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Most non-Russian-speaking populations within the Russian Federation have experienced cultural assimilation accompanied by language shift from bilingualism to Russian monolingualism. Census data for the Republic of Tyva (Tuva) in southern Siberia, to the contrary, indicates continued vitality of the local language, Tuvan (Martan-ool 2000). The paper presents the results of a preliminary sociolinguistic survey focusing on language practices and attitudes among bilingual Tuvans in Kyzyl. The data show that although Tuvan is widely used by ethnic Tuvans, a significant percentage of urban born Tuvans exhibit signs of intergenerational language shift. At the same time, rural Tuvans who moved to the capital in search of employment report that they lack basic literacy skills in Russian. Both findings have ramifications for the long-term outcome of Tuvan-Russian bilingualism in the Republic of Tuva.

I. Bilingualism and Language Shift in the Russian Federation


The Russian Federation (RF) is a multiethnic and multilingual state with over 150 languages spoken within its borders (Karaulov). In the most recent national census 19% of the population of the RF identified themselves as speakers of a language other than Russian (RF Census 2002). The last three decades have witnessed widespread intergenerational language shift from local home-based
 languages to Russian. From 1970–1989 the number of Buryats, Komis, Tartars, Udmurts, Chuvash, and Yakuts who did not know their ethnic language doubled (Mikhal’chenko 2002).
. According to the 1989 Census, only 50% of Karelians considered their ethnic language as native (rodnoi) while 30% of Bashkirs, Komis, Mordovians, Udmurts and only 20–25% of Tatars, Maris, and Chuvash considered their ethnic languages as native

Language contact in Respublika Tyva, or (henceforth) Tuva, in southern Siberia, judging from census data, has produced results that are markedly different than that in the rest of the Russian Federation. Tuvan forms part of the Altai-Sayan branch of Turkic languages. The second largest linguistic group represented in the RF (after Russian) is comprised of speakers of Turkic languages. Comparison of census data from 1989 and 1994 reveals that while in most Turkic speaking areas the percentage of the ethnic groups considering the titular republic language to be their “native” language is dropping over time, the percentage of Tuvans considering Tuvan to be their “native” language is holding steady (Solntsev and Mikhal’chenko 2000, L–L1). This data suggests that language contact in Tyva seems to have resulted in stable bilingualism rather than assimilation.


This paper presents the results of a sociolinguistic survey assessing the status of Tuvan-Russian bilingualism in Kyzyl, the capital city of the Republic of Tuva. The primary purpose of the survey was to gather data about language attitudes and language practices, matching them with key demographic factors such as age, education level, and income. The fundamental issue underlying the study is the ethnolinguistic vitality of Tuvan. Census data, although limited in scope (see discussion below), seems to indicate that most Tuvans are proficient in Tuvan. My study was designed to probe deeper than census data, to evaluate the functional distribution of the two languages in Tuvan society, looking for signs of language shift among the Tuvan population. 

II. Language Contact, Bilingualism, and Language Shift


Language contact has a variety of outcomes depending on social, political, economic, and linguistic factors. In situations of language contact, bilingualism is best defined as a scalar phenomenon. Contact can result in additive bilingualism, where speakers become bilingual by adding another language to their linguistic repertoire without any affect on proficiency in their mother tongue. Subtractive bilingualism occurs when a second language is learned at the expense of the first language or mother tongue. The process of language attrition is gradual, evidenced by an erosion of language proficiency in successive generations. Intergenerational language shift typically occurs among émigré populations within three generations (Fishman 1991), although the rate of shift may vary somewhat. The dynamic of bilingualism over time in situations of language contact is captured by Fishman’s Graded Intergenerational Disruption Scale (GIDS) (Fishman 1991, 88–109). The GIDS model presents language shift as a continuum. At one end of the scale is the monolingual speaker of the home-based language, at the other end of the scale is the outcome of language shift–the total loss of the home-based language (Veltman 1991, 146). Between these two ends are varying degrees of bilingualism. According to this model, adopted for this study, the central criterion of language vitality is the rate of intergenerational transmission of the language and the spheres of use, or domains, of language use. Domains of language use can be divided into the home-based, family-oriented sphere and those outside the home, including institutional contexts of language use. When language shift occurs, typically the number of domains in which the home-based language is used contracts, losing ground to the prestige language. If two languages are used in separate functional spheres or domains, a situation known as “diglossia,” (Ferguson 1959) then bilingualism can be said to be stable and the long-term prognosis for the vitality of the local language is quite good. If, however, the functional distribution of the local language is shrinking over time so that it is used in fewer domains, and if proficiency in the dominant language is perceived as prerequisite to socioeconomic advancement, the long-term prospects for maintenance of the local language are considerably reduced. 


