wjwg nupngt tp, pp hwgwpinid, mehpt £ Ep
Judwg judwg uljunid Ynpguby, so puyg, puyg hpwtip nignid tu np, np kn

nupngp quuwghip nput private nupng tp, nt dwdwjhu gnpsh ntkn dninhl kp, so
nputin Eht nignud np dkup quwghtp, pntn hwdwhind tup:

31 “AVID, Advancement Via Individual Determination, is a college readiness system for elementary through higher
education that is designed to increase schoolwide learning and performance. The AVID College Readiness System
(ACRS) accelerates student learning, uses research based methods of effective instruction, provides meaningful and
motivational professional learning, and acts as a catalyst for systemic reform and change”
(http://www.avid.org/abo_whatisavid.html).
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S: Ok. What do you think? At what age did English become stronger?

A: Uhh at age 11, when uh already when uh I started m middle school, uh and | graduated
from that public school, umm I st started Catholic school, where uh there weren’t a lot of
Armenians, so my Armenian really, especially since I wouldn’t use it at all in school,
only at home, and like that, I started slowly losing Armenian and it was hard. We
couldn’t couldn’t have a conversation like this and uh I would only speak English, and
my dad would start, I mean my parents, both of them began uh, they got angry at me
‘cause I was already losing it, the same with my brother, he too was attending, was in the
same high school of that same school, and he too was slowly starting to lose it, so but, but
they wanted that, that we go to that school ‘cause it was a private school, and close to my
mom’s workplace, so they wanted us to go there, we attend school there.

[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

The influence of U.S. language ideologies is clearly present in the negative attitudes and
behaviors demonstrated in the selected quotes above. The link between English and social,
economic, and educational success is an extremely strong one, and the knowledge of Armenian
and the effort and material resources necessary to develop it are often viewed as incompatible
with many of those pursuits. Both Bakalian (1993) and Vaux (1999) confirm that Armenians in
the American mainstream see no practical need for their heritage language. “Armenian, the
reasoning goes, is not useful as a second language compared to Spanish or French, and it doesn’t
help one in business or getting into college” (Vaux 1999: 5). As the selections from speakers’
interviews demonstrate, youth are extremely sensitive to issues of practicality, and pick up on
these very quickly. Often the prestige and loyalty people feel for languages are driven by socio-
economic factors in which knowledge of a language is viewed as linguistic capital, traded on the
linguistic market (Fishman 1991). According to this formulation, knowing English enjoys
unlimited capital in the social and economic rewards it promises, while knowledge of Armenian
possesses no status in this particular market.

Additionally, all the subgroups comprising the Armenian community of Los Angeles
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come from bi- or multilingual societies, both in the Middle East and Armenia, where knowledge
of multiple languages is the expected norm, not the exception. As a result, they are unprepared
for the monolingual ideology of the U.S. and the cultural and social attitudes that discourage the
maintenance of heritage languages. In her comparative study of Armenians in Cyprus and
London, Susan Pattie (1990) concurs that learning several languages comes naturally to
Armenians who grow up in the Middle East, while “it does not seem natural in London to be
multilingual” (cited in Bakalian 1993: 263). Compartmentalizing and code-switching between
Armenian, Greek, Arabic, French, and English frames the worldview of Armenians in the
Middle East, while in monolingual societies such as the U.S. or England, “speaking languages
other than English, even on the simplest level, requires effort, determination, and a different
attitude towards language than that of the host culture” (Pattie 1990: 280 cited in Bakalian 1993:
265), which is not easy to instill in the younger generation. Similarly, in the Republic of
Armenia, bi- and multilingualism are not only viewed as highly desirable, but the customary
norm. In the Soviet period, Russian was an undeniable presence in Armenians’ daily life, not
only as an obligatory subject in school starting from first grade, but often as the preferred
language of higher education and social mobility. Additionally, children were frequently also
encouraged to study a third language, often French, English or German, starting in the second
grade. Currently, in the post-independence period, Russian, though no longer obligatory in
school, still functions as a prominent second language for the older generations, with English

enjoying top prestige and appeal for the youth. The well-known Armenian saying «pwh 1tkqnt

ghwnbu wyipwt dwpny kuy, which translates to “the more languages you know the greater a

man you are,” Sums up the typical attitude of Armenians toward polylingualism.

In addition to the impact of U.S. language ideologies, for the cohort from the Republic of
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Armenia, lack of experience living in a minority status, and the resulting ignorance of the speed
of linguistic and cultural assimilation may play a role. The assumption for many immigrants
from Armenia is that their children will automatically and instinctively speak their heritage
language, without any explicit effort or intervention. Moreover, in the Republic of Armenia,
particularly in the Soviet period, Armenian education was highly centralized and regimented,
following the standard Soviet model of complete state control of curricula and teaching methods.
As a result, there was no need for parental involvement in any of the academic processes, and no
options such as deciding between public and private schools, selecting magnet or specialized
schools, language program options, and the like. Therefore, this sub-group of the Los Angeles
community is oblivious to the fact that “the maintenance of the Armenian language, like that of
other ethnic languages, is dependent on the financial and other material and non-material
resources of the community, and most important on the willingness of parents to send their
children to special Armenian schools and extracurricular activities” (Bakalian 1993: 261-262).

Even the population that clearly makes the conscious decision, effort, and financial
investment in sending their children to private Armenian schools, displaying overtly positive
attitudes, often also exhibits concurrent negative attitudes toward the Armenian language.
Parents in the Prelacy Armenian community schools of Los Angeles are frequently complicit in
lowering the status of Armenian and thus influencing their children’s attitudes and behaviors. To
begin with, in a survey of the 2012 incoming first graders’ parents at Chamlian Armenian School
in Glendale, CA, parents were asked to rate the following factors in their decision to send their
child to an Armenian school: safe environment, standards of education, high proficiency/fluency
in the Armenian language, fostering a sense of “Armenianness,” and Armenian environment

(social circle, friends, activities). Safe environment and standards of education received the
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highest ratings, 34% and 24% respectively, with the remaining three, including high
proficiency/fluency in the Armenian language receiving 15% (Karapetian 2013). Parental
attitude became even more revealed during a focus group discussion (02/09/2013) with all of the
Armenian teachers from the Prelacy schools, during which teachers stated that parents frequently
represent the greatest obstacle to developing Armenian proficiency among their students.
Teachers explained that in addition to Armenian not being spoken at home as the dominant
language for many of their students, parents also visibly devalue it in comparison to other
“important” subjects such as math or English. These negative behavior patterns often take the
shape of constant requests to teachers and administrators to reduce the workload of the Armenian
subjects as they take up too much time and interfere with students completing their homework
for the other more essential subjects. As a result, some teachers have received instructions from
the administration to stop assigning Armenian homework and/or go easy in their grading in order
to appease the parents.
Resulting Tensions of Divergent Ideologies

The contradictions between the internalized elevated language ideologies and lower
proficiency as a result of negative attitudes and behaviors, lead to a state of cognitive dissonance
(Festinger 1957), involving multiple sources of tension and anxiety for heritage speakers. In
psychology, cognitive dissonance describes the excessive mental stress experienced by an
individual who holds two or more inconsistent beliefs, ideas, or values at the same time. This
type of discomfort may also emerge within a person who holds a particular belief but performs a
contradictory action. In her analysis of the responses in the National Heritage Language Survey,
Kagan (2012) observes that as a result of their daily existence in two cultures, heritage language

learners’ cognitive skills may be affected by various types of cognitive dissonance. The first
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kind, related to an inability to express themselves easily in the home language, often manifests in
expressions of embarrassment and shame. These types of intense emotions stem from heritage
speakers’/learners’ conception of “the heritage language as an inherent part of [their] being (‘my
language’), and ... a clear marker of ‘belonging uncertainty’ (Walton & Cohen 2007)” (Kagan
2012: 75), as they cope with their “inability to perform this ‘belonging’ properly” (Kagan 2012:
75).

