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1. General Introduction of Minority Communities

1.1. Socio-Demographic and Linguistic Profile
1.1.1. Overall Census Figures

On the whole, the Czech Republic is by no meansnaolgenous society. Even at the present
time, having been given the opportunity to identifgir preferred ethnic association in the
census, close to ten per cent of the populatioecsel category other than “Czech”. This
survey will, however, demonstrate that had the tteen taken a few decades earlier, when
the process of assimilation was relatively undeweth the heterogeneity of the country
would have been significantly higher than it cuthems. This original situation still survives
in the memory of the older members of the commaesiiti

Figures in Table 1 represent responses to the 48812001 census questionnaire
about the respondents’ ethnicityafodnos}). In Czech the question wasie/te narodnost, ke
které se hlasiteThis was an open-ended question. The Instructiondilfing in the census
form emphasized that this self-categorization gependent of the person’s ‘mother tongue’
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and the language he or she normally speaks. Althangst respondents were expected to
understand Czech, the Organizing Committee tookwatcof the fact that speakers of other
languages might complete the questionnaires anghprd them in 10 additional languages
(though not in Slovak, cf. part 3.2. for possibasons). The English translation of the
question about ethnicity was ‘indicate what natlitpgou consider yourself to be.” Since this
guestion came after a question about the resposdamtizenship”, those who used the
English questionnaire most probably wondered wleyshme question was asked twice, but
some of them may have figured out that “nationalgant “ethnic background”. The French
guestionnaire suffered from the same translatioblpm and the German one, using the word
Nationalitditmay also have presented problems to respondemtswete not used to the idiom
of the former communist regime. The Polish, Russigkrainian, Chinese, Viethamese and
Romani questionnaires conveyed the same meanitigeaSzech one. The ‘mother tongue’
(see Table 2) was defined as the language usedilothocod by mother or other principal
caretaker. Respondents were free to report moredha ethnicity or mother tongue. In the
2001 census foreigners were included if they peegkea permanent or long-term visa, but the
1991 census form covered only permanent resideni€©91 the Czechoslovak Republic was
still in existence but the Table 1 only reportsadfr the territory of the present day Czech
Republic.

Table 1: Responses to ethnicity from 1991 and 2001 census

1991 2001

Ethnicity Number Percent  Number Percent
Czech 8,363,768 81.2% 9,249,777 90.4%
Moravian 1,362,313 13.2% 380,474 3.7%
Slovak 314,877 3.1% 193,190 1.9%
Polish 59,383 0.6% 51,968 0.5%
German 48,556 0.5% 39,106 0.4%
Silesian 44,446 0.4% 10,878 0.1%
Roma 32,903 0.3% 11,746 0.1%
Hungarian 19,932 0.2% 14,672 0.1%
Ukrainian 8,220 0.1% 22,112 0.2%
Russian 5,062 0.1% 12,369 0.1%
Bulgarian 3,487 0.0% 4,363 0.0%
Greek 3,379 0.0% 3,219 0.0%
Ruthenian 1,926 0.0% 1,106 0.0%
(Rusyn)

Rumanian 1,034 0.0% 1,238 0.0%
Vietnamese 421 0.0% 17,462 0.2%
Austrian 413 0.0% - -
Jewish 218 0.0% - -
Serbian - - 1,801 0.0%
Croatian - - 1,585 0.0%
Albanian - 690 0.0%
Other 9,860 0.1% 26,499 0.3%
Undeclared 22,017 0.2% 172,827 1.7%
In total 10,302,215 100% 10,230,060 100%

SourcesCzech Statistical Office (1993, 1994, www.czsh.cz
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Table 1 cannot be simply accepted as the ‘accyiatere’ of the ethnic composition
of the population without a commentary. Answerghe census question correspond to the
individual’'s sociocultural management with regasdhis/her ethnicity and this management
reflects the interests and power relationshipsiwi@zech society. For example, respondents
themselves evaluate their own ethnic categoriestivedy or expect that they would be
evaluated negatively by others. The result is &gs® of adjustment during which they self-
categorize (or are being categorized) differerttignt in other situations with the expectation
that they can, in that way, escape membershigassapowerfull social group.

1.1.2. Distance between the Communities

It is also necessary to realize that different degrof sociocultural distance obtain between
various communities such as those in Table 1. BHgifour groups may be distinguished:

(1) The Western group (e.g. North Americans or Gernmavdy arrived from Germany)
that is characterized by higher incomes and marsdgsiatus. Their numbers are
small and they do not appear prominently in Table 1

(2) The Central European group: the Czechs, Moravidissians, Germans (the local
community), Poles, Slovaks, and Hungarians. Theidétie sociocultural difference
among these groups.

(3) The Peripheral group, that comprises the Ukrainidfgssians, Armenians, and
communities originating in the Balkans.

(4) The Outer group (the Roma, the Viethamese, the &@hkinthe Mongolians, etc.).
These communities show considerable sociocultufférdnces.

This distance translates into status and other posiations between the communities and in
view of this the differences may project into laaga management and must be taken into
consideration.

1.1.3. Types and Size of the Ethnic Communities

The largest community is, of course, the Czech wiith, its Moravian and Silesian branches
which, while not accounting for the whole populatiof Moravia and Silesia, do in many
respects claim a somewhat separate identity. Funthre, the figures often given for the
Czech community include a number of less than whekrted members: those who were
afraid (socially, not politically) to declare othenembership, those who changed their
declaration recently and those who hesitated becafsmixed allegiance. Not many
(altogether 12,978) used the opportunity, givetha census, to claim plural ethnicity. Since
membership is always a matter of degree and stugsee Nekvapil, 2000b), the Czech
community, in particular, cannot be seen as egtir@dmogeneous. Moreover, there are
differences of interests and power within the comityu

Some communities can be designated as histofited. German community is the
most representative of these, although its numbdsase definitely been declining.
Discrimination lasted for decades, and it seemdatsnow to restore the community at least
to its post-WWII structure. The only historical comnity that is continuing its efforts for
maintenance is the Polish community in th&ih region; but its numbers are declining as

! Note that the numbers of Roma and Romani spealsedisplayed in the Census is disputadically both by
the Roma organizations and Czech authorities, &xp@r demography and ethnologists. Using various
indicators, the Roma population is estimated t@®@-300 thousand and the number of Romani spedkrs
thousand (for more detail see the section 3.3.@nma&community below).
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well. The Roma were a historical community befdre éxtermination of the Czech Roma in
concentration camps during WWII; the contemporagm@ are immigrants from Slovakia.
So are the Slovaks. Other groups are immigrant el wxcept for the Germans-from-
Germany, Anglo-Americans and some other expatmam@munities whose members are
sojournerg.

One of the specific features of the Czech sitmaieems to be that, apart from the
Roma and the Slovaks, there are no really largenoamties. There is no clear boundary
between middle sized and small communities anddane of them virtually no reliable data
are available.

1.1.4. The Phenomenon of Assimilation

The most prominent feature of the non-Czech comtiasniis their high degree of
assimilation. There was political and social presso the case of Germans and, no doubt,
social pressure in the case of others. The ideoloigythe Communist Party expected
assimilation. However, there is no evidence ofrgirovert pressure toward giving up one’s
ethnic identity in recent history, and the dominstatus of the Czech language is not fixed by
law (FriStenska & Sulitka, 1995, p. 20). This faxitwithstanding, all communities in the
Czech Republic do assimilate.

The basic factor in assimilation seems to be #wt that Czech society, until the
political changes of 1989 and beyond, has been dektg rather than a Post-Modern society.
Unlike an Early-Modern society, such as that ofhl®@éntury Europe, Modern society is
deeply assimilative without exerting much overtgsige (Neustupny, 2006). Assimilation is
expected: both by the matrix community and by qthemority, communities. It is not
necessarily viewed as a tragic event. Members afyncammunities in the Czech Republic
assimilate silently and, so to speak, "voluntarily”

The wave of the Post-Modern multiculturalist idegp} arrived only in the 1990s and,
in our view, has not yet fully established itsdlhe European Union requires that candidates
for membership subscribe to it. In the Czech Rdapubl new Minority Act was adopted in
2001 and active policy-making both preceded anlbviadd it (see below). An inspection of
the relevant documents reveals a willingness toptpnOn the other hand, there is some
doubt whether this willingness is genuine (is ibther countries?) and whether it is matched
by changes in the consciousness of the generalaiapu

1.1.5. Interests and Power

When observed historically the questions of intsreend of power vary extemsly. In
relation to German community, it is notable thatsomme periods the power of the Czech
majority asserted itself, but there were long histd stretches, such as that of Hapsburg rule
(mainly from the 1% century to 1918) and of the wartime occupationCatchoslovakia
(1939-1945) when the interests of the German conityjuwith the active assistance of
external German states, absolutely prevailed. tteisessary to realize that, in the mid-20th
century, people still remembered the Austro-Huragaempire not as a fairy tale kingdom
under a benevolent Kaiser but as a stage for thgle among ethnic interests and the
struggle for power. It was obvious that the Czewalese the underdogs, with the German
element retaining its privileges by using the supjpd the economic establishment and the

2 According to the Ministry of Interior of the Cze&tepublic (The Directorate of the Alien and Boréeice)
the number of long-term or permanently residingigners in the Czech Republic in June 2006 was93%5,
93,466 from Ukraine, 54,201 from Slovakia, 38,5661f Vietnam, 18,386 from Poland, 16,910 from Russia
8,116 from Germany, 5,352 from Moldavia, 4,610 frBoigaria, 3,928 from the USA, 3,790 from China,. et
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Vienna dominated state. The first period of thedBpslovak Republic (1918-1939) reversed
the situation to some extent. However, the interestthe German community and of other
minorities were safeguarded through internatiomesgure. Nevertheless, the situation did not
appear to the German community as satisfying texyasts, which were seen in the context of
the Modern paradigm as unification with borderingri@any and Austria. This unification
was achieved through the Munich Agreement of 198&vdictated that large territories be
handed over by Czechoslovakia to Germany. The @tmup of the remaining part of
Czechoslovakia by Germany followed in 1939, andahguing period of terror is still vividly
remembered by many Czechs.

The post-war period saw the reversal of the paefationship when, in the interest of
removing the ethnic problem, Czechoslovakia deplodger 2 million Germans. In the
immediate postwar period, the memory of the war tedsocial stigmatization of those
Germans who were not deported and of the Germagudage. In addition, owing to the
deportation of the Germans, the German interestsirwihe society became indistinct. The
fact that two German States existed and one of thamin very friendly relations with the
Communist government of Czechoslovakia, made tlkecese of overt political power against
the Germans and German difficult. It remains toabeertained whether the assimilation of
the Germans in the 1970s and 1980s was still dubd@megative attitudes of the matrix
society. At present, the prestige of Germany ihvhand discrimination hardly exists. Still,
the community continues shrinking.

The problem of interests of th&sin Polish community has also been connected with
international relations. While Czechoslovakia wa®rgy, the power of the Czechoslovak
state prevailed. With its weakening at the end3#0k, Poland occupied th&Sin region, but
the situation returned to the domination of Czexthrests after WWII. Since then, the Czech
state has been careful not to initiate assimilativeasures, but assimilation proceeded
automatically as a process characteristic for adviodociety.

In the case of the Slovak community, Slovak irdeyevere not safeguarded before
WWII. This was one of the reasons why the Slovagisldished their own state in 1939
which, however, had a short duration. Under theecadf Communist State control, ethnic
problems appeared to be basically solved, althdrtggh time to time voices of protest were
heard from the Slovak side. Slovak politicians hibld opinion that their interests were not
adequately served within the power structure of @lzechoslovak federation. The political
party of the future Slovak premier minister & proposed a confederative system that was
unacceptable for the Czech politicians, who offezgber a federation or a separation of the
two states (Rychlik, 2002: 280-284). A compromisesweached with the latter solution, and
in 1993, the federation disintegrated, without fenendum. At present, the situation of the
Slovak community in the Czech Republic seems tos#ésfactory, although continuing
assimilation requires detailed analysis of the dydey power relationships.