The dynamics of language contact, which language is used in what range of domains, is only one of several factors that have been shown to affect the outcome of language contact situations. Language attitudes, as Schiffman (1997) observes, also play a central role in language shift since they affect the maintenance and transmission of language. Language maintenance and shift is at root motivated by individual decisions about language use (Karan 2000, 68). Karan’s “perceived benefit model” attempts to account for the role of individual decisions in language maintenance and shift. These decisions are based on perceptions in three spheres: communication, economic, and social. People make languages choices partly to facilitate communication. For example, bilinguals make communication possible by switching to the language of a monolingual interlocutor. Karan divides social motivations for language choice into two types: 1) use of the prestige language motivated by a desire to acquire power, prestige, and influence and 2) use of an in-group language to help bring about “solidarity, acceptance, and influence.” (69) A high level of loyalty to the in-group language may not be enough to prevent intergenerational shift. Decisions about which language to acquire and maintain are also based on perceptions of economic gain. The perception that proficiency in the prestige language is essential for socioeconomic advancement often motivates a drive to become bilingual. In diglossic situations the need to maintain the in-group language and to acquire the prestige language coexist. 


Social institutions and the media also affect the outcome of language contact situations. Minority languages are more likely to survive if they are supported institutionally, such as in the educational system. The availability of media produced in the minority language also helps sustain bilingualism. While legislative attempts to regulate language use in the public sphere are usually difficult (and in some cases impossible) to enforce, language laws provide insight into language attitudes in official spheres, and they reflect some of the sociolinguistic pressures experienced in bilingual or multilingual societies. 


This sociolinguistic study of bilingualism in Kyzyl examines all three factors described above, language attitudes, domains of use, and language policies, that typically play key roles in determining the outcome of a language contact situation. The survey assesses language attitudes among bilinguals of various ages living in Kyzyl. Responses reporting language attitudes are matched with demographic information, producing data about generational differences in attitudes towards language. The survey points to two perceived sociolinguistic trends. Although Tuvans exhibit high levels of self-identification as Tuvans, and despite the high levels of prestige the Tuvan language carries as a marker of Tuvan culture, a significant number of urban-born Tuvans in Kyzyl show signs of language shift. Respondents from rural areas, particularly those that moved to the capital later in life, report lower levels of proficiency in Russian. These results and their ramifications are reviewed below. 

In addition to the survey, included below are the results of a review of recent policies in education and mass media that will likely have a lasting impact on the vitality of Tuvan.

III. A Brief History of Tuvan


Evidence of a written language among indigenous people of the Altai-Sayan region dates back to the fifth and sixth centuries (Sat 1973). These earliest writing samples, in the form of stone inscriptions, provide evidence that the Tuvan language developed as a result of contact between indigenous locals living in the Yenisei valley and Turkic tribes who settled in the area. With the settlement of Mongolian tribes in the area in the thirteenth century, Mongolian was adopted as the written language. Mongolian was used for written communication, primarily by the religious elite, until the Russian revolution. By the beginning of the 1930’s 1.5 percent of the Tuvan population was literate in Mongolian (Grenoble 2003, 186). The genesis of the modern Tuvan literary language dates back to the 1930’s when the first alphabet, based on Latin characters, was developed for Tuvan. In 1941 a new Tuvan alphabet based on Cyrillic was introduced. With the adoption of the new alphabet, the Tuvan literary language, based on the central Tuvan dialect, was born. According to Sat (1973) from the 1930’s on, the functional range of literary Tuvan gradually expanded. The written language began to be used for public administration in local government and the Tuvan language was introduced as a compulsory subject in secondary schools in the 1940s. When the first radio broadcasts in Tuva began in 1932, 75% of broadcasts were in Tuvan. In 1945 a Tuvan language press was established, publishing both periodicals and books. After Tuva was officially incorporated into the USSR in 1944, Tuvan-Russian bilingualism became more widespread. 