In the case of Armenian heritage speakers, they clearly subscribe to the “language-and-
identity” ideology, which emphasizes the inherent connection between a person and his/her
native language (Myhill 1999:34); however, their lack of high competence in the heritage
language does not allow them to fully meet the requirements set by the ideology. Heritage
speakers are keenly aware of the contradictions inherent in the fact that they define an Armenian
person as someone who speaks Armenian well, and furthermore they self-identify as Armenian,
yet for the most part they are English dominant. As a result of this inconsistency, there is a great
tension in claiming full access to Armenian identity due to lack of the required linguistic
proficiency. Often this is expressed in the negation of the equation, so that the consideration of
someone who is Armenian but does not know Armenian well results in feelings of shame and

embarrassment.

2bd upnnuunid pugniubd np hd (Eqnit sEd jupnpuunid swwn uhpnit junubd:
YdJup w hd hwdwp pugniubp:

I can’t accept that [ am not able to speak my language well/beautifully. It’s hard for me to
accept it.

[S.M. / Age 22 / F / Birthplace — Tehran, Iran / Age of arrival - 7]

Eupwt np hd hwdwp pwn Juptinp E unynpbp, (Egniu £ upbinp, Emh wppku
wukgh, np utnpdw) Jupnqubwd, ophtiwl) swdw(t)sky niphputinh dnwn, npunk
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hupn ptqh Jun ku qgnid np dh pwt upuwyg E, Jun dbkiny Gu hupn ptqh qgnud: Oh
ok huytiptu sghnbd, tkug wdwbynid u np sghwnbtu pn (Egnit:

It’s just that for me it’s really important to learn [Armenian], my language is important, |
already said that, so that I can speak normally, not be embarrassed in front of others, for
example, ‘cause you feel bad when something is wrong, you feel yourself in a bad way.
Oh ok I don’t know Armenian. You are so ashamed that you don’t know your language.

[A.K. / Age 19 / F / Birthplace — Abovian, Armenia / Age of arrival — 6 / Parents
repatriated from Iran to Armenia]

G: Ok whljndnpkl, hiyn 1 ku wpdwbwgpyly dbp puuwpuinud:

U: Zuytiptuh nuup yEpgpk) B npnghtwnbt nignud th pd, juy sh np sghwnth nig
qpky, nug yupnuyh, bu wdwsnid th np hwy B puyg Enyytiu pwit E, Epuytu
huytpku sbd hmuljuunud, skd upnn jupnud: Cd npuw hwdwp Bd bu quup
JEpgnk: )

C: Ok, ptiq hwdwip Yupbin p L huybpbkt pdwbwp:

U: Ujn, owun juptanp k:

G: busn't:

U: Unwy Jupbtinp skp, npunbe thnpp th, skh upénid np juptinp E puyg hhdw
nn ku htd npybu hwy U mbutinud, wydbih upbnp E:

S: Ok honestly, why have you enrolled in this class?

M: I’ve taken the Armenian class because um, it’s not good that I didn’t know how to
write, how to read, I was ashamed that I am Armenian but it’s like that, I don’t
understand Armenian, I can’t read. That’s why I’ve taken this class.

S: OK, is it important for you to know Armenian?

M: Yes, it’s very important.

S: Why?

M: It wasn’t important before, ‘cause I was young, I didn’t think that it’s important, but
now that I see myself as an Armenian, it’s more important.

[M.T. / Age 18 / F / Birthplace — Pales Verdes, CA / Father from Gyumri, Armenia /

Mother from Yerevan, Armenia]

Additionally, the opposing values speakers assign to the nature of Armenian and
American identities further complicate this complex equation between language and identity.
Whereas Armenian identity is seen as possessing full, complete, and ideal value, American

identity is often reduced and dismissed as having zero worth. Possessing and/or transmitting
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Armenian identity is equated with the endowment of a comprehensive sense of history, heritage,
culture, language, and sentimental value, while assimilating into American culture is perceived
as a complete loss of a sense of identity. In other words, assimilation into American culture is not
seen as a process of transferring from one cultural heritage to another, but rather as the

dissolution of a highly prized heritage into a non-existent, indescribable one. Whereas the

29 ¢¢

transmission of the Armenian language to future generations will guarantee them “some,” “a
sort of,” or “a little bit” of identity, the implications of the reversal of that formula indicate that
American identity has zero value. The selections below reveal the grand qualities associated with
Armenian identity along with the opposing dismissive conceptions related to American identity.
The last two quotes particularly display the agency exerted in rejecting any American epitaph

and asserting their ownership of Armenian identity.

G: Bpp np phq hwpgunud ki wqgnippubt dwuhi, husyk v bu gqunwupwbnd:

U: Bu huy bl wunud b bpt hy np wdbnpn hwpgtp (hunwd B, ph hus dtith huy
nt owwn | jhunmd nu, ph nbknugh, whiywup, p whninpwhwy, wunid U np puhly
huy (laugh), ptiniq Zwjywunwt sudws, untn Ukdwdwg, puyg hwdwpnid B, ku
htd wdkphlwgh std hmdwpnid p npnyhtwnkt p qu phlnig, untnh wdtphljugnt
hwdwp, hnwyw hnwjw-wdkphljugnt hwdwp npddup put £ wuk) — wdbphljugh
pt by &, pupl wltphugnig pugh, hu fupshpny mphy wdbkphljugh &how sl
Puyg p pwth np Enpwit hqnp, Enpwit p wukup p pwupd G p hgnp hu p hngnt Uk
huy (hubynt hp wukup p npny greatness of being Armenian, its positives, its benefits,
its, the all-encompassing reasons, p tr Uwnnpny p thown wuntd & np hwy G nt niphy

nshs:

S: When you are asked about your ethnicity, how do you respond?

N: I say Armenian and if there are any additional questions about what kind of Armenian
and that happens a lot, are you a native, repatriate, uh diaspora-Armenian, | say that | am
native Armenian, even though born in Armenia, but raised here, but I consider myself, |
don’t consider myself an American uh because uh even for an American from here,
Italian for an Italian-American it’s a hard thing to say, what is an American, besides
Native-Americans in my opinion there is no other true American. But uh because being
Armenian, it’s that powerful, that uh let’s say uh fresh and uh powerful in my uh soul the
greatness of being Armenian, its positives, its benefits, its, the all-encompassing
reasons, uh with that thought uh I always say that | am Armenian and nothing else.
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[N.S./ Age 22 / M / Birthplace — Gyumri, Armenia / Age of arrival — 3.5]

G: Ok ppp kpp np Epkjuwbtp mubhwu, hugbpb junynplghk v hpkbg;

U: Ujn:

G: busn'i:

U: Cp hsn ;| mean npunbit jup Jupbinp w npubt Ukl sk mgnud dkbuly
wubd oh npnkt Sunnukpu nt hd nunhlju wuyhYu ghnbt npnk pp ... kup
wlq ipkuny whwnh puguwnpbd because it’s like, it’s a sort of identity. I don’t want
them to get lost in um just American culture and just have that and that’s all they know.
I’d rather have them — ’cause there is kids I know here who just they’re like oh, “Where
are you from?” or “What’s your culture like?”” Oh, “It’s just American. I don’t know
where my parents came from, [ don’t know the history, I don’t know the those things.”
And | kind of feel bad for them and I want them and I want my, I don’t want my kids to
do that. I want them to have an identity, know where they came from, and know what it’s
about and be able to explain it and do that culture that they’ve that they’ve been instilled,
that I’ve instilled in them and do it to the fullest of their capabilities which means
language and writing and reading and all those different things.