The Roma have been the most strongly affectedlpbpa. Their interests have been
neglected, as there is no international backgrquavaer holder. After a short time of political
awareness right after the end of the communiserysan organized political representation
has formed, but subsequently lost its meaning artdr\é support. Today the situation is
ambiguous: Roma are named into minority relateghgubodies on local, district and national
level, partially due to national and internatiolegislation. On the other hand, Roma ethnicity
ceases to be a recommended factor for the choicactirs in the integration process
(streetworkers, teacher’s assistants — former Rassastants), and work is being done by
“better qualified” Czechs.
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1.1.6. What to Do?

On the surface, the ethnic situation in the CzeepuRlic seems to be well managed, with the
exception of the Roma and some parts of the Palishmunity. There is no overt ethnic
conflict. In fact, however, antagonism does exastd may intensify, especially as Czech
society immerges further into the Post-Modern Eca.example, the question of schooling in
native languages is likely to emerge. It is impotrtaot to succumb to the view that social
problems can be totally eliminated through thececidf a benevolent State. On the other
hand, there is a need for the State to improvenaeagement tools, and for the subjects of
those policies to exert pressure within the State.

1.1.7. Linguistic Profile of the Country

Overall, the Czech Republic is not only a multiotdd but also a multilingual country.

Although figures available from the 2001 census (3able 2) reflect only the declared
‘mother tongue’, not the languages actually usedaity communication, there can be no
doubt concerning this claim.

Table 2 Mother tongue in the 2001 census

:\(/I)g;hueer Population %
Czech 9,707,397 94.9
Slovak 208,723 2.0
Polish 50,738 0.5
German 41,328 0.4
Romani 23,211 0.2
Russian 18,746 0.2
English 3,791 <0.1
Other 99,258 1.0
Not declared 76,868 0.8
Total 10,230,060 100.0

Source Czech Statistical Office, www.czso.cz.

Table 2 shows that, in the 2001 census, 522,668l@e&eported a ‘mother tongue’ other than
Czech. This represents 5.1% of the target populatitowever, if we accept that some
respondents failed to report their real ‘mothemjiogi as defined in the Instructions to census
questionnaires (cf. part 1.1.1), it is probablet thare than 6% of the inhabitants possess a
close relationship with a language other than Czech

1.1.8. Types of Languages

The largest non-Czech ‘mother tongue’ declarechendensus was Slovak. Romani probably
comes second (see Note 1), followed by Polish aman@n which were declared as ‘mother
tongue’ by 51,000 and 41,000 people respectivelg, \diethamese which may be hidden in
the category ‘other’ in the Table 2. Other langusagee represented by smaller populations.
With regard to their provenance, two language®tmeen at home in the Czech lands
for centuries, or even longer: German and Polisimé&ni is a special case in that the Roma
have lived in the territory since the™8entury, but the bulk of the Roma who live in the
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Republic now are migrants from the East. The oldweguages also arrived recently. Slovak,
Hungarian, Ruthenian, Ukrainian and Russian caome the East; Croatian (in f&entury),
Serbian, Albanian, Bulgarian, Macedonian and Gagke from the South. From still further
East, the territory experienced the Kalmyck impafter World War | (Nekvapil &
Neustupny, 1998), and in the second half of théurgrthe arrival of the Vietnamese and
Chinese languages (the latter unaccounted forignstindy). A language that came from the
West is English. This range of languages includaesyrSlavic languages which provide the
challenge of the possible use of Hauges&micommunicatioras a means of language
management.The rich linguistic variety of the territory isrther enriched by languages such
as Hungarian, Greek or Viethamese — languagesatteaiinguistically very distant from
Czech and pose a question about the ways in whih ¢an be developed as a resource by
their hosts: will they be lost or will they be retad, both for their value as human experience
and for their future economic potential (Clyne, 1P®It is recommended that the latter path
be selected, as it has been already done with MoGeeek to some extent, to prevent the
need to build up the competence de novo at corahtecost.

Almost all of the languages represented in thetéey of the Czech Republic have
their center of gravity abroad. However, therearkiast two which do not serve as national
languages in other countries. One of them is Romahich is not a national language
anywhere. Noone seems to care about Romani. Tl lathguage is Ruthenian, which has
only just started to appear as a codified mindabguage in Slovakia.

1.1.9. Maintenance and Shift

Throughout this study will be shown that langualgét sowards Czech is on the move. While
communities may still retain their sense of ethidentity (although there is a shift there as
well), linguistically they assimilate at a high padhis is a shame - both because the cultural
and linguistic variety is impoverished, and becafisectional resources are lost. It is the
Czech society that should stand up and try to st@pdeprivation of its own linguistic
environment.

However, communities and individuals who wish ssimilate should be given the
right to pursue their intent. Language is not oalgymbol of ethnic identity; it is also a
symbol of social stability, cultured living and agl/e economic prosperity. While for many
immigrants from the East and South their languageesents their ethnic identity, Czech is a
symbol of stability, culture and prosperity for theLanguage managers should be prepared
to provide advise to the communities and individuabout the deep motives for their
language management decisions. When a communémg ordividual decides not to maintain
its language, do they simply support the interesthie Czech matrix community, or do they
act in their own interest? And how can they empothemselves to carry through what they
decide to do?

1.2. Ethnic, Language and Education Policy of thet&te, Legal Matters

The problems of ethnic communities were not givdaegaiate attention in the 1990s, but the
situation has changed since the beginning of tlesgmt century. It is in particular the
question of the entry of the Czech Republic inte BlU that has played a key role in the
change of heart of the Czech government. Howewer,change of the government, from
conservative to social democratic, may also havdribmted to the transformation in the
atmosphere.

% On the concept of semicommunication see Note 10.
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In 2005, 261 million Czech Crowns (8.7 mil. €) hadween spent from the national
budget to support minorities, according to the kgyroduced in Table 3 (Zprava, 2006: 53
and app. 6). Minority languages are also taken itwosideration through the general
intention to increase foreign language facilitiemainly affecting the so-called ‘world
languages,’ i.e. English, French, etc.). The ‘NaioPlan for Foreign Language Teaching’
(Ministry of Education, 2005a) supports productsrd application of methodic materials and
publications for education in minority languagdsor{ more details on education see part 2
below.)

Table 3 State financial support for ethnic minorities Q20

expenses expenses

Program (mil. CZK) (ths. €%)
Cultural activities 17.9 600
Publishing on a regular base 30.0 1,000
Education in minority languages 8.1 270
Multicultural education 6.1 200
Diverse Roma integration programs 16.6 550
(culture and education)

Support for Roma assistants 1.9 60
Social and political measures for Roma inclusion 4.71 3,800
Reconstruction of a Polish school building 65.0 0D,2
TOTAL 260.6 8,690

* Acc. to Czech National Bank course by 07/01/2005.

1.2.1. The Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities and the Ethnic
Minority Law

In 1997 the Czech Republic ratified The Frameworn¥&ntion for the Protection of
National Minorities, and in 2001 the Act on the RRgof Members of National Minorities (N.
273/2001 Coll.; the Minority Act for short) was gad in the CR. These two legal norms
constitute the basis for the protection and proomotf the following ethnic minorities by the
Czech state: Bulgarian, Croatian, German, Greekngddan, Polish, Roma, Russian,
Ruthenian (Rusyn), Serbian, Slovak, and Ukrainiais important to note that the Minority
Act accepts the existence of minority groups asnary and derives the concept of its
members from there. This is in opposition to the whthinking of the previous conservative
government which claimed that all rights were rggbf the individual and not group rights
(Fristensk& & Sulitka, 1995).

The protection and promotion involves a numbeirgjuistic aspects of the life of the
above ethnic groups. Out of the eleven rights whith members of these groups are
guaranteed by the Minority Act, seven concern laggu (1) the right to use one’s name and
surname in the language of a national mindri2) the right to multilingual names and
denominations, (3) the right to use the languageaohational minority in official
documentation and discourse and hearing beforeid, ¢d) the right to use the language of a
national minority during elections, (5) the riglat €ducation in the language of a national
minority, (6) the right to develop the culture oembers of national minorities (including

* The official documents, not only Czech but alsedpean, tend to use the term “national” rather tteahnic”
in this compound lexeme. Accordingly, in this syrwee use both terms as synonyms, preferring “natfoim
official contexts and “ethnic” in non-official ones
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maintenance and development of the language), @hdhé right to spread and receive
information in the language of a national minorifjnese extensive guarantees are further
supported by other laws, such as the EducatioroA2004 (N. 561/2004 Coll.) or the Code
of Administrative Procedure (N. 500/2004 Coll.)rfrahe same yeadrCertainly, this is a
positive development — nevertheless, it shoulddiechthat these guarantees apply only to the
citizens of the Czech Republic. In the Czech legal systbm definitions of the terms
“national minority” and “a member of national mintgt involve Czech citizenship as one of
the primary criteria. According to the Minority A@Article 2):

A national minority is a community of citizens d¢fet Czech Republic who live on the
territory of the present Czech Republic and adeadiffer from other citizens in terms
of their common ethnic origin, language, cultured araditions; they represent a
minority of citizens and at the same time they shbeir will to be considered a
national minority for the purpose of common effddgpreserve and develop their own
identity, language and culture and at the same @rpgess and preserve interests of
their community that has been historically formed.

This approach to the minorities represents a rafieauliar interpretation of The
Framework Convention for the Protection of NatioMihorities, which derives from the
absence of a definition of a minority in the Comvam In its 2005 Report the Advisory
Committee on The Framework Convention for the Ritaia of National Minorities therefore
recommends the Czech state not to treat the cmtexs absolute, and to extend the protection
and support also to those inhabitants residinchen @zech Republic who do not meet the
criterion of Czech citizenshipThis applies in particular to the large Viethamesmmunity,
whose status poses a problem even to some Czdclalsff In contrast, all the members of
the Greek ethnic community, even those whondbhave Czech citizenship (69% in 1991,
Czech Statistical Office, 1994: table C. 155/4f @e factoincluded in and treated as the
‘Greek minority’.

1.2.2. European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages

As noted by Gafrik (2006), the Czech Republic addpa rather reserved approach to the
Charter. The Czech Republic signed the Chartehénykar 2000; however it was not until
2006 that the Czech Parliament approved of itdication and the president’s signature
completed the whole process. By way of comparishmgary ratified the Charter as early as
1995 (it was one of the first countries of the Gaunf Europe to do so), Slovakia in 2001.
On the other hand, due to the slow progress, theciCstate committed itself through the

® For more detail see Dovalil (2007).

® Cf. www.coe.int/T/E/human_rights/minorities/.

" When theReport on the Situation of National Minorities metCzech Republic for 2008as being prepared,
the Government Council for National Minorities aglssed several questions to the representativesaafl and
Regional Assemblies. One of these questions wasydur opinion, what effect will the European Chkarfor
Regional or Minority Languages have on public lifeyour administrative district?” The Karlovy Var(pr
Carlsbad) Region provided the following answer: ¢lar specification and approach to European rwiéls
definitely benefit the integration of national miit@s, and therefore definitions are necessarthanfields of
education, judicial authorities and the right toiaterpreter, relations with public authoritiesetimass media,
culture, etc.; in our region it mainly concerns fan, Vietnamese, and to some extent Slovak.” It is
symptomatic that the Government Council attach&btote with the following statement to the Kanjovary
Region’s answer: ‘This is an inaccurate interpietat obligations under the Charter do not applytte
languages of migrants (i.e. in this case Vietnahésee Zprava 2006: 110). Obviously, the Vietnaende not
constitute a national minority for the experts &ional minority being an ‘etic’ category), evemtigh they are
regarded as one by ordinary people (a national ritynas an ‘emic’ category).
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Charter to take only the measures actually arifiogn the laws already in force (the 2004
Education Act in particular), and partly in opesatiin everyday lifé. The Czech Republic
committed itself to the protection and promotionfolir languages only: Slovak, Polish,
German and Romani. The provisions of Part Il of @learter (a lower and rather general
degree of promotion and protection) will be appliedll these languages, while some of the
provisions of Part Il of the Charter (a higher avely concrete degree of promotion and
protection) will be applied to Slovak and Polishlyonn comparison, Hungary provides
protection and promotion based on the provisionRant Il of the Charter to 14 languages,
and applies the provisions of Part Il of the Chatb 6 languages; Slovakia applies the Part
lll provisions to as many as 9 languages. The lamlmer of languages protected by the
Charter in the Czech Republic is in sharp contnat the much higher number of minorities
(and therefore also languages, although the cdioelas not universal) supported on the basis
of the Czech Minority Act from 2001 (the ratio ist@ 12). In order to justify the reduction,
some of the arguments the Czech state has usedbleawverather purpose-driven: it claims
that Bulgarian, Hungarian, Rusyn, Serbian and Wikaai cannot be protected on the basis of
the Charter because they are not traditional dohésl minority languages, their use being
tied to the migratory processas recent ashe 1920s (Jirasova, PospiSil and Sulitka, 2005).
Note, however, that the reasons why the minoriitsag the above mentioned languages are
protected on the basis of the Czech Minority Actude the fact that each of them constitutes
a ‘community that has been historically formed’qsdove).