A number of historical and demographic factors have contributed to the unique sociolinguistic situation in Tuva, resulting in high levels of Tuvan maintenance and low levels of assimilation. In the nineteenth century Tuva, a “somewhat isolated appendage of Outer Mongolia,” remained at the margin of the Russian empire until the revolution (Forsyth 1992, 225) and did not officially become part of the USSR until 1944. Tuva, geographically isolated by the Sayan Mountains, still lacks a railroad link to the rest of the Russian Federation. The population density in Tuva remains comparatively low. Traditionally, the majority of Tuvans lived in rural areas. Census data from recent years shows a gradual trend of urbanization. 2002 RF Census figures for the first time show a majority of Tuvans living in urban areas (see tables 1 and 2, below).


 Traditionally, a high concentration of Tuvans within the RF (95% by current estimates (Anaiban et al. 1999, 14)) live in Tuva. Over three quarters of the population in Tuva identified themselves as Tuvan in the 2002 Census, while Russians comprise slightly less than one quarter of the population of Tuva. In contrast, in the neighboring Republic of Khakassia, Khakassians make up only 11% of the republic population, while Russians make up 80% (Federal'naia sluzhba gosudarstvennoi statistiki RF 2002). Similarly, in the Republic of Altai only 3% of the population identified themselves as ethnic Altais, while 55% are Russians. High assimilation rates are the norm across Turkic speaking areas of the Russian Federation (Baskakov and Nasyrova 2000). 


While low rates of assimilation in Tuva are not debated, it must be pointed out that most of the research about the sociolinguistic situation in Tuva to date (Borgoiakova 2002a, 2002b, Martaan-ool 1999, 2000) have relied exclusively on RF Census data.
 As Verdoodt (1997, 35) observes, census data provide only a broad measurement of ethnicity and language use. The most recent RF Census, for example, queries respondents about their native (rodnoi) language, asking them if they are fluent in Russian. Respondents are they are also asked to report what other languages they know well (vladejut). Proficiency is difficult to assess without any information about skill levels. Ability to speak a language may or may not be accompanied with literacy in the written language. These questions provide no information about domains of language use, an important measure of assimilation. Finally the term “native” (rodnoi in Russian) is open to interpretation. It may be interpreted as the mother tongue, the language spoken in the individual’s home in childhood, or it may be the individual’s main or first language, the language they use most often as adults. Also their native language may or may not be associated with ethnic origin. The sociolinguistic survey of Tuvan outlined in this paper features a range of questions about domain use and language background designed to provide a fuller and more up-to-date picture of language attitudes and practices in Tuva. 

IV. Sociolinguistic Survey in Tuva - Methodology


This paper presents the results of a sociolinguistic survey focusing on language practices and attitudes in the capital of Tuva, Kyzyl, carried out in July of 2005. The survey featured over 100 questions. The data presented below are based on 183 completed surveys. Surveys were in written form, with two versions (Russian and Tuvan) presented as facing translations. The survey was divided into seven parts, each designed to elicit responses relating to bilingualism, language practices, and language attitudes. Each part of the survey consisted of a series of multiple choice questions supplemented by open questions, allowing respondents to comment on their responses or on the questions. The closed (multiple choice) questions provided quantitative data, while responses to open questions contained commentary about language attitudes and practices. 


The first part of the survey focused on basic demographic data, including birthplace, age, education, income, profession, and family status. The second part presented a series of questions designed to establish the linguistic heritage of each respondent, including questions about the home-based language used in childhood, the mother tongue of the respondent’s parents, and the age at which the respondent began using (or learning) each language. At the end of the section respondents were asked to rate their proficiency in Tuvan and in Russian on a scale, rating skills in all four areas (reading, writing, speaking and oral comprehension). The third and fourth sections focused on language practices within the family and outside of the family, respectively. Both sections feature multiple-choice questions establishing domains of language use followed by open questions inviting commentary about the domains of use (Tuvan and Russian). The fifth part of the survey contains questions about the media, querying what kinds of media individuals are exposed to, in which language, and the frequency and duration of exposure. Section six poses questions about national and ethnic identification and perceived benefits of proficiency in each language. The final section of the survey asks respondents to rate language proficiency of family members and to identify and comment about language use and availability of language instruction in the education system. 