S: Ok uh when you have kids, will you teach them Armenian.

A Yes.

S: Why?

A: Uh why? | mean ‘cause imp it’s important ‘cause only I don’t want to only say oh
‘cause my parents or my grandma grandpa know ‘cause uh ... I have to explain this in
English because it’s like, it’s a sort of identity. I don’t want them to get lost in um
just American culture and just have that and that’s all they know. I’d rather have
them — ’cause there is kids I know here who just they’re like oh, “Where are you
from?” or “What’s your culture like?” Oh, “It’s just American. I don’t know where
my parents came from, I don’t know the history, I don’t know the those things.”
And I kind of feel bad for them and I want them and I want my, I don’t want my
kids to do that. I want them to have an identity, know where they came from, and
know what it’s about and be able to explain it and do that culture that they’ve that
they’ve been instilled, that I’ve instilled in them and do it to the fullest of their
capabilities which means language and writing and reading and all those different
things.

[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

C: Ok: Bpp np ptiq hwpgunid ki wqgnipjut dwuht hhzulhnu tu yuwwnwupiwtnid:
L: Bu wuniud kU hwy, §hpintt wuwsd Zwjwunwthg inniphuwn kp Byt ku bpetpu
Ubp wninily, Ejuy hd tjupukpt th gni()g mwhu, np Zuyuunwinid ajupt) Eh b
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R ow nunnkhpubp Eh Wyupk) ophtiwly” pd jpujurhly, ntindp, hd hwdwp ny pk inp
Uh pul kp, wy) np Zwjwunnwtind Eh qnbynud wdk hiy uupnud th: By
uupubpp buytg wukg. «ku wdkiphjughubtpp tpbch uhponwd B np nunkjhpubp
lyupki», ku b pwn Jhpunnptgh, wubgh. «tuquhl dwdw, hush” p wunud np
tu wdbkphfugh EU:» Uukg. «Lwy wdbphuwhwy»: N1 Eh dh phy tkndtgh, wukgh.
«(1y" ku huyy Eud»: So hud hwdwpnid bl huy:

S: Ok. When asked about your ethnicity, how do you respond?

L: I say Armenian. To be honest, recently a tourist from Armenia had come to our house,
he came, | was showing him my pictures that | had taken in Armenia and uh I had taken
pictures of a lot of food items like uh the dumplings, the peach, it wasn’t something new
for me, but rather because | was in Armenia | was photographing everything. He looked
at those pictures and said, “These Americans probably like taking pictures of food.” I got
really hurt and said, “Uncle [uses Russian word 0505, uncle®’] Razmik, why are you
[formal use of second person to indicate politeness] saying that I am an American.” He
said, “Fine, Armenian-American.” And again [ was a little bothered. I said, “No, [ am
Armenian.” So | consider myself Armenian.

[L.S./ Age 24 / F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia/ Age of arrival — 3]

by duwdwtiwl) np wpdwlnipy, ddbndw ddkndu dudwtiml] np wpdwlnipy
quwgh, hnppnipu mwwnhlhu kp quigl)] wukg pp @hinpgp, whuwtpu, @kinpgp 80
wnnlnu hwy w b1 20 nnljnu wdkphugh w, Updtup 80 wnnljnu wdkphljugh w 20
wnnlnu hwy w: Pudh swukg, mnunhlhu wukg, nwnhlju hkwnn htdh wukg: So
wuh ok | have to prove them wrong:

That time that break, winter during winter when | went on break, my aunt had called my
grandma and said uh Gevorg, my brother, Gevorg is 80% Armenian and 20% American,
Armen is 80% American and 20% Armenian. She didn’t say it to me, my grandma told
me, my grandma told me later. So | said ok | have to prove them wrong.

[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

The following quotes encapsulate the intrinsic connection between Armenian language and

identity, particularly in the negation of this formula, as well as the reduced valuation of

American identity.

*2 The Russian words asiast (uncle) and ters (aunt) along with a person's first name are very commonly used by
Eastern Armenian speakers from the Republic of Armenia to address older family friends.
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G: CU sunnlkpn mqn’ud kb np pn huybpbip qupqugibu:

U: | mean hudh skt wubk] puyg bu qgnud B § skt nignud np pp ppwtg i,
hpwig huytptup nddup tnuh nt qupqugws sh tnth, nignud u np you know pp
unynpws dwpy tnuh tuh np nt p hupp jupw wig bptunyg nt huytpkung dbkyht
Jh4&k] nt pnktg pwtbp upwt niphy hwybph niphy hwy dnnnynipnubph htwn
huunugbu punbkug pwubkp np p np ship(p)wbwt kn hwy dnnnynipnh htn no
dbtwl] wdbkphwgh tnuh, np dh phy identity niubkuw, nt knn ki b hugbpku
culture-p np thnpp Lup ku pp dwbwuin tu punuph dke nignid Eu np you know
whwnh hdwbwu npunbt Gph sku hdwind pnktg hwy dnnnynipnp pnkhg w
twynid pn Jpw ntig np you know nni hwy sku ek nnit huytpku (Eqniy putn
sqghwntiu so Ept Unnpwiunid tu wpnbt onwp tu nwnk] so npu hwdwp U Gu
niqnid yuwhb) nt kn tnyb bn unyt Jhdwlnyg hd sunnubput £ nignid G np Gu
wwhbd:

S: Um do your parents want you to develop your Armenian?

A: | mean they haven’t said it to me but I feel that they don’t don’t want that uh their
son, their [uses plural possessive pronoun instead of singular] Armenian be difficult and
not developed, they want that you know this one be an educated person and uh so that he
can argue with someone and things like that in English and Armenian, that they can [uses
plural] interact [uses verb “to mix”’] with other Armenians, other Armenian peoples and
things like that, and that uh that they don’t get removed/distanced from that Armenian
people [uses postposition “with” instead ablative case to indicate “from”] and remain
only American. So that he has a bit of identity, and that that that Armenian culture,
because we’re small/few in this uh especially in this city, they want that you know, you
have to know [Armenian], ‘cause, if you don’t know, they look at you like, the Armenian
people look at you like you know you are not Armenian if you don’t know your
Armenian language and thing so if you forget you have already become a foreigner so
that’s why I want to keep it and in that same in that same situation my parents also want
me to keep/preserve it.

[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

Gu hwy U n1 ywhwnp w hdwbw) huykpku junubyp, hd dbp pd dtp pd dwpplnig |
guess yuwnunipniup, npu hwdwn Professor zngyhwuhujuip nwut ) yipgptgh
wligjw) pwnnpnhi, pp Eu gwn pp wdkph wdbkphugh B, ghnbu pp e knh hudh
owiin hnignid w, npnyhbwnbr mwuphutph dbe huybkpbuu owwn w heoby ki
wlq ipbu wyth w pwpdpugly, owwn juy Jupnn Bl dwppljuiug hkwn
wlqpkuny junuby, yh&h), pdd quiu gplp nt junuby gpu dwuhty, B sbd jupng
huytptuny wubd: Zuytpkt Epudonnipniut b juy skd hdwunud: Gpt dkyp wuh
Uh hwwn hwy huyjuljwb Epg tpgh, huyuljw tpg b sbd pdwinud: Guwgh
Zuyuutnwl ki vh wdhuny, b wdkup pd @pndtunp 2nipwuqpuithty, hupp, hput
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npuntin hwinhuytghtp npnyhbtwnte it was study abroad tir widkt kjtntgh np qunid
Ehup, wutg wh wyn dkp Ujhup hhdw dh hwn huyulwi tp Epg w kpglne: Uh
hwwn pwt shdwgu: Skp nynpujut £ Uh hwwn maybe dh mwup you know measure
ghwth and that’s embarrassing: CuUu n1 niqnt, | just want to: Niqnid bl np hd
tpkwtbpht b unynpugubd: 0 | wanna carry that on. So..