Let us add some remarks concerning the languageecped by the Charter. The
higher degree of promotion and protection arisirgmf Part 11l of the Charter applies to
Slovak on the whole territory of the Czech Repulalid to Polish in two districts of the
Moravian-Silesian region €Bin Silesia) inhabited by approximately 50 thousBades. 41
provisions are applied to Polish, 37 to Slovakhile most of the provisions for Polish relate
to education and judicial authorities, those foov@k concern mostly judicial organs,
administrative authorities and public servicessTikidue to the fact that there has long been a
highly developed system of Polish schools in thidttey of TéSin Silesia while the Slovaks
do not have a single primary or secondary schotthénwhole Czech Republic, preferring to
attend Czech schools instead (see below). Therhugtber of provisions applied to Slovak in
the area of contact with administrative authorifigpically, Article 10 (1.a.v.) or Article 10
(3.c.)) relies on the receptive bilingualism in comnication between Czechs and SlovEks.
This type of bilingualism is presupposed also ley@zech legislative norms passed long after
the division of Czechoslovakia in 1993. For insgraccording to the Code of Administrative
Procedure (N. 500/2004 Coll., Article 16 (1)) fr&2@04, ‘The procedure shall be conducted
and the deeds shall be effectuated in the Czegjudaye. The parties to the procedure can act
and deeds can be submitted also in the Slovak gygguHowever, there have been doubts
recently concerning such bilingual competence & @rech inhabitants, and the young
generation in particular. The ratification of thaatter by the Czech Republic could therefore

® As the representatives of a small village of Vendraptly put it: ‘The ratification of the Charter Wibnly
confirm what has already been working in the vilamturally’ (Zprava 2006:79).

° It should be mentioned here that specific provisiavhich the Czech state should undertake to apply
accordance with the Charter were proposed onhhbyrépresentatives of the Polish minority. The o#ieven
acknowledged minorities, that is, those represemdte Government Council for National Minoritieid not
take this opportunity (see Zprava 2006: 5).

1% This phenomenon and the related ones have beeme®fto by various terms. Emphasizing that thislenof
communication is valuable though not without protde Haugen (1966) introduced the term
‘semicommunication’ to describe the uses of Danidbrwegian and Swedish in situations in which each
speaker continues speaking his/her own languag®than example of semicommunication suggested by
Haugen is the communication between Czechs andaloor Czechs and Poles. Others call such mode of
communication polyglottic dialogue or model (sea ¥#s 2006: 226).
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serve as an impulse to resume systematic cultivabb the Czech-Slovak receptive
bilingualism in the Czech society. The question agms as to why German and Romani are
protected only on the basis of the provisions of Raf the Charter (i.e. the lower degree of
protection). In the case of German, the reasomascbnsiderable dispersal of the German
community which hinders the full exploitation ofnramber of language rights (as apparent
e.g. in the area of education). As will be showlowe the position of German in the Czech
society, however, is only loosely tied to the dssaring German minority in the CR,
characterized by a high degree of assimilation adderse age compositich.As far as
Romani is concerned, in the expository report tib@s of the Charter themselves use it as
an example of a non-territorial language, i.e.rajleage difficult to promote by applying the
provisions specified in Part Ill of the Charter. Mover, in the Czech Republic there is no
tradition of Roma education and the elaboratioRomani is restricted (a number of areas of
language for special purposes are missing).

In the Roma case, a restriction to the exercistn@fCharter is given indirectly. The
local application of the regulations (e.g. the tigheducate children in the minority language)
iIs granted in communities, where an ethnic commitgeestablished. This is obligatory in
communities, where at least 10% of the local pamrgpertains to any minority, “according
to the previous census” (Community law, 8117). mgkinto consideration the high resulting
underestimation rate (of 15 to 20) presented by et two census, an effective language
protection is taking place at sites, where

e the actual rate by far exceeds this threshold ayamésulting in the needed formal
10%,

* on alocal level more inhabitants accidentally desdl the respective ethnicity,

» the coincidential existence of other ethnic minesitenables to pass over the 10%
limit, or

* an ethnic committee is established voluntarily.

1.2.3. Language Cultivation

There is no evidence of language cultivation atéigifor any language other than Czech.
This is not detrimental to the languages if theyeha centre abroad which supports such
cultivation. In fact, most community languages he tCzech Republic are branches of
languages that are national languages in otheessta&towever, since these languages are
“isolated” (VaSek, 1976) branches in the Czech Rbéputhere is a need to give thought to
the special features that arise under the conditadrsuch isolation. At present, this problem
IS no one’s responsibility and the current culiivattheory barely pays any attention to the
fact that the language, i.e. the object of cultovat is used in a multilingual environment
(Nekvapil 2007b). Moreover, in many instances, toenmunity languages and their uses
have not been given attention even at the levdestription.

A language that is in urgent need of elaboratmmt,through committees but in actual
use, is Romani. But apart from supporting modéstdry production of the community, the
State has done little indeed to activate networkswvhich such elaboration (as well as
maintenance) could take place.

* Nevertheless, the Charter could perform a positie also in the everyday life of the German comityuas
shown by the representatives of the village of Kedm their statement: “The use of the mother tenjLe.
German] when dealing with the authorities wouldcbavenient because very old people cannot speaghCze
which makes dealing with the authorities very difft for them.” (Zprava 2006: 77)
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1.3. Non-State Agencies: Czech Bureau for Lesser#tk Languages
(CzechBLUL)

The EBLUL is now active in the following new memistates of the EU: Slovakia, Poland,
Hungary, Estonia, and the Czech Republic (sinceR0Dhe seat of the CzechBLUL is in
Cesky T®sin, i.e. in the territory of &in Silesia where Polish community is concentrafée.
activities of the CzechBLUL have just started up.fdllows from its statutes that the
organization focuses excessively on the concepa ofinority and minority language as
promoted by the Czech authorities, quite surprigimpnfusing lesser-used languages with
minority languages. There are, however, signals ahore flexible approach in that the
Bureau is willing to take into consideration thead of the representatives of the Moravians,
l.e. a community recognized as a minority in Sloaakut not in the Czech Republic.
Vietnamese as a lesser-used language is not @yérela yet.

2. Education: A General Overview

The basic legal documents that regulate the udangfuages in Czech schools include the
Framework Convention for the Protection of NatioMahorities, the European Charter for
Regional and Minority Languages, and the Education(2004). The Act states that Czech
shall be the language of instruction, but it guteas the possibility to establish classes and
schools that use the language of a national (ethminority (Article 14), and guarantees
certain support also for languages of foreign meti® in education (Article 20). Important
documents of a ‘lower’ level include so-called Feamork Educational Programs (for
different levels of education) which, according ttte Education Act, ‘shall specify, in
particular, the concrete objectives, form, lengtkd aompulsory content of education, [...] its
organization, professional profile, conditions bétcourse of education and the manner of
completing the education, principles for developtm@&inSchool Educational Programs [...]’
(Article 4, Par. 1). In addition to the FrameworlUugational Programs, there is tNarodni
plan vyuky cizich jazyik(National Plan for Foreign Language Teaching),rapgd in 2005,
which concerns the languages of ethnic minoritissweell. The role of these national
documents will be dealt with subsequently belowr (o discussion of the Framework
Convention and the European Charter see parts. Ar2dl11.2.2. above).

According to the Educational Act, schools can brldshed by ministries, regions,
municipalities, self-government bodies, churcheprorate legal persons. Most of the ‘basic’
(i.e. primary) and secondary schools (almost 90#)ehbeen established by a region or
municipality, whereas a majority of universitiesveabeen established by private legal
persons (cf. Institute for Information in Educati@®06: table A1.1.4). They can be included
in the network of schools of the Ministry of Eduocat Youth and Sports. All the schools with
Polish as the medium of instruction, the only nae¢h monolingual medium schools in the
country, have been part of the network (Zpravag260).

Representatives of ethnic minorities participate diecisions related to language
teaching in schools, since they are members ofexample, the Governmental Council for
National Minorities and advisory boards of the Miny of Education, Youth and Sports,
namely, the ‘Grant Selection Committee for Projeictisthe Program for the Support of
Education in the Languages of National Minoritiesl dMulticultural Upbringing’ and the
‘Advisory Group for Issues of Education in the Laages of National Minorities’ (Zprava,
2006: 23). These bodies decide not only on polgsues but also on state subsidies for
individual schools or educational programs thatceon ethnic-minority languages. In 2005,
the highest amount of subsidies were granteBdmaethnic minority organizations: 57%
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subsidies of the regions, 73% subsidies of thegmterning bodies and 88% subsidies of the
cities. However, 61% of all subsidies from the neymality authorities (excluding cities) were
granted toPolish ethnic minority organizations (Zprava, 2006: 55fThat is, the level of
subsidy does not correlate with the size of etlmmmmunities (cf. Table 1 in part 1.1.1.
above) but depends on various other factors.

Members of non-Czech language communities can lgvaut) their languages in
several ways; their languages can be:

(1) the media of instruction at schools;

(2) taught as the school subject of ‘Foreign Language' ‘Second Foreign Language’;

(3) included in ‘Multicultural Upbringing’, a so-callecross-subject topic, within school
curricula

(4) taught in extracurricular language courses organimemembers of ethnic minorities,
language schools, enterprises, or other organimtio

We will deal with these points separately below.
2.1. Languages as Media of Instruction

In addition to Czech, only the languages of ‘nadibrii.e. ethnic) minorities (as they are
defined in the Minority Act, No. 273/2001 Coll.,chde factoacknowledged, see part 1.2.1.
above) can be the media of instruction at kindeegar;, basic, and secondary schools. The
Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports can allaw 6ther, so-called ‘foreign’, languages to
become media of instruction, but only for someld school subjects. However, at tertiary
professional schools and universities, a foreignyleage can serve as the exclusive medium
of instruction. Slovak is an exception as it canused even in university programs with
Czech medium: the Czech and Slovak ministries aication concluded th@rotocol on
Cooperation in the Sphere of Education, Youth, hayJraining and Sport$or 2002-06, in
which an article, proposed by the Slovak side, watuded that enables the citizens of a
contracting country to use their own language itrtagrte examinations and in the course of
the studies at universities of the other contractiauntry (i.e. Czech in Slovakia and Slovak
in the Czech Republic) (Zprava, 2005: 42). Slowaskwe will see below, occupies a special
position in other sections of education as well.

Concerning pre-school, basic and secondary eduedtiestablishments, minimal
quota of students necessary for opening a clascturol in which the language of ethnic
minority is the medium of instruction are lower nhiar Czech-medium classes/schools. The
Education Act stipulates that the minority-languagedium class in a kindergarten shall have
at least 8 children, whereas Czech-medium classkimdergarten with one class shall have
15 and with more classes 18 children (Bill No. D@2 Coll.: Article 2). As regards basic
schools, the minimal quota is 10 students for sksheagth one class and 12 for two-class
schools equally in the Czech-medium and minoribhglaage-medium schools, but it is higher
for Czech-medium schools with three or more clagBdsNo. 48/2005 Coll.: Article 4). As
regards secondary schools, the quota is 12 stufterdsone-class school and 15 for a school
with more classes, whereas for Czech-medium schbaés17 students (Bill No. 13/2005
Coll.: Article 2).