The survey was designed to gather information about perceptions of bilingual practices and proficiency: who speaks what language to whom and in what situations, what role does Russian and Tuvan play in their daily lives, in their futures and what value is placed on language proficiency. By comparing self-reported data estimating inter-generational language proficiency, we can make some general conclusions about local perceptions of sociolinguistic trends. It should be pointed out that this project was conceived and executed as a preliminary study. The overall intent was to carry out a limited survey that would probe deeper than census data into language attitudes and practices and provide an overview of the sociolinguistic situation in Kyzyl. I intend to follow this survey with a more in-depth study combining proficiency testing with observational studies. 


The survey was circulated to female heads of households. Questions were structured so that one survey would provide data about language proficiency and practices across generations within the family. It proved logistically impossible to use random sampling techniques for this survey. A profile of the demographic background of respondents is presented below in section V. 1.

V. 1. Survey Results: Demographic Data


The pool of respondents included 150 ethnic Tuvans, 6 respondents of mixed Tuvan-Russian parentage, 22 Russians and 3 Khakass respondents. 8 of the Tuvans, originally from the southern Tuvan provinces bordering on Mongolia, reported fluency in Mongolian as well as Tuvan. 125 of the respondents were female, 58 were male. Only 12% of survey respondents were Russian, about half of the republic average. Overall the average age of respondents, 35 years of age, is significantly higher than the average age reported for Tuva (not surprising as the survey was circulated principally to heads of households). The mean age of residents of Kyzyl in 2002 was 26 (RF Census), slightly higher than the republic average of 25 years. 82% of respondents to the survey had the equivalent of a secondary education or higher, roughly the same average education level in the 2002 RF Census of Tuva. 43% of survey respondents were born in villages, while only 19% were born in Kyzyl. This statistic reflects the trend of urbanization that can has been observed in Tuva over the past thirty years (tables 1 and 2 below).  63% of those respondents who moved to Kyzyl did so after the age of 16. Occupations of respondents ranged over a wide array of sectors of the economy. 15% of respondents reported that they were unemployed.

V. 2. Survey Results: Language Proficiency and Language Shift


Perceptions about language shift and levels of proficiency were surveyed in several sections. In the demographic section subjects were asked series of questions designed to ascertain their home-based (rodnoi) language. These included questions about the linguistic background of their parents, the age at which they began to use Tuvan (or Russian), and the language used in their household in early childhood. Then respondents were asked to rate their own language proficiency, their parents’ proficiency and then, in a separate section, the proficiency of their offspring. Subjects were given separate grids to rate their proficiency in Tuvan and their proficiency in Russian. The rating required estimation of skill levels in all four linguistic skills: reading, writing, speaking, and comprehension. After rating skill levels, subjects were provided with an opportunity to comment on their skill levels. Self-report data on language proficiency, since it is wholly subjective, cannot be deemed an accurate measure of language shift. Self-assessment should be followed up with actual proficiency testing, which was outside of the scope of this preliminary study. Nevertheless, the self-report data from this study, because it required assessing proficiency levels across generations, present an important picture of perceptions of language shift. When coupled with data about perceptions about language prestige, whether language knowledge is required for socioeconomic advancement, this information can shed some light on long-term prospects for the maintenance of bilingualism. 

Few of the Russians respondents to the survey reported more than minimal level of proficiency in Tuvan. Twenty out of twenty-two Russian respondents indicated either than they knew no Tuvan (90%) or that they could not speak, but they could comprehend some Tuvan. These statistics are not unusual, for as Baskakov and Nasyrova (2000, 67) report, only 6% of Russians within the Russian Federation report proficiency in a minority language and of those that do, only 2.5% are proficient in Turkic languages. 

21% percent of Tuvan respondents reported that they were not fully proficient in Russian.
 When this data is correlated with information about birthplace and education level, some interesting patterns emerge. While only 17% of Tuvans born in Kyzyl reported less than full proficient levels in Russian, 37% of Tuvans born in rural areas (with a population of 5500 or less) report that they are not fully proficient in Russian. Although it is not possible to know how this data translates into real languages skills, it indicates that those who are schooled primarily in rural areas perceive that their proficiency levels in Russian lag behind their Tuvan skills. The fact that all respondents who reported lower proficiency levels in Russian arrived in Kyzyl at the age of sixteen or older suggests that the age at which migration to Kyzyl occurs plays a role.