I am Armenian and it’s necessary to speak Armenian, my our uh our um people’s [non-
standard genitive plural] I guess history, that’s why I took Professor Hovannisian’s
class® last quarter, uh 1 am really uh Ameri American, you know [conjugated in second
person singular/informal] uh and that bothers me a lot because over the years my
Armenian has gone down a lot and my English has increased more, | can speak, argue
really well with people in English, um write homework and speak about it, and I can’t do
it in Armenian. I don’t even know Armenian music well>. If someone says sing a single
Arm Armenian song, [ don’t even know an Armenian song. I went to Armenia for that
one month and everyone um met Professor Chukasszian over there because it was study
abroad and every church that we would go to, he said: “Ah, yes our Aline will now sing
an Armenian song.” I didn’t know a single thing. I only knew maybe ten you know
measures of “Lord Have Mercy” and that’s embarrassing. Umm and | want, | just want
to. | want to teach my children as well. And | wanna carry that on. So..

[A.A./ Age 22 | F | Birthplace — Pasadena, CA / Father born in Tehran, Iran / Mother
born in Yerevan, Armenia]

In addition to the tensions related to accessing and claiming Armenian identity, divergent

language ideologies also lead to a related source of anxiety connected with feelings of guilt and

shame, not only for lacking proficiency in Armenian, but also for their subsequent inability to

fulfill the moral responsibility of transmitting Armenian heritage through the language.

Repeatedly and ubiquitously heritage speakers expressed an inability to come to terms with the

fact that they would be incapable of transmitting Armenian culture, history, language, and all the

other features that comprise the Armenian heritage to future generations due to their lack of

competence in Armenian. Although the questionnaire used for the interviews included a question

%% professor Hovannisian was the longtime Chair of the Armenian History program at UCLA and the instructor of a
series of courses on Armenian history.

* This particular respondent was a Music major at UCLA.

212



toward the end about speakers’ desire to teach their children Armenian, preceding questions
related to the reasons for learning Armenian and/or the importance of knowing Armenian
consistently elicited responses about the obligation to perpetuate Armenian culture across
generations. Without exception, speakers raised the issue of transmitting their heritage to their
children and the anxiety they experience at the possibility of failing to carry out this critically
significant moral obligation. The following are selected responses to questions related to the

significance of knowing and studying Armenian:

Bpljubpu whwnp w unynpkt: Fuyg knnh pwwn nddup Yihuh, hhuw ek dnwstu
pud dbkp wmwphph Epkjubpp ny dbyp sh Jupnud unpdw) junuw: Gphk dh, Lpk
tptjuw whwp w pipku nuig hkwnp junuwu: Enh swn nddup Yhuth pd hwdwp:
Ept dnwstd skd jupw hpw htn tnpdw) jud gpugbn fjunubd: Zhdw hd
dunnutph htinn junuwd hpwp htid jupwb wukb ku husp tu htyy kL B Puyg Bu
hpwig bt yuwnwupiwp skl nitktw np tmwd: Cwwn npunip w, you know:

My children must learn [Armenian]! But that’ll be really hard, if you think about um kids
our age, no one can speak normally. If a, you are gonna have a kid, how are you going to
speak with him/her? That’ll be really hard for me. If I think about it, I can’t speak with
him/her normally or in an educated/literate way. Now when | speak with my parents they
can say such and such is like this. But I won’t have that answer to give to them [her
children]. It’s really sad, you know.

[A.K./Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Abovian, Armenia / Age of arrival — 6 / Parents
repatriated from Iran to Armenia]

Well, yeah tpt huy bu, that’s part of your culture. So, I think Juiptinp L, npinbr n1 Eu
Ujniu yuwwwujuwtht y, like that goes with this, like I wanna be able to like hu
Epbjubippp huybipbt pdwbwib: N kpk ku qu sghubd, hpuig n'ig whnp k
unynpwgubkd: But, yeah...

Well, yeah if you are Armenian, that’s part of your culture. So, | think it’s important,
‘cause the same with the other answer, like that goes with this, like | wanna be able to
like my kids to know Armenian. And if I don’t know it, how am I going to teach them?
But, yeah...

[G.K./Age 21/ F / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia/ Age of arrival — 10 months]
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CUUd oh Ujniu yuwndwnp np niqnud b, Epkjuw np ntuktwd, nignud Bd hpwp b
huykpkt umnpki: So np bu shiwbwd, hpwig n'ig kU unnpugbyne: So ty npu
hwdwnp ) wuklp pt it is np continue the language, you know...that’s pretty much the
main reason.

Umm oh the other reason that | want [to learn Armenian], when | have kids, | want them
to learn Armenian too. So if I don’t know it, how am I going to teach them? So for that
too let’s say, it is to continue the language, you know...that’s pretty much the main
reason.

[M.K./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — New York / Family moved to L.A. when she was 3]

En ubpniunp wwhwywibkp kL wuktp np hd Epkjubpt b phlniq huybpku junubi:
Bpt bu sjupnnquittud junuk), whyuwydwb Epkjubpu skt jupnpubw nt nu
hhwupwthth Yihth:

To preserve that generation and let’s say so that even my kids speak Armenian. If I can’t
speak, my kids will definitely not be able to speak and that will be disappointing.

[N.S./ Age 22 / M / Birthplace — Gyumri, Armenia / Age of arrival — 3.5]

G: Pusn1 £ pn hundwp wynpwt upbinp, np ipkuwbtpng hugbpbi pdwbwb:

N: Npunbkt hpwip b hwy Enukjnt n1 I mean tu hhdw, ophtiwy tpk wukd
wthununtd b, puyg pwn Yniqhiugh np hwytpkup thnppduhg like nidtn hukp,
so st niqgh np hpwtp k(}), np dkdwtwi like ht tdwt Jun qqut jud niqhwt
np hpwtg hwytptup wykjh juy, 1 mean np thnpp tu owwn sku qgnud, puyg np
Ubkbwlinid bu, it’s like I wish I had that opportunity, Yniqiiugh np hpwp, hpwtp
k() wuk...

S: Why is it so important for you that your children know Armenian?

P: ’Cause they’re going to be Armenian too and | mean, now, for example, if | say that |
regret it, but I would’ve really wanted that my Armenian had been like strong from a
young age, so I wouldn’t want them, to grow up and like feel bad too like me or want
their Armenian to be better, I mean when you are young you don’t feel it, but when you
grow up, it’s like I wish I had that opportunity, | would want for them, to do it too...

[P.G./ Age 19/ F / Birthplace — Montobello, CA / Parents from Yerevan, Armenia]

Npunbl quwny hwuljuwiunwd B, dkup htiypwtt pp hwpniun yuwndnipinit nitkup
nt Sunnukpu dhpwn wuk) Eu htd huybkpkup dnputwp dbp mwuphph dwpnljug
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wuwwndwymy, nug np Ubip (kqnit Yynpguktp: Minulyh nignid Eh thnpdkh hputg
ufuw] wwwgnigkh:

‘Cause with time I understand what uh a rich history we have and my parents have
always said to me that if you guys forget Armenian, as a result of people your age, we are
like going to lose our language. | just wanted to prove them wrong.

[N.V./ Age 21 / M / Birthplace — Yerevan, Armenia / Age of arrival — 1.5]

| mean nignid kup pukug np pnjpnipp wwhbup Lh that identity that whole
definition of identity niqnid td knnp wywhbd pp down the line, generation after
generation so np hdwbwt np dunlsjuup hwy w, hpwup huy L

I mean we want to keep/preserve the culture like that, that identity that whole
definition of identity, | want to keep/preserve that uh down the line, generation after
generation so that they know that Fstkchian is Armenian, they are Armenian.