In addition to the Czech-medium schools, in thedBzZRepublic there are schools with
the Polish medium and a bilingual Czech—non-Czeeldioam. In numbers, 23 basic schools
had Polish medium and one Czech-German mediunegasds secondary schools: three had
Polish medium, six Czech-German, five Czech-Englisle Czech-French, four Czech-
Spanish and two had Czech-Italian medium in 206Stifute for Information in Education,
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2006: tables C1.16 and D1.1.4). Thus, a great nummbspeakers of other languages (but
even not all the children who speak the languagastioned) are not provided with schooling
in their own languages.

If a municipality, region or ministry intend to abtish a school with a minority-
language medium they must meet the condition thétast 10% of the inhabitants of the
municipality in which the class is to be establielonged to the respective ethnic minority
in the last population census. This condition canniet first of all with the Polish ethnic
minority but not the vast majority of other ethmngnorities. Nevertheless, they have the right
of being taught some of the schools subjects hiktlg, in their own language and Czech (if
the headmaster decides so and the establishergn@ssent). Or they can establish their own
schools as private legal persons. However, thesgbssibilities are extremely rarely used in
practice.

2.2. Languages Taught as ‘Foreign Language’

So-called ‘foreign’ languages as well as ethnicamiy languages can be taught as the school
subjects of ‘Foreign Language’ and ‘Second Foréignguage’ (for statistical information on
languages taught as foreign see Table 5 in pai3 B&low). Teaching of a foreign language
can start as early as at kindergarten, but it mpdsory as late as the third grade of basic
school; a second foreign language is compulsom fitee eighth grade. In this connection, the
National Plan for Foreign Language Teaching ismapartant organizational document. In its
action plan for 2005-08, it declares support fad avites schools to offer not only languages
such as English or French but also languages ofcethinorities. In particular, mentioned are
German and the languages of the ‘related linguesea’, i.e. the Slavic languages, explicitly
Polish and Russian (Ministry of Education, 200%&)used capabilities of teachers, who were
educated in the period of socialism for the purpasfethe then language policy, serves as an
argument for Russian. Polish (like German) is nwemd in this context as a language of
neighbors. Slovak is explicitly considered a largguthat one can easily learn to comprehend,
and thus it ‘can be managed through the “acrossibgects-of-basic-school” method, it is
not necessary to include it as a second foreigguage’ (Ministry of Education, 2005a: 2). In
this connection, therefore, the National Plan.pliaitly presupposes on the part of all the
students of Czech-medium schools a very good krdgyelef Czech that would enable them
to acquire receptive competence in Slovak. Thisyewer, does not fully correspond to
reality.

Before we turn our attention to the students widisainant language is not Czech, it
should be mentioned that the Framework Educati®rarams expect that basic-school
students shall reach the A2 level in the first igmdanguage and the Al level in the second
foreign language in the last grade. So, even thahghmembers of non-Czech language
communities could hypothetically use the subjecfFofeign Language’ as an opportunity to
learn their language, in reality, the teachingdamed to children with ‘zero’ knowledge of
the taught foreign language. Students belonginght® respective non-Czech language
communities already possess some knowledge ai forsexample, teaching of Russian from
the ‘0’ to A1-A2 level would not have much sense # Russian-speaking student. In
addition, by articulating preference for Englishths first foreign language in the National
Plan..., other foreign languages, in fact, langsagfdhe most numerous non-Czech language
communities in the Czech Republic, have a someWwater chance to be taught only as a
second foreign language.
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2.2.1. Studentswith a Dominant Non-Czech Language in Czech-Medium Schools

The number of non-Czech students at Czech-mediumosc is relatively low yet not
inconsiderable. Table 4 provides numbers of basioal students according to ethnicity
(only data for the year 2000 and basic schoolsaaedlable) and of students in educational
establishments of different levels sorted by crisggp (as in 2005). Although the number of
students with presumingly non-Czech dominant laggua only about 1%, this percentage
represents several thousands of individuals (Ta&leln fact, language problems were
reported with students-foreigners (unlike ethnicionity students). According to a recent
report of the Czech School Inspection (2006), whilased on a visit to 33 basic and
secondary schools in 2005, only 59% of teachers tatght students-foreigners managed to
make themselves understood with them from the keginning. Their initial communication
took place mostly in English, Russian or German Tetble 4 for other languages possibly
needed). Even though the knowledge of Czech wdgisat in many (83% of) students-
foreigners, it was not so with respect to the oéshem. Insufficient proficiency in Czech was
usually handled in four ways: (1) a facultative jsgb of the Czech language, (2) a ‘hobby’
group for learning of Czech, (3) extra tutoragedmelyschool classes, and (4) individualized
approach of the teacher.

Table 4 Students by ethnicity, citizenship, and schoeéle

Ethnicity . o
(in 2000) Citizenship (in 2005)
‘basic’ ‘basic’ secondary tertiary** total

Czech (incl. Moravian

S 1,812,553 904,296 572,665 303,458 1,780,419
and Silesian)

Armenian n/a 213 98 42 353
German 1,106 133 125 238 496
Greek 157 13 8 116 137
Hungarian 496 19 8 36 63
Kazakh n/a 231 144 174 549
Mongolian n/a 291 a7 62 400
Polish 4,020 150 121 299 570
Roma 2,002 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Russian 1,786 940 664 816 2,420
Ruthenian (Rusyn) 77 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Slovak 8,585 2,074 739 14,761 17,574
Ukrainian 2,871 2,708 1,053 716 4,477
Viethamese n/a 3473 1,031 381 4,885
Other 77 2,034 902 4,128 7,064
Total non-Czech 21,177 12,279 4,940 21,769 38,988
% of all the students 1.1 1.3 0.9 6.7 2.1
Total of all the

1,940,857 916,575 577,605 325,227 1,819,407
students

* The number of students that is missing to reaehsum total were not classified in the statistizalrce.
** |Including tertiary professional schools.
Source Institute for Information in Education
(www.uiv.cz; 2006: tables C1.6, D1.1.14, E2.8, §2.3
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The Education Act (2004) guarantees the EU citifezes preparation for integration
into Czech-medium classes and a support for trehieg of their language (Article 20). This
opportunity remained, however, almost totally ureipd in the visited schools (Czech
School Inspection, 2006). A possible reason fos timight be the fact that it applied
predominantly to students from Slovakia who, thattk¢he cultural and linguistic closeness
between Slovak and Czech might have not experieaggiificant problems and, therefore,
did not show interest in teaching of their language

The report of the Czech School Inspection (2006) anentions that, in spite of the
fact that a majority of the schools supported moultural education, in some of them the
inspectors noted an indistinctive support for timother tongue’ of students-foreigners. Two
reasons were singled out, namely, that teachekedaknowledge of their languages, and that
a majority of students and their parents, espeggdialtase of strong Viethamese communities,
did not require teaching of their ‘mother tongu€zéch School Inspection, 2006: 6). In fact,
many teachers highlighted the diligence of Vietnaenstudents in the acquisition of Czech,
which allowed for their quick integration. The hesabkters of the schools assessed the
integration of students-foreigners as ‘unproblemdiibid.).

2.3. Languages as Part of ‘Multicultural Upbringing

Both children who were dominant in Czech and thoke were dominant in a non-Czech
language can acquire partial knowledge about ‘niiyioand ‘foreign’ languages within the
framework of the so-called cross-subject topic Miilticultural Upbringing’. This is a term
for the method of incorporation of certain piecéskmowledge into the teaching of various
school subjects (see e.g. Ministry of EducationQ5t). The National Plan for Foreign
Language Teaching presupposes the use of thisinetit also for informing students about
non-Czech languages.

Taking into account unsuccessful attempts at retgrlovak texts and information
on Slovak to the subject of ‘Czech Language andrature’, as it was common up until 1993
(the disintegration of Czechoslovakia), and thelweston of Slovak as a foreign language by
the National Plan... (part 2.2. above), Slovak mtgarganizations and advocates of Slovak
see a chance for it precisely within ‘Multicultutapbringing’ (cf. Kopecky et al., 2005). For
example, researchers of the Palacky Universityjm@lac, worked up educational multimedia
material, which is available in the Internet or @D (Kopecky, n. d.) for Czech school
teachers so that they can include pieces of kngeledbout Slovak in teaching their subjects.
‘Multicultural Upbringing’ provides a possibilityotinform students also about Vietnamese,
which is important in connection to the fact tHat ¥iethamese have not been recognized yet
as a ‘national minority’, and that is why they awa entitled to derive benefit from the state
support assigned to ‘national minorities’.

Implementation of ‘Multicultural Upbringing’ faceshowever, certain problems
(Czech School Inspection, 2006: 5, 8fi¢tra, 2004). Richa (2004) mentions the following
ones: (1) the absence of application of scienkifiowledge about multicultural upbringing in
teaching; (2) unclearly specified content and aimMulticultural Upbringing’ (which, for
example, leads to limiting the topic to the Romanownity in the Czech Republic); (3)
teachers are not qualified nor psychologically pred for its teaching. The latter type of
problem is a systematic inadequacy of the Czeclattun which is in the stage of problem-
solving and solution-seeking today.

The situation in Czech education displays featwfes transition from the education
for monolingual, and otherwise homogeneous, Czeohiey to the education for
multilingualism and multiculturalism. That corresps to the present-time development of
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Czech society as a whole which becomes ethnicallyremheterogeneous and the
psychological climate in it has been undergoingdamental changes. This is perceptible in
the documents of the Ministry of Education, Youtid&ports as well. For example, in the
Framework Educational Program for Basic Educatiddimistry of Education, 2005b) in the
part on the subject of ‘Czech Language and Liteegtuhe words ‘Czech language’ and
‘mother tongue’ are freely interchanging as if thevere only children with Czech as their
mother tongue in the Czech-medium classes (butpaee2.2.1. above) The text of the
framework program contains also a chapter on ‘Multural Upbringing’ in which a
multiculturalist discourse prevails, but still, thalowing formulation can be found there:
“Multicultural Upbringing”] teaches to perceive neself as a citizen who actively
participates in the formation of the relationshipsociety to minority groupgp. 98). This
formulation is at least inept, as it can easilygasy thaiminority groupsandsocietyare two
different ‘things’ at the same level, i.e. as ififtorities’ were not part of ‘society’ but
something distinct from it. Thus, even in officigxts there is a layering of two types of
discourse, a monolingualist one and a multilingialone — a phenomenon that is
characteristic of the whole present-time societyhef Czech Republic and which will further
develop in the direction of the latter discourse.

2.4. Languages in Extracurricular Language Courses

Teaching of non-Czech languages is also providedetiwic-minority organizations in
language courses which are more or less open tpublkc and often subsidized by the state
and local authorities (see Zprava, 2006). In additd the so-called ‘world languages,’ firms,
enterprises, as well as schools of languages te&aajuages of ‘ethnic minorities,” esp.
German, Russian, Polish, Modern Greek, Croatian, et

Some details on the teaching of the languages dfcpkar ethnic and language
communities are included in the following sectiavtsch deal with them separately.

3. Sociolinguistic Profile of the Ethnic Communiti&s

3.1. THE CZECHS: THE CZECH, MORAVIAN AND SILESIAN C OMMUNITIES

Historically speaking the territory of the Czechpiblic consists of three parts: Bohemia,
Moravia and Silesia. However, this division is moerely a matter of history. Although

normally speaking and writing the same standardudage, Czech, inhabitants of these three
parts sometimes possess a different identity. B84 tensus provided, for the first time, the
possibility to declare under the headmgyodnost‘ethnicity” not only a Czech ethnic identity

but also a Moravian or a Silesian one. There isdoabt that Moravia has always been
considered a specific cultural entity not only irofdvia and Silesia, but also in Bohemia.