A correlation between birthplace and language proficiency was also observed among Tuvans reporting on their proficiency in Tuvan. 15% of Tuvans who responded to the survey rated their overall skill levels as less than fluent. 29% of urban born Tuvans rate their Tuvan skills as less than full fluency. This statistic confirms that there is a perceived tendency among urban Tuvans to lose (or never acquire) full proficiency in their native language. 


In addition to rating their own skill levels, respondents were asked to rate the proficiency levels of their parents and their offspring. On the basis of this data, some generalizations can be made about perceptions of intergenerational language loss among Tuvans in Kyzyl. Most (77%) respondents reported that they had the same levels of proficiency in Tuvan as their parents (see table 3 below). Only 13% reported that their parent’s proficiency levels were higher than theirs. Similarly, most (70%) of Tuvans reporting on the proficiency level of their offspring reported no drop in proficiency levels (see table 4 below). A significant percentage (24%) of Tuvans did perceive a drop of proficiency levels among their children; of these 93% were born in Kyzyl. Respondents with more than one child were asked which language (Russian, Tuvan, or a mixture) their offspring use as their primary mode of communication with one another. 66% of respondents reported that their children either always or mostly speak Tuvan to one another. A full 25% reported that their children communicated in a mixture of Tuvan and Russian, while 4% report that their children communicate with one another in Russian.


The final question addressing language shift asked respondents to report their perception of Tuvan proficiency levels among Tuvan youth in Kyzyl. 41% of Tuvans respondents indicated that the level of proficiency in Tuvan among youth in Kyzyl was declining, 21% reported that proficiency levels are rising, 46% indicated that either they perceived no change or they did not know. An open question solicited respondent’s comments about their perceptions of language proficiency among Tuvan youth. The three most frequently reported causes of perceived declines in proficiency levels were the education system, the media (including print media sources), and the importance of proficiency in Russian for socioeconomic advancement. Some respondents cited pre-school education as a factor, claiming that most daycare workers are monolingual in Russian. Others cited the predominance of Russian in secondary education; some mentioned educational policies enacted in 2004 reducing the number of hours of Tuvan language instruction. Those who commented on language in education at the post-secondary level commented that many college-age youth seek to enroll in colleges outside of Tuva, which, of course, requires strong Russian literacy skills. Respondents commenting on the role of media in the perceived drop of proficiency levels claim that there is significantly less media available in print and on the television than in the early nineties (for a discussion of this issue see the section on language polices below). The few comments made by those who felt that that proficiency levels in Tuvan are rising rather than falling in Kyzyl point to the migration of Tuvan rural youth, who are not fully proficient in Russian, to Kyzyl as a factor. 


This self-report data on perceived proficiency levels point to some key pressures influencing the long-term outcome of language contact in Tuva. Tuvans raised and educated in rural areas are less likely to rate themselves as fully proficient in Russian. There is a widespread perception among Tuvans that urban youth, especially those born in Kyzyl, are likely to be less proficient in Tuvan than their parents. And those Tuvans born and raised in urban areas are more likely to perceive their Tuvan language skills as lacking. The dominance of Russian language media and recent policies in secondary education were cited as the main factors underlying these trends. 

V. 3. Survey Results: Domains of Language Use

Fishman (1991) introduced the notion of domain, or functional spheres of use, as a measure of language vitality in contact situations. Intergenerational language attrition, according to this definition, is characterized by a gradual narrowing in the range of functional spheres. In stages 1-5, the initial stages of intergenerational shift, the minority language recedes from the use in the public domain (government, media, the work environment, and education). Stages 6-8 focus on language use in the home. As the minority language loses ground, it recedes from the public domain into the private domain and eventually (stage 6) is not passed to subsequent generations within families. 