[A.F./Agel9 / M/ Birthplace — Burbank, CA / Father born in Armenia / Mother born in
Aleppo, Syria, repatriated to Armenia at age 16 before moving to U.S.]

Conclusion

The analysis of contradictory attitudes concering the Armenian language among
Armenian heritage speakers indicates a situation in which socialization into elevated language
ideologies seems to be prioritized over socialization into actual language use. Thus, Armenian
heritage speakers embrace extremely strong and powerful sentiments about their language, but as
a result of negative attitudes and behaviors regarding the actual use of Armenian, their lacking
proficiency creates tensions in reconciling the competing ideologies about their heritage
langauge. On the one hand, such a “positive ethnolinguisitc consciousness” comprised of a sense
of sanctity, kinship, and moral imperative (Fishman 1996), highlights the deep meaning
Armenian has for heritage speakers. However, possessing such a close association between

language, ethnic identity, and the moral duty of transmission without the necessary linguistic
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proficiency to justify it can function as a double-edged sword highlighting many of the inherent

contradictions in such paradoxical formulations.

216



CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION

Review of Findings and Implications

This dissertation has introduced Armenian, specifically Eastern Armenian in the Los
Angeles context, into the landscape of heritage languages in the U.S. Given the lack of
knowledge about Armenian as a heritage language, both in the fields of Heritage Language
Research and Armenian Studies, this study has offered the first comprehensive examination of
Armenian heritage language speakers in a variety of capacities. Each chapter has presented a
dimension of its own, highlighting particular qualities of this group of speakers while expanding
knowledge about heritage languages and speakers in general.

Chapter 2 painted the general backdrop of Armenian and Armenians in Los Angeles. It
presented vital information about the development and current situation of the Armenian
language, highlighting some extremely significant factors as they relate to or impact the situation
of heritage speakers. Features such as the pluricentric nature of the language, the divergent
orthographies, the highly diglossic situation of Eastern Armenian, the bi- or multilingual contexts
of development and use for both standards, and the unique case of the Iranian-Armenian
dialect(s) were discussed. Moreover, the history of the multiple waves of Armenian immigration
to the U.S. was reviewed, incorporating the demographic presence of Armenians in the U.S.,
especially in Los Angeles County, with attention to sub-ethnic divisions in this heterogeneous
community. The linguistic presence and use of Armenian in Los Angeles was assessed in the
realms of social services, media, cultural events, and education (both in the public and private
domains). Finally, signs of heritage language loss, particularly among second and third

generation Armenian speakers were illustrated based on census data and the evaluation of the
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goals and proceedings of multiple Task Forces currently dedicated to enhancing Armenian
instruction and promoting Armenian language use in the Los Angeles community.

Although the Armenian community in Los Angeles is quite robust, both in terms of
demographic concentration and the prevalence of Armenian in a variety of social contexts,
indicating positive conditions for language use and maintenance, several factors must be
considered. The community is continuously replenished with ongoing immigration from the
homeland and other diasporic centers, swelling the demographic concentration and more
importantly, providing an influx of Armenian speakers. This seems to be the largest factor in
sustaining and contributing to the vitality of the heritage language. As census data on language
use demonstrates, intergenerational transmission is not vigorous, showing a typical pattern of
decline among second and third generation speakers. Armenian community schools are
struggling in terms of language instruction, partially due to being out of touch with recent
demographic changes (i.e. choice of standard as language of instruction) and novel pedagogical
approaches (curriculum design, teacher preparation, instructional methods, materials, etc.), not to
mention that they only serve a minute portion of the population. Armenian language instruction
in the public sector, such as the immersion programs in Glendale Unified School District
(GUSD), seems to be more in tune with the developments of the community and updated
approaches in education. However, due to their recent establishment it is too early to assess their
impact or effectiveness. These programs are extremely fertile domains for future research.

One of the important objectives of this dissertation was to investigate the linguistic
features of Armenian heritage speakers; this goal functioned as the driving force behind the
decision to conduct the interviews in the heritage language. The knowledge of heritage learners

has often been described as “Swiss cheese,” indicating the fact that speakers usually have a grasp
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of the general matrix of the linguistic system, but one that is often riddled with gaps. Following
this analogy, Chapter 3 revealed the “gaps” in speakers’ knowledge of Eastern Armenian. In the
examination of the grammatical fragmentation process among Armenian heritage speakers, this
chapter outlined linguistic features in the categories of phonology, morphology, register, and
borrowings from English. Several important causative factors were proposed that might
contribute to the exhibition of non-target like features. These include the absence of exposure to
the formal features of Armenian and the social contexts where these would be employed, the lack
of continuous formal education in Armenian, the pluricentric nature of the Armenian language
and the active presence of both standards in the Armenian community, and the influence of
English as the dominant majority language.

In terms of linguistic features, the results from Eastern Armenian heritage speakers fit the
growing profiles of the grammatical system of heritage speakers across various languages.
Although phonological competence seems to be the best-preserved aspect of linguistic
knowledge in heritage speakers, a “heritage accent” is often discernable, suggesting that even the
phonetic system may not be fully developed as a result of incomplete acquisition and attrition
(Godson 2004; Benmamoun et al. 2010). This area of heritage speakers’ grammatical systems
has been understudied thus far (Benmamoun et al. 2010). The analysis in this chapter revealed
that Eastern Armenian heritage speakers demonstrate some phonological deviances that are
unique to a heritage pronunciation or accent, confirming that the sound systems of heritage
speakers are affected as well. Morphological tendencies to standardize and over-regularize
paradigms, and overgeneralize in both form and meaning were also present, corroborating that
inflectional morphology is particularly vulnerable in heritage languages (Benmamoun et al.

2013). Lacking competence in higher registers, including deficits in lexical density and syntactic
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complexity stood out as another prominent feature among Armenian heritage speakers,
corresponding to similar trends across languages. Finally, the impact of language contact and
transfer also revealed the frequent occurrence of code switching, entailing the embedding of
English content words and discourse markers into the matrix of Armenian.

Although research typically puts forth three main factors that shape heritage grammars:
incomplete acquisition, attrition, and transfer from the dominant language (Benmamoun et al.
2013), this chapter offered an additional element, the presence of multiple standards or variants
in one community, resulting in divergent and competing input. This is an extremely important
dynamic to consider for languages that have multiple standards or variants which are
concurrently present in the acquisition process. Also, the influence of the dominant language, in
this case English, was persistently suggested and has been considered an important element of
transfer. In order to distinguish which features are truly results of transfer as opposed to
incomplete acquisition, similar linguistic features should be examined in countries with a
different dominant language.