12 For example: ‘Skills acquired in the school subjeic“Czech Language and Literature” are neededondy
for high-quality language education but for a ssefel acquisition of knowledge in other areas al. Wle use
of Czech as mother tongue its spoken and written forms enables the sttglenget to know and understand
socio-cultural development of the human communititis formulation refers only to students whose meot
tongue is Czech and excludes others; p. 20, enphasied). In a section on the subjects of ‘Czeaiglage
and Literature’, ‘Foreign Language’ and ‘Secondeigm Language’: ‘A success of language learning afole
not only depends on the results of education inrtteeher tongue and foreign languages, but [..1j" this
context, ‘mother tongue’ must refer only to ‘Czecp. 21, emphasis added). In the contents of actlum:
‘Czech(the national language, tmeothertongug, groups of languages (Slavic ones — first ofSitlvak — and
other, minority languages) [...]' (i.e. the category ‘mother toegis reserved for Czech, other languages are
categorized as ‘minority’ ones here; p. 25, empsaskied).
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This was less so with regard to Silesia, the sulisigpart of which has been incorporated in
Poland for most of the time. The Czech part ofstaldas traditionally been considered in the
everyday awareness of inhabitants of Bohemia agjianm belonging to Moravia. Throughout
its history, Silesia was not only changing its pcéil affiliation; it has also been an ethnically
varied territory, and people who identified themssl ethnically as Silesians lived side by
side with others who considered themselves Paligiman, Czech, Jewish or more recently
also Slovak or Roma. In addition, a large portidbrthe population was ethnically indifferent
(cf. Lozoviuk, 1997), switching its identity depend on the situation.

In the 1991 census 8,363,768 (81.2% of the populaideclared Czech ethnicity,
1,362,313 (13.2%) Moravian and 44,446 (0.4%) Salesit is important to realize that the
distribution of this reporting was geographicallyewen. While none of the Bohemian regions
reported more than 1.3% Moravians, in the Southavian Region the number rose to 49.5
percent and in the other region of Moravia, thethNldloravian Region, it represented 15.4
percent of all inhabitants. It was in North Morawidere virtually all people with Silesian
identity resided. Most of them lived in the Opavistbct (11.2 percent of all inhabitants, cf.
Czech Statistical Office, 1993: Table 15). The répg of the Moravian and Silesian identity
was thus closely connected with the Moravian arndsiin regions of the Republic. It is
highly probable that, in previous censuses, whely dme officially approved ethnicities
(Czech, Slovak, Polish, German, Hungarian or UkaaitRuthenian) could be reported, most
of those who in 1991declared themselves as MorawarSilesians had previously reported
their ethnicity as Czech or Polish respectively.

The results of the 1991 census with regard to tbeaMan and Silesian identity must
be taken seriously. Of course, there were spet@irastances. Firstly, the census took place
not more than one and a half year after the VeRetolution of 1989. The result of that
revolution was that the population felt liberateainh any previously dictated social, economic
or cultural categories, and plurality and diversitgre becoming highly valued. The second,
related, circumstance is that the census becamditicad issue and politically interested
groups took up the question of the Moravian anés@h ethnicity in the media and in the
Parliament just before the census day. Therefaeeptssibility that the reporting was also
motivated by momentary political concerns should lb® discarded. Note that in the 2001
census, which was conducted in a substantiallyteuiatmosphere, only 380,474 people
(3.7%) declared Moravian, and 10,878 (0.1%) dedlgBdesian ethnic identity. Within a
decade, the number of individuals identifying thelmss as Moravian or Silesian has
declined by about 75%.

Some analysts conclude that the Moravian or Sitesthnicity failed to prove its
existence (Prokop, 2001). The Report of the Govemirtouncil for National Minorities also
plays down the fact that considerable numbers opleereported as Moravians or Silesians
by interpreting it as a sign of special regionat.(inot ethnic) identity (Zprava, 2002: 7).
However, there is no doubt that this identity isdzh on cultural and linguistic differences
supported by differences in socioeconomic interasts power. Throughout modern history,
Moravia and Silesia played a subsidiary role witthie Western part of the Czechoslovak
State, economically and socially, and it is thislitg that is being reflected in the
consciousness of a part of the Moravian and Sigstgulation.

The cultural specificity of Moravia and the Czqudrt of Silesia are evident. However,
their special position also manifests itself lirgjigally. In these regions, local dialects are
better preserved than in Bohemia. This fact is eoted with less vigorous industrialization at
the outset of the industrialization process. Commaaech is frequently rejected, and the
language spoken in semi-formal situations (and bmes speakers on all occasions) is
Standard Czech. This fact, as well as the influesfcthe local dialect (e.g., shortening of
vowels in Silesia), distinguishes speakers fromddoia, Moravia and Silesia on all but very
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formal occasions. There were some attempts to use\Nan dialectal or dialectally tinted
language in written communication. The first gramsnaf the "Moravian language" were
published at the beginning of the™entury, when the future shape of Standard Czexh w
still in its infancy and somewhat diffident attempbd establish “Moravian” as language even
appear today’

The question of what language was considered athagn tongue’ (a term used in the
census questionnaire) by those who reported as o or Silesians is of interest. Even
within the atmosphere of 1991, 1,356,605 of thobe wlaimed Moravian ethnicity (out of
the total number 1,362,313) cited Czech as thetharaongue; 2,702 reported Slovak, 794
reported Hungarian, and 422 reported German meéohgue. Surprisingly, only 151 reported
Polish. Of those who reported Silesian identity, 423 (out of a total of 44,446) gave Czech
as their mother tongue. Other mother tongues clhwere: Polish (449), German (237), and
Slovak (103).

Since 8,332,500 of those who declared Czech ethr{mut of a total of 8,363,768)
reported their mother tongue as Czech, it can beladed that a very high proportion of the
population of the Czech Republic in 1991 (95.8 estf claimed Czech as their native
language. The results of the 2001 census confirtmedtability of this picture. However, as
far as ethnic identity was concerned, 8,363,7682@1of the population) claimed Czech
identity in 1991 as compared to 9,249,777 (90,4%2001.

3.2. THE SLOVAK COMMUNITY

The Slovak ethnic community, which in the 2001 eensonsisted of 193,190 people (1.9
percent of the population of the Czech Republies bindergone remarkable changes in the
course of the 20th century. These changes did moglsnaffect the size of the community.
With respect to the status of the community, durihg years of the Republic, Slovaks
constituted one of the two principal contributaosthe demographic, economic and cultural
profile within the society; since the partition ©zechoslovakia in 1993 their status was again
relegated to that of a minority.

Czechs and Slovaks have occupied separate tasitihiat do not historically overlap.
Slovakia starts where Moravia, the Eastern pathefCzech territory, ends. Still, the Czech-
Slovak partnership has a long history. The teng®rare adjacent and the linguistic and
cultural proximity overrode the fact that the Cz&lbvak border was also a political one.
While Czechs had had their own strong and indepgndite and even later, under the
Hapsburgs, had retained an independent identitgva®s had not enjoyed the same
favourable conditions. Throughout the middle ages$ @p to 1918, they lived within a single
state with the Hungarians. The close linguistic aaldural relationship between Czechs and
Slovaks achieved particular relevance under theditions of modernization when the
formation of the Czech and Slovak ethnic identibge to occupy the agenda of the day.
Throughout the 19 century, contacts were comprehensive. Many Slostkdied at Czech
schools, and this fact transferred to the relatigndetween organizations to which former
school friends belonged. The Slovak Protestant ritinfiormed one confessional and cultural
community with the Czech Protestants. Apart fromdshts and the Protestants, Slovak
laborers, seeking better working and pay conditicame to the Czech lands. While, towards
the end of the 19 century, the current Czech Republic already wasndnstrial society,
Slovakia remained agricultural.

In 1918, on the debris of the Hapsburg monarchyew state, Czechoslovakia, was
born. Within the state, Czechs and Slovaks wemaddly equal, but in fact the distribution of

'3 Note that also Czech Bureau for Lesser-Used Lagegiaollaborate with the representatives of theavian
community.
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power was strongly biased toward the Czechs. MdayaRs started moving to the Czech
‘metropolitan’ areas. In 1921 there were 16,000v&ks in the Czech lands, in 1930 the
number rose to 44,000 and before the outbreak ofIWiW 1937, the census revealed the
presence of 65,000 who were dispersed througheutetiiitory. After 1918, there also was
migration from the Czech part of the Czechoslovapublic to Slovakia. At least some of
this migration consisted of intellectuals and puisiérvants (Srajerova, 1999), a development
motivated by the fact that Hungarian rule left 8levak territory with an extremely limited
intellectual clas¥ that would be loyal to the idea of the Czechoskostate. The movement of
Czechs and Slovaks within the territory of the Cuestovak Republic is not easy to document
on the basis of census data, because the censoslesdwinder the assumption of a single
‘Czechoslovak’ ethnicity. This assumption, incomgged into the Constitution, was partly
pragmatically motivated (to show the strong Czeldv&k “majority” within a state which
incorporated 23 per cent Germans and almost 6grgrHtungarians), but it had its ideological
roots in the early f@)century belief of a single ‘Slavic’ ethnicity, wdi, for many people, was
used as a programmatic statement. This progrannveas acceptable to the Czechs than to
the Slovak intellectuals whose numbers were growirfglovakia, because the ‘Czechoslovak
identity’ was being formulated at the expense ef $pecificity of Slovakia (cf., Marti, 1993;
Berger, 2003). Between the two World Wars, Slovdldeame a kind of ‘colony’ of the Czech
component of the state.

The discontent of the Slovaks with the state @diedf within the common Republic
was one of the reasons why the independent Slotaik ®as created, under the sponsorship
of the Nazis, in 1939, and which continued its &xse throughout the period of WWII.
Thanks to the anti-Nazi resistance in the so-caliedak National Uprising of 1944, Slovakia
was not treated as a defeated country, and it rallyureincorporated into the liberated
Czechoslovakia after WWII. However, the experieaténdependence left a strong mark on
the ethnic consciousness of Slovaks.

The deportation of some 2.5 million Germans afierWar (mid-1940s) left a vacuum
in the formerly German parts of the Czech territayd this vacuum could not be filled
through appeals to the Czech population alone.ally as 1946, the cabinet plan counted on
the arrival of Slovaks. Between 1945 and 1947 sbh@®300 people migrated from Slovakia.
Largely, they settled in Western and Northern Bolewery few went to Southern Bohemia
and Moravia (Srajerova, 1999; Prokop, 2000). Howeaecontinuous Slovak settlement did
not eventuate. Slovaks who arrived were primarilgtivated by a desire to improve their
economic conditions, to acquire land and real estato work in industrial enterprises. There
were virtually no intellectuals among these peollkevertheless, they were initially interested
in maintaining their Slovak identity, a fact tharfaced in the foundation of local branches of
the Matica slovenskaan ethnic maintenance-and-development organizdtiat played an
important role in Slovakia. Fifty-three branchestlis organization were created in 1946-
1947, engaging in establishing Slovak librarieseeding the distribution of the Slovak press
and arranging theatre performances in Slovak. Hewen a few years, a trend appeared that
gradually strengthened through the end of the 26ttury: a shift toward Czech culture and
language. This trend developed not only to help pBfgn interaction within a new
environment but also as a shift to a culture thas \perceived to be more powerful and
desirable. As a consequence, in the course 0f3B6sl branches dflatica slovensk&eased
to exist (Srajerovéa, 1999: 144).

The main impulse for the massive migration of &ks/to the Czech territory in the
1950s and 1960s, was the growth of heavy indusgpart from Northern Bohemia, this

4 For example, in the Slovak counties of the HuragaKingdom in 1910, there were only 6,206 personsray
about 2 million people with Slovak as mother tongu® had secondary education (State Statisticac&ff
1920: 37).
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growth mainly took place in the Ostrava region iortern Moravia, and that is where many
Slovaks headed. Again, most of these people wegealified laborours, but some of them
came with the intention to gain qualifications aeturn to work in similar establishments in
Slovakia. In the Ostrava region, workers from Sloaawere given special benefits, in
particular in housing. This meant that in some su@ahe region, such as in Hew, Karvina
or Petvald, Slovaks were soon in the majority. In the \Kia& district, 3,838 Slovaks were
resident in 1950, but 30 years later the numberreadhed 25,558 (Prokop, 2000). In 1970,
this district showed the largest concentration wiv&ks in the Czech lands. Karvina City
established its first Slovak elementary school986.and its second in 1969. In 1968 the city
saw the rebirth of a branch Matica slovenskd&hat continued to be active until the mid-
1970s. The introduction of Slovak schools was atsasidered in Hawdv, Tiinec and
Ostrava, but these plans met with little enthusiasmong the Slovak population. The Karvina
schools thus remained the only Slovak schoolseteat existedn the territory of the present
day Czech Republic. It seems paradoxical, thabughout the duration of the Czechoslovak
Republic Slovaks, as one of the basic ethnic groups ofRbpublic, were legally not a
minority, and consequently did not have a rightsttools in their own language like the
‘minorities’. Nevertheless, some legal provisionsieh allowed for Slovak-medium schools
in the Czech Lands did exist.