The survey of domain use (table 4 and table 5 below) in Tuva corroborates that Tuvan is used widely both in the private and public spheres. In most public domains (table 5), bilinguals reported that a mix of Tuvan and Russian predominates, with the choice depending on the background of the interlocutor. Respondents estimating language use at the workplace with supervisors, indicated that pure Tuvan (with no Russian) would be most unlikely to be used. As expected, bilingual Tuvans indicated that they were more likely to speak only Tuvan in family oriented domains (see table 5). Respondents indicated that the likelihood of using Tuvan within the family domain depended on the age of the interlocutor. Within the immediate family, they reported that they were most likely to use only Tuvan with their maternal grandmother. They indicated that they were more likely to use Tuvan with their parents than with their children. With their children, they reported a tendency to use less pure Tuvan with older children. In the public sphere, bilinguals reported that Tuvan is used in a wide array of domains (table 6), and these reports were corroborated by field observations in Kyzyl. 

Although Tuvan is by no means a “threatened” or “endangered” language, the survey provides evidence of pressures on the Tuvan literary language. First, Tuvan respondents indicated that they rarely use only Tuvan in writing notes (table 6). Only 3% of Tuvan respondents indicated that they use only Tuvan when writing notes; 4% indicated that they use mostly written Tuvan; 57% reported using a mix of Tuvan and Russian; the remaining 38% of Tuvan respondents indicated that they use Russian or mostly Russian when taking notes.  Second, 17% of Tuvan respondents filled out Russian rather than the Tuvan variant of the questionnaire, despite the fact that the Tuvan translation was printed on the recto side of each page. Those administering the questionnaire reported that many Tuvans who filled out the questionnaire commented that they found it quite difficult to respond to the questions in Tuvan. Many respondents observed that they had had to read the questions in Russian before they could answer them in Tuvan. This evidence, although anecdotal in nature, suggests that although Tuvan enjoys a high vitality as a spoken form, its written form may be losing ground. Sat, in his definitive history of the written Tuvan literary language (1973), identified some of the pressures that are at work today challenging the vitality of the Tuvan literary language. Sat predicted that as Tuvan-Russian bilingualism expanded, the function of the Tuvan literary language would contract. He saw this process as the inevitable result of the high prestige of Russian as the lingua franca in higher education and in the USSR as a whole. And Sat’s predictions are supported in a general way by Tuvans queried in the survey. The majority of survey respondents (63%) indicated that they felt that Tuvan is used less widely since the Republic of Tuva acquired limited sovereignty. Current policies in the spheres of education and in mass media (reviewed below), cited in responses to questions about intergenerational transmission of Tuvan, are perceived as having a negative impact on the continued vitality of the Tuvan literary language. 

V. 4. Survey Results: Language and Cultural Identity


The survey included a number of questions focusing on the issues of ethnolinguistic identity and language prestige. Respondents were given a multiple-choice question phrased in the following manner: “If you were abroad and you were asked where you are from how you would respond?” They were asked to select from one of five answers: 1) from Russia, 2) from Siberia, 3) from Tuva, 4) from Kyzyl, or 5) they were invited to fill in the blank with their own response. Although the majority of Tuvan subjects selected Tuva (50%), indicating a high level of ethnolinguistic identification as Tuvans, 42% of Tuvans indicated that they would reply that they are from Russia. 5% of Tuvan respondents indicated that they would reply that they are from Siberia, while only 3% selected Kyzyl. The small number of respondents selecting Kyzyl is not surprising since the majority of Tuvans presently living in Kyzyl moved there from rural areas. The high percentage of Tuvans selecting “Russia” as the label for their area of origin shows that, although Tuvans are proud of their ethnolinguistic heritage as Tuvans, their identity also includes a consciousness that Tuva is geopolitically part of Russia. Most Russian respondents (65%) selected “Russia” as their response. Only 6% of Russians indicated that they would reply that they were from Tuva. 29% wrote in other answers.


The second question focusing on identification issues queried respondents about their feelings about Tuva (Kak vy otnosites’ k Tuve? Tyvaga xamaarylgaar kandygyl?). Respondents could select from two answers: “my homeland” or “my place of residence,” or they could write in an alternative answer. 98% of Tuvan respondents selected the first response, “my homeland,” thus demonstrating strong overall identification with Tuva. Only 1% of Tuvan respondents selected the second response, “my place of residence,” and only 1% wrote in a response. In contrast, an equal number of Russian subjects selected “homeland” (45%) and “place of residence.” 9% indicated that they could not answer. 