The implications of these results serve both the theoretical and practical realms.
Investigation of the grammatical system of heritage speakers enriches theoretical linguistics by
examining phenomena that researchers have traditionally studied in children’s language use, but
with test subjects that are more sophisticated and manageable, as well as testing more complex
linguistic relationships (Benmamoun et al. 2010). More practically, there are large benefits to be
reaped by the field of language pedagogy in aiding educators to better understand and serve this
group of learners. The specific “gaps” outlined among Armenian heritage speakers can become
areas of targeted focus during curriculum planning and instruction, strengthening and improving

heritage language education programs.
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Chapter 4 addressed the topic of language use patterns by designating four domains of
linguistic compartmentalization among heritage speakers based on categories of age, gender,
medium, and space. Building and expanding on traditional classifications of domains of language
use, this chapter considered various categories or triggers that lead to the selection of language
among bilingual heritage speakers as well as some potential causes. Given the specific
generational status of speakers, data analysis demonstrated that interactions with older
interlocutors (who are primarily Armenian dominant) were predominately carried out in
Armenian, while communications with those similarly aged or younger mainly occurred in
English. In the analysis of gender-related patterns of language use, a general propensity of more
Armenian use with and among males stood out in opposition to more English use with and
among females. These may be related to gendered patterns of adaptation in the process of
settlement in host countries, including varied educational outcomes for youth, all favoring
females and perhaps influencing the desire for and selection of more English use. In terms of
compartmentalization based on the medium of the language, the heritage language was
dominantly employed in the oral realm, with almost no outlet in the written medium. Factors
such as traditions of language socialization, the lack of literacy in the heritage language and the
resulting limited access to written cultural resources, the scarce availability and use of Armenian
fonts in social media outlets, and the ubiquitous presence of the Roman alphabet were presented
and discussed as significant driving forces. The final category, designating space as a domain of
compartmentalization, demonstrated that in the terms of physical space, there was a clear cut “at
home vs. outside” dichotomy, relegating Armenian to limited physical spaces such as the home
and specifically designated “Armenian” spaces, while giving English a much wider range. In

terms of metaphorical space, defined as the divide between the private/personal and
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public/social, Armenian use functioned in the intimate environment of personal conversations,
while English was viewed as the most appropriate language for public and social interactions.

The term compartmentalization and compartmentalized language use have often been
passingly incorporated in describing the language use patterns of heritage speakers and
communities, with almost no existing studies that tackle this issue head on>. Although the role
of the interlocutor has been addressed in a few studies dealing with domains of language use
(e.g. Fishman 1965), more specific characteristics, such as age and gender have not been as
thoroughly or directly investigated. The factor of age seems a logical one, given the particular
generational status of speakers and the linguistic proficiencies that correlate with the varying
generations. Therefore, it would not be surprising if studies among other groups of heritage
speakers produced similar results. However, the role of gender in shaping language choice and
language use patterns seems more complex and poorly examined. The few studies that do tackle
this issue have produced contradictory results (Klee 1987; Solé 1978; Zendella 1997).
Interestingly, although female heritage speakers seem to have higher proficiency in the heritage
language, males exert more agency in using it. The role of gender is an area worthy of further
attention in the examination of language use patterns in heritage language communities.

The issue of compartmentalization based on the medium of the language seems another
category that is quite logical, given the fact that one of the defining characteristics of heritage
speakers is their lacking literacy. However, some complex factors have been highlighted,
enhancing the strict divide between the oral and written medium of language access and use in

the Armenian case. The results of this section suggest that attention should be paid to particular

* To my knowledge Kouloujian’s (2012; 2014) presentations on linguistic compartmentalization in the Armenian
Diaspora are the only exceptions.
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traditions of language socialization, indicating that a more literacy-centered socialization process
will aid in the development of speakers’ overall proficiency as well as literacy competence,
providing more access to written linguistic and cultural resources during the course of a
speaker’s lifetime. Moreover, in the case of Armenian, the graphically unique alphabet, shared
with no other language, and quite distinct from the ubiquitous Roman alphabet, plays a large
role. Whereas heritage languages that share an alphabet with the dominant majority language
have much easier access to literacy (and transfer of literacy skills), languages such as Armenian
face a big dilemma in this regard. For example, this factor determined the selection of immersion
models in GUSD, with languages that employ the Roman alphabet using the 90/10 model, while
those that have a different alphabet employed the 50/50 model. The distinct alphabet coupled
with speakers’ lacking or limited literacy skills results in a situation where speakers do not
access or produce the language in written media, or use the Roman alphabet to do so. The use of
Romanized Armenian is currently an issue of intense debate both in the homeland and the
Diaspora. | have not come across any academic studies that address this subject either in the
Armenian case or for other languages. This is another fruitful domain of investigation for
languages that employ distinct writing systems.

The last category of spatial compartmentalization highlights the physical and
metaphorical “domestication” of the heritage language (Aparicio 2000), relegating it to the
restricted context of the home, the family, and the heritage community, with English functioning
as the appropriate language for public use. Raised awareness about linguistic
compartmentalization across a variety of domains can influence language policies in
communities and educational institutions. For example, Kouloujian describes an explicit

campaign to decompartmentalize engrained thematic and temporal categories among his college
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students (2014) by assigning tasks that involve writing in Armenian about non-Armenian
abstract topics. He also recommends coming up with “distinctive strategies in order to recapture
language as place” (2014: 5) and even “persistent intervention in order to rearrange functional
diglossia” (2014: 3). As the Task Force currently working on enhancing Armenian use in Prelacy
schools puts forth in their Core Values, “The student should not have an ‘Armenian
language/Armenian’ world and parallel with it, his/her own ‘real’ world, where the ‘Armenian
language and things Armenian’ are missing. The world in its entirety must fit into Armenian”
(Task Force Presentation to Board of Regents of Prelacy Schools 02/04/2014). Khatchadourian
(2014: 12), in his presentation of the novel pedagogical philosophies of the successful Mgnig
Armenian language workshop in Paris, France, echoes the notions above by stating that one of
the fundamental conditions in their approach is the view of Armenian as “a language that
encompasses all aspects of life.” Perhaps such innovations, both in ideology and practice, will
help increase the domains of the heritage language, fostering a more holistic perspective of
Armenian.

Chapter 5 introduced a destructive cycle based on the role that family and heritage
language community members play on heritage speakers’ ability and desire to speak and develop
their heritage language. Building on prominent theories on language acquisition and
development, this chapter explored the persistent anxiety connected with using the heritage
language and the destructive cycle it generates: teasing and ridicule create a fear of judgment that
leads to less interaction in the heritage language, particularly with more competent speakers;
reduced interaction means less comprehensible input and therefore, less opportunity to develop
the heritage language. The chapter individually considered and assessed the impact of teasing,

ridicule, error correction and criticism by more proficient speakers in specific social contexts on
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speakers’ psychological state and how it hinders acquisition and further development of the
heritage language.

The implications of this chapter highlight the role of heritage language community
members and the impact of their behaviors on the self-esteem and confidence of heritage
speakers to use the language. Presumably family or community members who engage in such
actions are not aware of its negative impact. Therefore, raising awareness about this phenomenon
and the proven ineffectiveness of error-correction, teasing, humiliation, and embarrassment may
help alter behaviors, particularly in educational settings where the heritage language is taught™.
Given the difficulty of changing an entire community’s perspective on language correctness and
best-practices during the acquisition and development process, it may be easier to target this
problem from the other end, by educating heritage speakers about their own sociolinguistic
background and linguistic science in general (Carreira 2000). Helping speakers and learners
understand the linguistic legitimacy of their home language, the arbitrary nature of linguistic
prejudice, and the inevitability of dialectal variation, will help raise the value of heritage
languages for individual speakers (Carreira 2000).

Chapter 6, the final analytical chapter, explored divergent language attitudes that
Armenian heritage speakers held, which juxtaposed very positive sentiments about the heritage
language with incompatible language behavior in terms of the practical proficiency and use of
Armenian. These led to a paradox between the expressed language attitude and the performed
language behavior. On the one hand, Armenian heritage speakers espouse very elevated

sentiments about the Armenian language comprised of various emotional components, all

% For example, providing workshops for heritage language teachers on alternatives to explicit error-correction such
as recasting may greatly improve the learning environment.
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highlighting the central role of the Armenian language in the construction, preservation, and
perpetuation of Armenian identity, while on the other hand, they face the practical reality of
insufficient linguistic capacity as a result of language behavior that devalues Armenian as an
instrumental tool. These inconsistent attitudes were investigated with an examination of the
impact of competing majority and minority language ideologies. The dominant language
ideology of monolingualism in the U.S. was considered along with Armenian diasporic
ideologies, which were not homogenous. Instead they fractured along multiple lines, strongly
carrying the influence of U.S. ideologies which position English as more prestigious than
minority languages and the key vehicle to social acceptance and upward mobility. The chapter
concluded with a discussion of the inherent contradictions between the inconsistent attitudes and
behaviors, which lead to a state of cognitive dissonance among speakers in their attempt to
reconcile the competing attitudes and ideologies.