Since the 1950s, the number of Slovaks in the Cimtds gradually rose: 258,025 in
1950, 275,997 in 1961, 320,998 in 1970 and 359,870980. Throughout this period,
Slovaks were accepted by the Czech matrix populatiith a friendly but sometimes
patronizing attitude, whether they spoke SlovakCpech. In the 1950s most Slovak students
who studied at Czech universities continued spgg&iovak while in the Czech lands. There
was social pressure on the side of Slovak socetga so. After the introduction of the
federation system in 1968, the Slovak communitg aisluded people who went to Prague to
represent Slovakia in the federal government andtiver institutions; these people, too,
continued speaking Slovak. At the same time, Slomalkure, in particular popular music,
television and films, as well as science and hutiemnivere happily accepted by the Czech
population. Nevertheless, the average level of ailue within the Slovak community
remained at a level lower than that of the averfagehe Czech community, and this was
reflected in the structure of Slovak employmentviDava (1990), in the course of her
research on communication within large enterprisethe Ostrava region, collected useful
sociological data that bear witness to the positibSlovaks compared to that of other ethnic
groups. For example, in a coal-mine iniRald close to Karvina, which employed 5,300
people, 81 per cent were Czechs (today some maghgorize themselves as Moravians or
Silesians), 15 per cent Slovaks and 3 per centsPW@laile 3 per cent of the Polish employees
were in executive positions, only 1 percent of 8ks/could be included in the same category.
Other enterprises demonstrated a similar powectstrel (Davidova, 1990: 43).

The 1991 census was the first in the 20th centay tegistered a decrease in the
number of Slovaks in the territory of the presesy €zech Republic. The decrease was about
forty thousand people. Slovak ethnicity was recdriog 314,877 people —i.e., 3.1 per cent of
the overall population. However, this was not thgutt of the return of Slovaks to the land of
their origin. Two other factors were decisive: iysa number of people opted for Czech
ethnicity both for themselves and for their childresecondly, many Roma, who had
previously considered themselves Slovaks, repoftedthe first time as Roma. Census
questions had not enabled the Roma to identify @adabetween 1930 and 1991. Since the
bulk of the original Czech Roma were exterminatethe Nazi concentration camps, and the
Roma who resided in the Czech lands were postwarignants from Slovakia, it was only
natural that in the pre-1991 censuses they decldreniselves as Slovaks. This has to be
taken into consideration when evaluating demogaiatistics. Srajerova (1999: 149)
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assumes that in 1970 the share of the Roma whareéecElovak ethnicity was 13.1 per cent,
ten years later it was 15.6 per cent and in 198Inttmber actually grew to 23.5 per cent (i.e.,
74,000 individuals), notwithstanding that they @b(dnd some did) report as Roma.

Slovak immigration to the Czech Republic of th®A®was characterized by the fact
that all strata of Slovak society were includede Tecisive factors were no longer economic
but social (e.g., the reunification of families)darfollowing the birth of an independent
Slovakia, also political (dissent from Prime Mimist Meiar’s authoritarian political
attitudes). At the same time, ‘symbolically’ speakiin the 1990s the situation of the Slovak
community in a sense deteriorated. They now becam@nority, and many regretted this
change of status. According to sociological suryéysir majority disagreed with the partition
of the Czechoslovak Republic (Srajerova, 1999)c&idual citizenship was not allowed by
the legislation of the day, they had to opt for afig¢he two and on the basis of pragmatic
considerations they mostly opted for the Czech dde.the other hand, throughout the
decade, politicians on both sides aimed for ‘cldban-standard’ relations between the Czech
and Slovak Republics and this favourably influentteddposition of the Slovak Community in
the Czech Republic. For example, on the basis demgents between the two governments,
thousands of Slovak students study free of chatg€zach universities. The freedom of
thought characteristic of the 1990s enabled thei@llflourishing of the Slovak community,
and its political as well as cultural diversifiaat, especially in Prague (Halukova, 1998;
Praha a narodnosti, 1998).

The 2001 census showed a substantial decreaskeirSlbvak community, from
314,877 to 193,190 individuals within a decade sTdecrease of more than 120,000 people is
not easy to explain by any single factor. Probdbky trend of the adult residents to declare
Czech ethnicity of their children born in the Czdebpublic had accelerated. At the same
time, the trend for greater intermarriage betweenng Slovaks and Czechs has intensified,
while recent migration from Slovakia that would kawcreased the numbers of Slovaks, has
lost momentum. It is also likely that more and m&ema, who formerly registered as
Slovaks, opted for Czech ethnicity.

On the whole, one might conclude that the shapinthe Slovak community in the
Czech Republic has been determined largely by aetofs:

* the low cultural and linguistic distance betweenvakia and the Czech lands which
enables successful communication and fast reatdichanges in the labor market and
networks of social contacts. The high rate of mimriage is not surprising;

« the power structure. Since the Czech culture has perceived as superior, Slovaks,
especially those with lower educational levels, vaa little inclination to pursue
education in Slovak schools and participate in &kowultural institutions. The
perceived superior status of the Czech culture bmrassumed to have contributed
substantially to the ethnic shift of the Slovak ecoumity in the Czech lands.

3.2.1. The Slovak Language: Situation, Problems

Language shift that characterizes the communicatitieides of the Slovak community in the
Czech Republic should be seen in the light of thenemic, social and political power
relationships within Czechoslovakia, where the @zelement was definitely the stronger
partner. However, it should also be related to these relationship between the two
languages. Slovak and Czech historically belongthi® same group of Western Slavic
languages which, among living languages, also deduPolish and Sorbian (Upper and
Lower). However, within this group, Slovak and Gzatare a particularly close relationship.
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Degrees of agreement between the two languagescdxdiéferences. Even though the
phonological systems are not identical (Standacy&X has additional diphtong@s ia, ie, iu
and the long sonorant sounéisind/, while Czech has the special consongnnost of the
divergence falls within the range of differencesaldetween dialects of the same language.
In the morphological system, nominal as well asbakending definitely differ, but these
differences, although extensive, are usually syatemand easy to comprehend. Both
languages possess basically the same lexicon. Z€b®&7Ta: 1653) notes that ‘among the
500 most frequent words in both languages, 230 j4&% the same and 154 (30.8%) are in
partial coincidence.’” A Slovak easily becomes aptive bilingual in Czech and a Czech in
Slovak (cf. Kaensky, 1998). However, active use of the otherdagg is not automatic and
must be specifically acquired. Since there aresédriends’ and idiosyncratic items in the
lexicon, 100 percent competence is not guaranteed.

Of course, there was a question whether a 10@peunderstanding was taking place
when Czechs and Slovaks still lived in the sameaeStaexical items that are completely
different are rare but sometimes puzzling. Theyaliguinclude non-abstract and non-
technical words of everyday life and botanical awblogical denominations. Stanajky
against Czsnidar ‘breakfast’ is difficult to interpret unless theegker has acquired the
item. Sl. rava corresponds to Cazvelbloud ‘camel’, Sl. pivnica means ‘cellar’ while Cz.
pivnice designates a ‘beer hall’. Words that sound theesand have a similar meaning can
have very different stylistic values. The sociolirgjic profile of the two languages is also
different. In Slovak the Standard is directly opgaso the dialects (i.e., there is no Common
Slovak), and the dialects are vigorous. There dfereinces in sociolinguistic rules of address
and there are other rules that have not been muffig examined. Prior to the division of
Czechoslovakia, some authors had argued that asgucomplete mutual understanding
would be naive. In this sense, one can, with jgstifon, use the terreemicommunicatign
coined by Haugen (1966), who used the term to destihe uses of Danish, Norwegian and
Swedish in situations in which each speaker costinspeaking his/her own language. He
describedsemicommunicatioas ‘the trickle of messages through a rather lagal of “code
noise” (Haugen, 1966). On the other hand, he a@&swphasized the idea that what was
necessary was the good will to understand eachr.ofpart from the Nordic languages,
Haugen referred to the case of Czech and Polish ahdourse, Czech and Slovak.
Budovicova (1987a, 1987b), who introduced Haugen’s termCrechoslovak linguistics,
emphasized the existence of language problems.ofieistation towards the negative aspects
of Czech/Slovak semicommunicationwas fresh and useful in the 1980s when the
establishment, by definition, saw all social probdeas having been solved. At present, the
phenomenon can be seen in a more positive wa $orvey see Sloboda, 2004).

It is doubtful whether the Czech-Slovakmicommunicatiomluring the time of the
Czechoslovak Republic was equally developed in hitbctions. Czech was the language
with more prestige and more power. On the whole,rdteptive competence of Slovaks in
Czech was superior to that of Czechs in Slovakvale read in Czech, while Czechs rarely
touched a Slovak book. The hierarchical relatiomdfetween Czech and Slovak has a long
history. In Slovakia, Czech fulfilled the role dfiet written language as early as thé"15
century, and continued its supremacy until Stan@&ogak was established in the first half of
19" century. Czech remained the written language o¥&{ Protestants (Nalkova, 2002a)
longer than it did in the case of Catholics, whd Baitched to a variety of Slovak earlier. It
was the Protestants who, in the™1@entury, formulated the idea of Czechoslovak unity
(Pauliny, 1983: 112). At that time, the linguistetationship was not paralleled by differential
power: if anything, it supported the case for titreration of Slovaks from Hungarian rule.
The relationship changed, however, when the Czéavas Republic was born and Slovakia
assumed second position in the new State. Czeelettuals and public servants held the
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power, and this was reflected in the power relagm between the languages. Even
contemporarily, the presence of Czech in Slovaki@anspicuous. Bookshops keep Czech
literature and even Czech translations from otleglages. In 1999 the largest Slovak
television channel, Markiza, broadcast more tham sinth of its programs in Czech. This
programming comprised mainly television serials éiimds (Kompasova, 1999/2000). The
privileged position of Czech seems to have beennetl even among the youngest generation
of Slovaks (Ilvéova, 2002).

Problems of communication are not exhausted hyes®f grammatical competence.
An important role is played by sociocultural congmete. In this respect, Zeman (1997b)
points to two circumstances: Firstly, prior to tbeision of Czechoslovakia, the federal
media, accessible to the average listener/viewephesized the overall Czechoslovak
context, rather than the specifically Slovak or €reontext. Secondly, after the division, the
unfamiliarity of the specifically Slovak context gngresent a more serious hindrance to
communication than do grammatical and lexical d#fees between Slovak and Czech.
Needless to say, the lack of sociocultural knowded§ the other society negatively affects
daily life communication as well.

3.2.2. The Slovak Language: Simple Management™

Never in the history of the Czechoslovak Repubigenthe modes of actual communication
between Czechs and Slovaks become an object afiding research. Any understanding of
simple language management throughout this periost itinerefore derive from data other
than discourse interaction. Informal evidence mhestconsidered, and more recent studies
must be used for extrapolation of results in threddion to the past.

Eva Vrbova, a Slovak researcher who is a membethefSlovak community in
Prague, has pointed out that in discourse betwémral& and Czechs receptive bilingualism
was not expected to function equally for all speak&rbova, 1993). In the case of small
children and also of old people there was autonsatitching to the code of these addressees
or at least presumably difficult features were sosed to the other code. These discourse
management strategies, which remind one of Fergussemplified registers’ (Ferguson
1981), were applied as pre-adjustment, before anyntunicative inadequacy occurred. Two
conclusions can be derived from this fact:

(a) Czech-Slovak receptive bilingualism was not a ‘reityphenomenon that developed
out of the similarity of two systems of grammaticalmpetence, but was rather a
management strategy that was tailored to the nafgpksrticular speech situations;

(b) Such discourse management strategy was capable rafing into active
bilingualism, particularly in the case of Slovakscept for small children and old
people, Czechs and Slovaks applied their own systiegrammatical competence,
especially if they did not know each other well.