These questions about ethnolinguistic identification were followed with two open questions inviting respondents to comment about their feelings about the Tuvan language and the Russian language respectively. Over half of the comments by Tuvans indicated simply that they had positive feelings about the Tuvan language (xorosho, normal’no, nichego). 9% of comments emphasized Tuvan’s status as their native language (rodnoi). Another 9% responded that they “love” Tuvan. Others mentioned its beauty and/or its “richness.”


I think that there is no language as beautiful as Tuvan.


It is one of the most beautiful and richest languages on earth. 

A few respondents  (2%) expressed “pride” in Tuvan while another 3% used the verb “respect” in their comments. 


I am proud of it as a language of high culture. 


I have positive feelings towards it. I respect it. 

Comments by Russian respondents to this question were generally positive. Over half of Russian responses stated that they had “good” or “positive” feelings towards Tuvan. One quarter of comments were neutral, typically stating that they do not know Tuvan. Only one response out of 22 was negative, stating that the respondent relates to the Tuvan language “with difficulty.” Many Tuvans (46%) commented they felt “good” or “positive” about the Russian language. A few Tuvans (6% of those that replied) observed that knowledge of Russian is “useful” or “required” or “needed,” some indicating that it is the language used in the Russian Federation at large. A small number of Tuvans (3%) replied that they “respected” the Russian language. 3% of Tuvan comment that they feel “badly” or “not good” about Russian. Negative comments were typically laconic. 


A set of multiple-choice questions, each of which were accompanied by space allowing respondents to comment on their answers, asked about relative prestige levels of each language. An overwhelming majority of Tuvan respondents (87%) indicated that Tuvans proficient in Russian can more readily secure employment. Given the role the Russian language plays as the lingua franca in the public sectors in Tuva, the high percentage of Tuvans selecting this response is not surprising. Similarly, when asked if it is “useful” (vygodno) for Tuvan children to learn Russian, 91% of Tuvans responded affirmatively. Comments about responses typically observed that knowledge of Russian would be “useful,” or “necessary.” 16% of Tuvan respondents remarked that the Russian language is the lingua franca of higher education; others mentioned that knowledge of Russian is required in the workplace. A number of comments featured references to the fact that Tuva is part of the Russian Federation and/or stated that Russian functions as the lingua franca or as the language of interethnic communication within the Russian Federation. 2% of respondents mention Russian’s status as a “state” language.

When asked about the value of Tuvan language proficiency in obtaining employment, Tuvan respondents were split. Most (55%) indicated that they felt that knowing Tuvan was an advantage, while 22% indicated that it would not be an advantage. 24% indicated they did not know.  One explanation for the large number of the affirmative responses to this question may be the perception of some level of Tuvan loyalty at work in hiring practices. This conclusion, however, requires further testing. 

Ethnolinguistic attitudes were also tested in questions about who should know Tuvan. 36% of Tuvan respondents replied affirmatively to questions about whether all individuals residing in Tuvan should be proficient in Tuvan. The comments that followed by those who responded affirmatively can be divided into four semantic subgroups. Of the 38 subjects who commented, 6 (15%) mentioned “respect.” Typical examples include the following responses:


If you respect any people or culture, you should know their language.


Since they live in Tuva they should respect our traditions. 


I think that those who know Tuvan, respect Tuvans. 

Others mentioned the fact that Tuvan is officially designated as a “state language” (gosudarstvennyi iazyk).
 Several respondents mentioned the issue of reciprocity. For example:


Because if we should know their language, then they should know our language.


We know Russian.

The majority of Russian respondents (58%) felt that it is not necessary for all residents of Tuvan to know Tuvan. 


All Tuvan respondents indicated that they would like their offspring to be multilingual. 76% replied that they would prefer their children to study three language: Tuvan, Russian, and English. 26% selected Russian and Tuvan as their preferences. Likewise, the majority of Russian respondents indicated a desire that their children should be instructed in all three languages. Comments that followed this section by both Russians and Tuvans stressed the value of multilingualism. 


Overall Tuvan responses demonstrated strong cultural identification with Tuva and with the Tuvan language. Yet despite these high levels of ethnolinguistic identification as ethnic Tuvans, Tuvans view knowledge of Russian as a necessary and vital skill. In their responses Tuvans acknowledged the prestige of Russian as the lingua franca in official spheres within Tuva. By expressing a desire for their children to be educated in English as well as Russian and Tuvan, Tuvans expressed recognition of the growing importance of English in the globalizing world. Russians identified themselves primarily as residents of Russia, but they, like Tuvans, recognized the growing importance of the English language. 