As Benmamoun et al. (2010) underscore in their White Paper on Heritage Linguistics,
“there is a whole untested area of psychological issues experienced by heritage speakers” (79)
that demands attention by scholars. Significantly, most studies dealing with the psychological
elements that influence heritage speakers focus on the impact of the “otherness” during contact
with the dominant culture (Tse 1998; Cho et al. 2004). However, the findings from this study
demonstrate that heritage speakers are constantly on the fault line between two cultures, two
languages, and two ways of being, struggling with reconciling contradictory elements in their
life. They are not only in the role of the “other” in comparison to the dominant culture, but in the
heritage community as well, being left without a place to fit in. The essential role that language

plays in defining and shaping the identity of heritage speakers deserves further attention.
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Paths for the Future

Since this is the first work of its kind, introducing Eastern Armenian to the field of
heritage language research, there are many new directions that can be explored. Several have
already been indicated in the section above. As highlighted in the introduction to this
dissertation, the sample used for this study was a self-selected group. A logical next step would
be to expand and vary the sample size within the Eastern Armenian group to include speakers
who are not learners (i.e. not enrolled in a language class), speakers of different ages from
different demographic and educational backgrounds, and speakers of different generations. These
would offer a more nuanced and complex picture of the situation of Armenian speakers in this
community.

Naturally, another logical follow-up would be to generate a parallel work examining the
sociocultural and linguistic profile of Western Armenian as a Heritage Language in Los Angeles.
The expectation is that this type of project will produce certain parallels along with some
strikingly different results due to the historically and socioculturally special factors that have
shaped the environment of Western Armenian. Features such as the absence of state-support for
Western Armenian, its long-time sole existence as a diasporic language, its recent classification
as an endangered language, and its contact with Eastern Armenian will profoundly impact the
findings of such a study. This type of comparative study will not only illuminate Armenian
Studies, but also contribute to the field of Heritage Language Research in demonstrating how
particular sociocultural and linguistic features variably impact and shape the status of a heritage
language and its speakers.

An equally fascinating extension of this research involves the examination of dialect

“bending” or “accommodation” between heritage speakers of Eastern and Western Armenian.
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Dialect accommodation describes the linguistic processes that take place in situations when two
mutually intelligible varieties of the same language come into contact and result in the
transference of features between varieties. Los Angeles serves as an ideal place for such an
assessment of dialect accommodation in Armenian because it is home to a wide array of
Armenian heritage speakers who are in constant contact. The examination of such interactions
and an analysis of the direction(s) of transference will reveal a great deal about the
sociolinguistic dynamics of this unique community. In the multitude of directions and paths that
can be pursued on this topic, hopefully this dissertation will serve as a good springboard for

further development, expansion, and advancement of knowledge.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A

QUESTIONS USED DURING INTERVIEWS

Biographic Data:

1.

ok~ own

6.

What is your name?

How old are you?

Where were you born?

Where are your parents from? What languages do they speak?

At what age did you come to the U.S.? (Where else did you live before coming to the
U.S.?) What city did you come to in the U.S.?

Who do you live with? Do you have grandparents who live nearby?

Education in HL:

7.
8.

9.
10.
11.

If born outside of the U.S., did you go to school in the home country? For how long?
Did you go to an Armenian day school/Community school/Saturday school in the U.S.?
For how long?

What was your experience like in Armenian school?

Where else did you learn Armenian? (Did your parents/grandparents teach you?)

Were you read to in Armenian as a child? Were you told stories, taught poems, songs,
etc.?

Language Use:

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.

20.

Was Armenian your first language?

At what age did English become dominant?

What other languages do you know or have you studied?

What language do you speak at home (with parents, grandparents, siblings, relatives,
friends...)?

Where and with whom do you use Armenian? Where and with whom do you use
English?

When and with whom do you feel comfortable using Armenian? Why? When and with
whom do you feel uncomfortable using Armenian? Why?

Which language do you think in? Which language do you dream in?

Do you read and write in Armenian outside of class? When and for what purpose? If not,
would you like to?

What kind of activities do you do in Armenian (watch TV, listen to music, read
newspaper, access internet, speak on the phone, attend church, ...)

Language Proficiency:

21.

In your opinion, how proficient are you in Armenian?
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22. Of the four skills (reading, writing, listening, speaking), how would you rank them from
strongest to weakest?

23. Which would you like to improve most?

24. How proficient are you in English?

25. Can you tell/understand a joke in Armenian? Can you be rude? Can you argue in
Armenian? Can you be polite? Can you understand a formal talk? Can you write a term
paper? Can you understand poetry?

Language Attitude:
26. Why have you honestly enrolled in this class?

27. Is it important for you to know Armenian? Why/why not?

28. Does knowing Armenian benefit your future here or hinder it? How/how not?

29. Does your family (parents, sibling, grandparents...) want you to maintain Armenian?

30. Will you teach Armenian to your children? Why/why not?

31. Is it important for you that your future spouse be Armenian? Is it necessary, desired, or
unimportant?

32. How do you self identify? (Armenian, Armenian-American, Iranian-Armenian,
Lebanese-Armenian...)

Language Re-learning Strategies:
33. Does your proficiency level in Armenian compared to English concern you?

34. What do you plan on doing to improve your Armenian?

35. Which do you think would be the best methods to teach your children Armenian?

36. How difficult/easy is it for you to study Armenian in a classroom environment?

37. What were your expectations of the Armenian course? Were they met or was the result
different?

230



APPENDIX B

BASIC PROFILES OF PARTICIPANTS

Initials | Age | Sex | Birthplace | Parents’ Birthplace Age of Parents’ Currently lives
arrival to | languages with
U.S.
AA. 22 | F Pasadena Father: Tehran, Iran NA Armenian, Dorms
Mother: born in English. Father
Yerevan, Armenia understands
(Maternal grandmother Russian. Mother
from Aleppo, also knows
grandfather from French, Turkish
Lebanon). Father
immigrated to U.S. at
age 4, mother at age 9.
AK. 20 F Yerevan Armenia 3 Armenian, Father, mother,
Mother: Yerevan Russian, Father: | older brother
Father: Kirovakan English (well)
(moved to Yerevan to Mother: English
attend university) (somewhat)
AH. 19 F Yerevan Yerevan 8 Armenian, Mother, father,
Russian, English | sister
AF. 19 M Burbank Father: Armenia (born | NA Armenian, Parents and
in a village - Kilikia) English (father brother
Mother: born in w/ accent)
Aleppo, moved to Father: A little
Armenia at age 16). Russian, Turkish
Both moved to U.S. in Mother: A little
1980. Avrabic
AK. 19 | F Abovian, Iran 6 Father and Dorms
Armenia Moved to Armenia mother: Persian,
when they were young Armenian,
— school age English, Russian
E.M. 20 F Glendale Tehran, Iran. Moved to | NA Persian, English, | Mother, father, 2
U.S.in 1978. Armenian brothers
G.K. 21 F Yerevan Gyumri, Armenia 10 months | Armenian, Mother,
Russian, English | grandmother,
(mother knows grandfather,
last two better uncle, aunt, 2
than father) cousins and
sister
G.Z 19 M | West Yerevan, Armenia NA Parents speak Lives in the
Covina both Armenian dorms. Over
standards (E. and | weekends goes
W.), English, home.
mother knows
Turkish
K.N. 19 F Yerevan, Yerevan, Armenia 5 Armenian, Mother, father,
Armenia Russian, English, | sister who comes
Father: also over on
knows Turkish weekends
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because she