!> This survey employs elements of Language Manageffikeory (see e.g. Jernudd and Neustupny, 1987,
Neustupny, 2002) which differentiates between samgrid organised language management. The speaker ca
manage individual features or aspects of his owrofohis interlocuter’s discourse here and now, irea
particular interaction. Such management is simpldiscourse-based. Organized language managemant is
restricted to one particular interaction, it isedired and more or less systematic. The organizafidéanguage
management involves several layers. The growing pdexity of social networks is accompanied by the
increasing degree of organization of language mamagt. In very complex networks the organized
management often becomes the subject of publieri-public discussion among a large number of pigants
(including specialists, institutions), many of theeferring to various theories or ideologies (Ng#l/and
Nekula, 2006: 310, Nekvapil, 2006).
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However, according to Vrbova’s observations, adjgstt to the language system of
the addressee was not unusual even in other sitgatit occurred in the language of those
who knew each other and were assured that the ssddrdived on the territory of the other
language on a long-term basis (Vrbov4a, 1993).

In discourse, Czechs have certainly not remainedfected by Slovak. For example,
in the following conversation, which took place Rmague in the 1990s, a Slovak female
speaker SF1 speaks with a Czech female speaker SFAkpeaks Slovak and CF1 Czech.
However, CF1 takes over the wokdréul'ovat from Slovak for Czeclbruslit ‘to skate,’
giving it a Czech pronunciatidkorculovat and dropping the reflexive particke/sa She also
uses the Czech past tense of the véudrcglovald); in this case the ending happens to
coincide with the Slovak one.

SF1: My sme sa boli k@ulovar' v riedelu.
“We went skating this Sunday.”

CF1:Ja neumim kaulovat, ja sem kaulovala naposledy, kdyz mi bylo dvanact. Pak
sem jezdila na kol&ovejch teda.
“l cannot skate, | skated for the last time whemak twelve. Then | used roller
(skates), you know.” (from Iwgova, 2002: 37)

In this example, CF1 probably uses the Slovak wormd “skating” for complex
discourse reasons. However, in the past, many Gzashd Slovak expressions in their
conversation, even in the absence of Slovak spgakear word play. Nétkova (2002b)
reports that Slovaks, in pub conversation, alsoGmech as word play.

Within contemporary Czech-Slovak communicationerégh are a number of
communication problems that originate in ‘semicomioation’; i.e., noting of problems,
evaluation and adjustments. One example occurssadie two following conversational
turns:

CF2:Sem dostala dneska takovej imejl, Ze seuiem dovolat a &né se dovolaj
k ttm Moravakim.
“l got today such an e-mail, that they cannotugebn the telephone, and all the
time they can get the Moravians.”
SF2:Pretoze si im dala zlou zlinku.
“Because you gave them the wrong line.”

CF2 is a Czech woman who claims to always spedik $lovaks in Czech. SF2, a
Slovak woman, answers in Slovak, originally mixingo her Slovak a Czech foralou for
Slovakzlu “wrong”. She notes, evaluates her usage negateaetlimmediately implements
an adjustment. This example shows that communicg@iioblems are not always the result of
misunderstandings. In this case no misunderstandicgurs: there is only a negative
evaluation of her own grammatical choice in disseur

Another discourse strategy is to pre-adjust imbiial items that might cause
communication problems. This can be performed ieghvays:

(1) As noted already by Budasdva (1986) for the situation of former Czechoslagak
speakers avoided differing elements and selecedezits that were shared by both
languages. For example, a Slovak speaker may es8ltivak worduzkafor Czech
tuzka'pencil’ rather than the synonyoeruzkawhich may be incomprehensible to his
Czech interlocutor.
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(2) Slovak speakers employ basically Slovak, but wh&hoaak expression differs from
its Czech counterpart, they use the Czech wordi¢lv@ 2002). The reverse is also
true. As documented by Zeman (1988), Czech speakleosspeak to Slovaks in
Czech select Slovak alternatives for differing ¢akiitems, e.g. Slovake’er for
Czechjatra ‘liver’.

(3) Speakers may pronounce endings indistinctly inrotmeover the difference between
Slovak and Czech; for examppeckoj to minimize the difference between Czech
pockejand Slovakpockaj ‘wait’ (Hoffmannova & Millerova, 1993: 316).

lvanova (2002; 2004) studied the interaction pattefn€za®ech and Slovak university
students in Prague and formulated the followingctusions:

(1) Czech speakers are not bilingual, their competam&ovak remains at the level of
receptive bilingualism. However, on the basis & Kmowledge of a few structural
differences between the two languages, they mothlir Czech structures in
discourse and present them as Slovak. As theyousgtempt to use Slovak, they try
to oblige, convey their liking of the other side, use humour and language play.
They do not expect the use of Czech from theirneast on the contrary, they
encourage them to use Slovak. The results of axtetevey carried out by Sloboda
(in print) corroborate this conclusion. In the apimof the present authors, one can
observe a friendly attitude on the Czech sidejtbaight be a patronizing attitude.

(2) Slovak speakers in the Czech Republic, on the dtaed, are not merely receptively,
but also actively, bilingual, and they use theitiva&ccompetence in communicating
with some Czech interlocutors. There is shiftingpeteling on their relationship to
their partners and on the domain of communicatpublic or private). The closer the
partner, the more Slovak will be used by the Slanédérlocutor.

Large-scale sociological investigations in tBé&ezsky Usta\Silesian Institute) in
Opava have been mainly directed towards the e#itiation in Northern Moravia and partly
also towards that in North-Eastern Bohemia in tB80k. These investigations demonstrated
that the shift of the Slovak community toward Czéslintensive in a number of situations
and that it is continuing to intensify. There wakek of agreement between declared ethnic
membership (which remained Slovak) and declareduage use (that was biased towards
Czech). The last extensive research, conducted9$4,1showed that, according to their
parents, only 5 five per cent of ethnically Slov@kldren spoke predominantly Slovak while
68.5% of children spoke predominantly Czech (Sok&l& Hernova & Srajerova, 1997: 84).
The number of mixed marriages is increasing: adngréo marriage statistics, Slovaks in
1994 reported only 16.2% of ethnically homogenemasriages. Nevertheless, Sokolova et
al. claimed that their Slovak respondents wereasomuch oriented to the use of Czech as
respondents were in previous decades; it is p@swhdentify a more bilingual and bicultural
orientation — as opposed to the Czech monoligualGrech monocultural orientation of past
decades. For language management, this meansitic,all cases of shift start in discourse,
it will be important to understand its mechanisnthére is an intent to arrest this shift.
Moreover, if some Slovaks assume more positivéudtts to the maintenance of Slovak, are
such attitudes reflected in discourse, or are th#yer a part of the ideological structure of the
communities? If the latter, how can they be trametk to discourse, the only location in
which maintenance can take place?

There are definitely changes (in comparison to {hexiod of the common
Czechoslovak state) in the behaviour of CzechsSladaks in contact situations. A Slovak
woman T, who is a student and simultaneously workan office in Prague (Iveva, 2002),
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can serve as an example. In communication withdeanpany’s clients, who are mostly
Czech, Czech is spoken and written. In communigatiith her Czech colleagues of the same
age she uses Slovak. However in discourse witlmalfe colleague, who is her senior by age,
she uses Czech in order “to be polite”. This happeostwithstanding the fact that the older
woman possesses considerable experience of bgigex to Slovak during the period of the
Czechoslovak Republic. In this case, the atmospbkethe former Czechoslovak Republic,
which would lead one to expect a 100% Slovak frgnsTgone. T's usage resembles that of
Czechs in the office. They would speak Standardckze their clients and to an older
woman, and Common Czech to their peers. This nétgrpadoes not place Czech and Slovak
into a hierarchical relationship. The ideal relasibip between Czech and Slovak probably
lies in the retention of the Czech-Slovak receptbiingualism devoid of any emotive
management and accompanied by switching to ther ddregguage as the domain of
communication and the situation require.

This attitude can be seen in the following testigpamhere it seems to be conscious.
For X, its author, the Czech Republic is just arofioreign country. Why should one declare
one’s ethnic specificity and symbolize, through tlse of Slovak, a non-existent past? In an
internet magazine X formulated this view in thddwling way:

“[...] ked som predtym par rokov hovoril v anglosaskoostpedi po anglicky, v cesku
teraz hovorim cesky. ked na to pride, som slovédd, nepotrebujem to neustale
demonstrovat a riesit narodnostne vztahy]” (Slovak, the writer does not use
diacritics)

“[...] since | spoke in an Anglo-Saxon environmentepwa few years English, in
Czechia now | speak Czech, when it matters | anve&lobut there is no need to
constantly reassert that and try to solve ethratioas [...]"

Nevertheless, the inequality problem persists.rthe internet magazinizine,
Ivanova (2002) selected a number of strategies whiawvaBl contributors employ to
legitimize the reason they select Czech in diseurs Czech environments (cf. also
Nabilkova, 2006b). Several of these legitimizationdgnaléghat Czech is richer in expressive
power than Slovak. Czech is presented as a langnageich all problems have been solved.
Slovak intellectuals, rather than creating thein@xpressive means, just employ Czech. This
practice provides a prerequisite for a massiveuinff Czech elements into Slovak and
creates problems for Slovak organized management.

3.2.3. The Slovak Language: Organized Management

In the first constitution of Czechoslovakia (192Ghe national language, called the
‘Czechoslovak’ language, had two forms: Czech alodek. This was a legal construct. In
fact it was assumed that the ‘forms’ were two naldanguages which were equal in law.
However, Slovak occupied the position of the wegdaetner. Since it had fewer speakers and
was considered less developed than Czech, it aoaldn fact assume a position equal to
Czech (Marti 1998). The inequality of Slovak sugdan the fact that Czech started being
widely used in Slovakia, serving partly, for exampas the language of instruction at the
university in Bratislava. As late as the 1930, dssions were held as to whether it was
feasible to develop Slovak as a language of sciandetechnology, or whether it would not
be more rational to use Czech in such contextsidw of this situation, it is not surprising
that Czech influence on Slovak was massive. WHike eéxistence of Czech elements in
Slovak has persisted as a problem in organizedubgg management in Slovakia up to the
present, the influence of Slovak on Czech has b@ammal, and when it occurred, it was not
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considered a threat but rather an enrichment. $histion is typical for partnerships of

unequal power. Towards the end of the second dechtiee existence of Czechoslovakia,
Slovak intellectuals, who were leaders in introdgcSlovak to all registers of social life,

were already emancipated and linguistically matleaders in language management.
However, there was no organized management withrdetp Slovaks who resided in the
Czech lands during the time of the inter-war Czsthak Republic.

Following the end of WWII, the situation chang@dhe concept of a ‘Czechoslovak
language’ was abandoned, and Slovak intellectusdsi to mount resistance to all forms of
Czech domination. As massive emigration to the G4asds proceeded, some weak attempts
at organized language management also appeardgdro8éa(1999:144) mentions a cabinet
decision according to which, in the 1952/1953 stlyear, ‘Slovak language circles’ were to
be established. The decision required that 279 suches were to be established in the
Karlovy Vary region and 38 in the Pizeegion. A provision for the training of 160 teache
was approved. There are no reports to assess toewtent these circles were successful, but
it is evident that in the course of time they niet same fate as the local brancheMafica
slovenskamentioned in section 3.2; that is, they ceaseaxkist.

The equal rights of the Czech and Slovak languagee explicitly formulated in the
1968 Constitution that established the Czech-Sldealeral system. Both languages were
supposed to be different from minority languagdsese were the only languages in which
laws were published and which were the officiabiaages of the national administration. The
State administration (within the Czech and the &kopart of the Federation) could be
addressed in either language, but the administrati@s not obliged to respond in other than
the local language. The conviction that receptilmdualism should be promoted was thus
actively supported by organized language managenagrtidea of full bilingualism was still
missing.

Budovicova (1987a, b) noted that the negative aspectemicommunication were
strongest in the language of literature (where tstdading was most difficult), less
pronounced in the language of the media and délydnd least serious in specialized forms
of language. This hierarchy can, in fact, be olb=grnin acts of organized language
management. Even prior to the division of Czech@i@, it was common for poetry and
prose to be translated from one language to ther.oth order to coordinate terminological
work, joint terminological committees for individudisciplines worked to achieve parallel
development of special terminologies. School cutacincluded teaching about the other
language and specified that examples of texts diée tstudied. The alternation of Czech and
Slovak announcers on television and radio newsspadts and in other programs was very
effective.