V. 5. Survey – Conclusions


Survey results indicate that Tuvan language is central to Tuvan cultural identification. Self-report data about domains indicates that Tuvan is used widely in daily life in Kyzyl. Tuvan is used in a wide range of domains and functions in both private and public spheres. The survey contains some evidence of pressures currently at work influencing levels of Tuvan proficiency among the indigenous population. Urban born Tuvans displayed a tendency to rate their proficiency levels in Tuvan as less than full. Tuvan respondents indicated that writing skills in Tuvan may not be as strong as their Russian skills. As mentioned above, Sat (1973) in his history of the development of the Tuvan literary language predicted that levels of Tuvan literacy would be challenged by the position of Russian as the prestige language within the USSR. Given the high levels of cultural and ethnic identification by Tuvans, there is no danger that Tuvan will disappear anytime soon. The survey indicates, however, that the written Tuvan language (that is writing proficiency as an active skill) may be under considerable pressure. In 2004, the Tuvan Ministry of Education approved a measure that reduces the numbers of hours of Tuvan language instruction in a significant number of schools, from three hours of instruction (the norm in non-national schools) to one hour. Tuvan television, due to funding shortfalls, has drastically reduced the broadcast time in Tuvan in recent years. At its peak in 1993, Tuvan language programming ran for an average of twenty to thirty hours a week. At present Tuvan language broadcasts are limited to 10-15 minutes a day with an hour on Saturdays. These policies, as well as a general reduction in the availability of print media in Tuvan
, will have an ongoing effect on Tuvan proficiency levels overall and they will present a particular challenge to the vitality of the comparatively young Tuvan literary language. The Tuvan spoken language enjoys a high level of vitality at this time. Widespread literacy levels in Tuvan are likely to fall unless more resources are committed to supporting Tuvan media sources and Tuvan instruction in schools. At the same time, the self-assessed low levels of Russian language proficiency are an ongoing area of concern as Tuva struggles to improve social and economic conditions. While Tuvans rate their indigenous language as a key marker of ethnic identity, they also believe unanimously that proficiency in Russian language is a vital skill for their children. The long-term outcome of this language contact situation is at present unknown, but this survey has made it possible to identify pressures currently at work shaping the linguistic future of Tuva. 
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Table 1: Population distribution in the Republic of Tuva (Osnovnye itogi Vserossiiskoi perepisi naselenija 2002 g. Kyzyl. Komitet gosudarstvennoi statistiki Respublika Tyva)
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Table 2: Population distribution in Republic of Tuva, Percentage of urban population.
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Table 3: Tuvan proficiency rating: Respondent comparing own skills to that of parent.
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Table 4: Tuvan proficiency rating: Respondent comparing own skills to that of offspring.


[image: image4.wmf]   Table 5: Language used across family-based domains reported by Tuvan respondents
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   Table 6: Language used across domains in the public domains reported by Tuvan respondents
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� In 1991 the name of the Soviet Autonomous Republic of Tuva was changed to the Republic of Tyva of the Russian Federation. I use the terms “Tuva” and “Tuvan” throughout the paper in reference to the republic, its ethnic inhabitants and their language.


� I prefer the term “home-based” language or the “mother” tongue, rather the native (rodnoi) language. In the context of multilingual settings the precise definition of the “native” tongue can be problematic.


� Anaiban et al’s (1999) 1995 “ethnopolitical” survey contains a few questions about language, but it focused primarily on questions related to ethnic identification and race relations.


� This statistic does not include individuals who reported being unemployed but enrolled in university. Note that the official unemployment rate in Tuva is above 20% (Anaiban 2005, 54). 


� 40% of the Tuvan respondents in the Anaiban et al. survey reported that they were not fully proficient in Russian. Their survey, however, contained an unspecified percentage of Tuvans from rural areas. 


� Because of rounding errors percentage totals may be slightly higher or lower than 100% throughout the paper. 


� Both Russian and Tuvan are designated in the Tuvan constitution as “state languages.”


� Although the numbers of periodicals printed in Tuvan rose dramatically in 1991-1992, the numbers of copies printed of issue has dropped precipitously since 2001.
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