dorms at UCSD.
L.A. 20 Glendale Born in Iran, moved to | NA Father: Dorms. Goes
Armenia when father Armenian, home on
was 2, mother 7. English, Russian. | weekends. Lives
Moved to U.S. in Mother: Persian, | with parents and
1989. Armenian, brother.
English,
understands
Russian, doesn’t
speak well
L.S. 24 Yerevan, Yerevan, Armenia 3 Mother: Parents
Armenia Armenian, a little
bit of English,
understands
Russian. Father:
Armenian,
English, Russian,
Turkish
M.K. 19 New York, Armenia NA Armenian, Parents, brother,
moved to Father: Aresh, English, Russian | uncle
L.A. at age Mother: Yerevan
3. Moved to U.S. in 1988
M.T. 20 Yerevan Yerevan 12 (moved | Armenian, Parents, brother
to Russia Russian, English
atage 2,
back to
Armenia at
age 8)
M.T. 18 Pales Armenia NA Armenian, Parents, brother,
Verdes Father: Gyumri English, Russian, | sister
Mother: Yerevan a little bit of grandparents,
Moved to U.S. in 1989 Spanish aunt, cousins
N.S. 22 Gyumri, Armenia 35 Armenian, Parents, brother,
Armenia Father: Gyumri Russian, English | grandmother
Mother: Noyemberian.
N.V. 21 Yerevan, Armenia 15 Armenian, Parents, sister,
Armenia Father: Yerevan Russian, English | brother
Mother: Gavar
P.G. 19 Montebello | Yerevan, Armenia NA Armenian, a little | Parents, brother,
Moved to US in Russian, English | grandfather
1990/91
R.L. 21 Thilisi, Georgia Atage 3 Armenian, Parents
Georgia moved to Russian,
Russia, at | Georgian,
age 9 English. Mother
moved to knows French as
US. well.
S.S. 22 Glendale Iran NA Armenian, Parents, sister
Moved to Armenia at English, a little
age 6/7. Persian.
Moved to U.S. in
1972/73.
S.M. 22 Tehran, Iran | Tehran, Iran 7 Armenian, Parents, brother
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Persian, English

S.V. 21 Yerevan Yerevan 4 months Armenian, a little | Mother
English, father
knew Russian
well because he
lived in Russia
for 17 years,
mother a little.
S.M. 20 Yerevan Yerevan 7.5 Armenian, Parents and 2
Russian, English | brothers
T.Y. 21 Yerevan Armenia, Yerevan 1 year 8 Armenian, Parents
months old | Russian, English.
Mother:
understands
German and
Turkish.
T.S. 21 Gyumri, Gyumri, Armenia 15 Armenian, Father, sister
Armenia Russian,
understand
English a little
V.A 21 Yerevan Armenia: 1 year 2 Armenian, Parents
Mother: Yerevan months Russian, a little
Father: Parp English.
Y.G. 20 Woodland Father: Yerevan, NA Mother — Parents, sister
Hills Armenia English. Father —
Moved to U.S. at age Armenian,
20. Mother: - New English, a little
Jersey (not Armenian) Russian.
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APPENDIX C

BORROWED WORDS AND PHRASES FROM ENGLISH

Academic / College life

4 Point O*
Academia
Activity

After school program
Analysis
Apartment
Argument
Assignment
Autobiography
Campus
Chapter

Cheat

Class

Classics

College
Community
college *

Crosswords
Culture

Dictionary
Elective
Elementary school
Encyclopedia

English

ESL*

Essay
Expectations
First grade
Foreign language
Formal Education
GPA*

High school
History

Identity
Intermediate

Intro
Kindergarten
Language requirement

Latin
Lecture
Level

Literal
Literature
Magnet *
Major

*(No comparable counterpart in Armenian)

Medical school
Metaphor
Middle school
Part-time

Pass

Poetry
Political
Political article
Private school
Professor
Project

Prose

Prove my point
Psychology
Public

Publish
Quarter
Research

Research paper
Roommate
Russian

Satire

Schedule
Science
Semester
Short story
Sign up
Sociology
Spanish
Speech
Structure
Study abroad
Summer school
Sunday school
Syllabus
Terminology
Test

Tutor
Tutoring

UC San Diego

Unit

(in academic setting) *
Valedictorian*

Vocabulary

Language
Accent
Automatic
Communicate
Conversational
Declension
Delivery
Detect

Dual

Font

Formal
Formal/informal
Foundation
Grammar
Heritage
Literate

Phrase

Proficient
Punctuation
Secondary language
Sentences

Skill

Spanish

Spelling

Street language
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Stumble
Stutter
Tagalog
Translate
Verb



Media & Entertainment / Technology

Advertisements
Cd

Cell Phone
Channel
Cinematography
Classical Music

Download
Email

Folk Music
Keyboard
Laptop
Lyrics

Media
Melody
News
On-line
Phone
Phone book

Pop
Reporter
Soap Opera
Tape

TV
Website

Discourse Markers

Actually
And stuff

Basically

I don’t know

| mean
| think

I’d say
I’ll say

*(Introductions to direct speech)

Like
She goes/I am like/
I was like*

So
So like

That’s it
Yeah

You know
You know what | mean

Other
Acquaintance
Active
Although
Always
Annoying
Anyway
Appropriately
Awkward
Basic
Catholic
Chiropractor
Classical
Comedy
Community
Completely
Compliment
Conflict
Confusing
Contact
Conversation
Conviction
Cousin
Creative

Everyday
Exactly
Exchange
Expectations
Experience
Extractions
Extreme
Fictional
Figure out
Flat out
Focus

For the most part
Frame

Fund raiser
Fundamental
Generally
Generation
Hopefully
Identity
Impressed
Improved

In general

In that sense

Maybe

Most
Necessarily
Nervous
Never
Obvious
Obviously
Of course
Offend

Open minded
Opportunity
Option
Organization
Overall
Paperwork
Parameter
Patient
Patriotic pride
Personal
Perspective
Physically
Political aspirations
Popular
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Put into practice
Put them forward
Quote-unquote
Radiology office
Realize

Really

Reason

Respect
Restaurant
Secret
Selectively
Separate
Sequence

Sign

Simple

Social situation
Some
Sometimes
Soon

Spark

Stress

Struggle
Subconsciously



Customers Interbreeding Practical Surprised

Date someone Intimidate Practically Time-consuming
Debate Investments Prefer To be honest
Definitely It speaks volumes Preserve Token
Definition Judge President Typical
Depends Just Pressure Usually
Depends on Label Probably Western/Eastern
Dyslexic Let’s say Problem Whatever
Environment Mainly Professional

Especially Majority Proper

Even though Manager Prove
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APPENDIX D

EASTERN ARMENIAN VOWEL AND CONSONANTAL SYSTEM AS REPRESENTED
IN THE INTERNATIONAL PHONETIC ALPHABET (IPA)

Front Back
Central
Unrounded Rounded Unrounded Rounded
i u
Close "I nL
i u
E a 2
Mid k, I;[31 o n, al31
e é =] 0,0
a
Open ui
a
Post-
Bilabial| Labiodental |Alveolar Palatal Velar Uwvular| Glottal
alveolar
Nasal m (1) n (i)
aspirated | p" () r () K (p)
Stop |voiceless*l| p (i) t (i) k(1)
voiced | b (p) d (g) g (g)
aspirated ts" (g) | 1" (3)
Affricate voiceless ts (3) | tf (%)
voiced dz (4) |d3 (p)
voiceless i (%) s (W | () X (k) h (5, B
Fricative
voiced v (oo, n® oz () | 3 () 8 ()
Approximant e (7 i (b b E)E
Tap
Trill r(n)
Lateral I Q)
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