After the division of Czechoslovakia in 1993, Si&vdisappeared from school
curricula. The situation at the universities waaatit. Some institutions in the Czech lands
continued teaching Slovak within the framework dBv& or Czech studies; others
discontinued it. However, towards the end of th80K it was felt that systematic attention to
Slovak was necessary. This impetus appeared insh vogal way at a National Seminar on
Teaching Slovak and Slovak Literature at Czech bEhsities, organized in 2000 by the
University of Hradec Kralové (Zeman, 1999/2000). &g the conclusions and
recommendations of the Seminar the following shdaaanentioned.

(1) The Ministry of Education lacks a compreheagdolicy concerning the teaching of
Slovak.

(2) In view of the current estrangement of Czestl 8lovak and the two nations, it is
essential that at least some universities estaaliShech-Slovak major.

(3) It will be necessary to posit at least thrimesafor the teaching of Slovak:
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a. the education of students of the Czech languagelitardture with a wide
background of the knowledge of Slavic languages;
b. the education of teachers of Slovak to Czechs;
c. the education of students of the Czech languagdit@nature with a very high
command of Slovak who could teach Slovak childrethe Czech Republic.
(4) Itis desirable to incorporate the teachingtifvak and Slovak literature in primary
and secondary schools within the fund allocationnfmlticultural education. This
process has already begun.

The interest in reintroducing Slovak to Czech sthdwms also been confirmed in
public opinion surveys. In an extensive surveyiedrout by Musilova and her colleagues in
1998, 53% of Czech respondents agreed with theestigg to reintroduce Slovak. Among
those who disagreed, one fourth claimed that thés wnnecessary because ‘everyone
understands Slovak’ (Musilova, 2000). Hence, evigr ¢he division of Czechoslovakia, the
perception of receptive bilingualism appears toehlaeen widespread.

A similar attitude exists at the highest leveltloé government. In a meeting held in
2002 between Czech Prime Minister Zeman and Sldvake Minister Dzurinda, the
incorporation of Czech texts in textbooks of théaral language and the showing of Slovak
programs on the Czech TV were emphasizedc¢dbtl, 2002). A significant language
management act at the level of publishing is dertnatexl in the publication of a new
textbook authored by Sokolova, Musilova and Sta@ (2005): Cestina a slovenstina:
Synchrénne porovnanie s éghiami (Czech and Slovak: a synchronical comparison with
excercises).

What is the situation in Czech television? It fi@gjuently been suggested that TV
played a decisive role in the development of ragepbilingualism in the past. The media
claim, with obvious partiality, that young Czecle Ionger understand Slovak because of its
disappearance from TV. This view can be only pastipported. While the Slovak cultural
program that used to be scheduled every MondayzactiCtelevision disappeared, it would
be an exaggeration to claim that most viewers weaiing for it with bated breath. It is
certainly more significant that the alternation asfnouncers in news and sports programs
disappeared. However, it is important to realiz,tin socialist Czechoslovakia, there was in
principle only one TV program, and the share dhat Slovak got was overall limited. Today
there are 4 channels and, although the occurre8meak is not ‘planned,” much Slovak can
be heard in the speech of Slovak artists and giesonalities who live in the Czech Republic
and who are interviewed on Czech TV. Slovak sppetsonalities often speak, and they are
the ones who are noticed by young people. Untilisogb surveys become available, it will
be necessary to listen with a grain of salt to argts about the disappearance of Slovak
from Czech TV. Such arguments may constitute onth@fcomponents of an overall myth
about Czech and Slovak growing further and furtgart. (Concerning the deconstruction of
the myth see Néaitkova, 2000; Naklkova, 2002b.)

On a number of occasions, it has been noted tigaihzed management grows from
the platform of simpler forms of management; enxganagement within families. This point
can also be claimed in the case of Slovak in thec&Republic. Maintenance within families
has been minimal, and little interest has been shav&lovak schools. The lack of interest in
simple management has contributed to the scarditgrganized management. In Prague,
where circa 20,00 Slovaks live there has never besingle Slovak school. In the mid-1990s,
the associatiorObec Slovakov \Ceskej republike organized a project, approved by the
Education Ministry, to establish a Slovak High Sah@ymnaziumin Prague; however, that
experiment failed because only eight applicantseadrup, while the minimum target was 20
(Praha a narodnosti, 1998: 96). The only primaov&k school in the territory of the Czech
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Republic, in Karvina, ceased to exist in 2001. &a ather hand, the project of the V4 group
‘Uc¢ime se spolu’ (We Learn Together), in which stugemave the opportunity to learn
Slovak (or the other two languages of the V4 growp,Hungarian or Polish), started in 2002
at a secondary school in Prague. In January 200¥,Pedagogical Research Institute
published textbooks that should help teachers oviging information on and receptive
competence in Slovak at the Czech schools (cf. Badbove). However, Ministry of
Education, the Youth and Sports leaves the decigomclude information on Slovak on
individual school administrations.

It has been argued that the old conception of lthguistic life of the Slovak
community within the Czech Republic, based on tlueleh of postwar Czechoslovakia, has
been overtaken by time. Although a power relatigndletween the two societies and the two
languages still exists, it is giving way to arramggts common in international society. There
may be inequality, but it is covered under the idgp claiming that all states are equal. It is
natural that more and more Slovaks in the CzecluBlepspeak Czech at work, in education
or in the public domain as far as using Czech ilk mtrceived as the ‘default’ language
choice for the first contact between unfamiliar pleo In any case, there is no reason to use
Czech in the family or in the friendship domain. ta other hand, there will be Slovaks who
want to assimilate, and language managers havigimao prevent this.

3.3. THE ROMA COMMUNITY

With the gradual decrease in the Slovak communitiiimwthe Czech milieu, as described in
the previous section, it is almost certain that Rmmani community has become the largest
non-Czech community in the Czech Republic. Thisdsa fact that is readily discernable in
statistics. In the 2001 census only 11,000 persxpdicitly stated Romani ethnicity. In the
1991 census almost 33,000 persons opted for ttamative, while official records kept by
local authorities until 1989 (a tradition estabéidhby the Austro-Hungarian Empire) counted
145,000 persons (about the question of censusaditaespect to Roma, cf. Kalibova, 1999).
Today it is generally estimated that, due to a Higthrate, immigration from Slovakia and
other factors (such as underestimation in previstasistics), the number is between two-
hundred- and three-hundred-thousand (Mozny, 2008%).Roma live virtually everywhere in
the country, but the largest concentration can daend in Northern Moravia and North-
Central Bohemia (Zprava, 2002). In comparison \ili rest of Europe, the absolute number
of the Roma is high, following Rumania, Bulgarigga®, Hungary, Slovakia, the former
Yugoslavia and Turkey.

The basis of the Roma question is primarily nahia physical features of the Roma,
which not always differ from the matrix populatigiark complexion and certain features of
the physique tend to be interpreted as Roma cleaistats.) Rather, the Roma problem
constitutes the most significant ethnic problempoésent day Czech Republic because of
sociocultural disparity between them and the maidgulation. Sociocultural difference leads
to differential socioeconomic power, and this petgeinto all domains of conduct, including
linguistic behavior. It is necessary to realizet tthee problem is not based only in the Roma
population but also in the matrix community. Henebgen policies are formulated, they must
address the Czechs as well.

The Roma immigration to the Near East and Europgnated in India. Although the
Roma themselves do not possess any memory of Itigéan origin (Hancock, 1988), their
language and culture point to India in an indisplgavay. In the territory of the present
Czech Republic, their appearance has been confiamedrly as the end of 14th century, and
they have been present ever since. The originatlCR®ma were (together with other Roma
groups inhabiting Bohemia and Moravia) virtuallytemminated in the Nazi concentration

30



Nekvapil, Sloboda & Wagner:
Ethnic and Linguistic Communities in the Czech Rajzu

camps during WWII, while Roma in Slovakia were n@uring the war the independent
Slovak state was not directly governed by Nazi Garyn) The bulk of the contemporary
Roma population arrived from Slovakia after WWIhdait is necessary to understand that
even at the present time they retain sometime dies with the Roma in that country.
Keeping up family relationships across nationalrmtaries has also been the rule for other
smaller Romani groups. While most prewar Czech Roraetained the nomadic way of life
often associated with the Roma as a whole, theaRl®&oma were basically sedentary.

Although the contemporary Roma community appearsthi®® Czechs to be
homogeneous, it is not. Linguistically it can beidéd into the original Czech Roma (now a
very small group), the Slovak-and-Czech Roma, tbhegdrian Roma, the Vlach Roma and
various other smaller groups. These groupingsadirdacking homogeneity in themselves
(EISik, 2003), live side by side in their Czech iemwment, rather than in a single social
structure. The Roma continue to be a sum of marallemgroups (“clans”) based on family
ties which lack cohesiveness, although there amsmats to create the consciousness of a
whole.

One of the basic issues involved here is thaeieecise of Roma ethnicity has not yet
been fully established. The political elites witliie community have realized this problem
and are trying to amend it (Leudar & Nekvapil, 2D00he issue of an underdeveloped
ethnicity creates not only inadequacies in thetjgali representation of the Roma but also
supports the ongoing loss of the Roma culture anddage. Within the younger generation,
the traditional value system has been seriousbatened. To many Czechs, the Roma appear
to be a community without any culture. Howeverdtianal culture — tales, proverbs or
music — is in fact still alive and new culture fam poetry, literature or painting — are quickly
developing.

In Slovakia and other countries east of the CZepublic the Roma typically live in
settlements at the outskirts of villages or towhdhe matrix population, but in the Czech
Republic the usual domicile is within towns andesf where the Roma are concentrated in
areas, sometimes very central, which have beerdabad by other dwellers. These areas are
normally characterized by low quality housing, fregtly beyond repair. Prior to 1989, the
Communist Party government exercised a policy @pelising the Roma (which never
succeeded completely), but within the more libatedlosphere of the 1990s the concentration
of the Roma in certain areas has continued to baule. The traditional occupations have
long been lost (except for the Vlach, who contidoer-to-door trading); men typically work
in jobs in the construction industries, and womemleaning. Their income is at the level of
about 60 per cent of the average wage for men hadt&@5 per cent in the case of women.
Additionally, there is a very high rate of unempimgnt, an amazing 70 per cent, in some
areas and occasionally even as high as 90 pematinibh a society where, in the 1990s, the
overall unemployment was under 10 percent (Mozi®322. It is not surprising that, under
these conditions, delinquency within the commudigs occur; from the point of view of the
matrix population, the Roma more than occasioreié/seen as thieves and prostitutes. Also
drug dependence is being reported. However, thenexof criminality together with
comparisons across ethnic groups needs more olgetsessment than is currently available.

The attitudes of the matrix population toward thenR community are negative.
While the overall indices of xenophobia are nottipalarly high (Jesensky, 2000; Bartova,
2002), the Roma are more than disliked. The behawiwat is stereotypically the object of
criticism includes their lack of interest in chigir's education, the handling of apartments and
other dwellings (“they burn parquets for heatinghk level of hygiene, the erratic attendance
at work, etc. The problems, real or assumed, arse®sn as a heritage of the past that cannot
be overcome in a decade, but as personal defieemdiindividual Roma or of the group as
such. Normally, however, such criticism is not lthee personal experience. The Roma are
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not invisible, but few people have had direct iattion with them. Still, when asked in 1999
whether they would like to have a Romani familyttasr neighbors, more than forty per cent
of respondents in the survey answered univocalty.“(incidentally, this is identical with the
European average, cf. Mozny, 2002:134.) In 1991atieg response had still been over
seventy per cent. Seen from the Czech Republict pafirview, one might reverse the
judgment and say “only 40 percent said no”. Bartoeaectly points to the fact that, west of
the Czech Republic, tolerance towards the Roma dogesdiffer from tolerance to foreigners
in general because, apart from Spain, the numbdeteedRoma are small and the issue does
not stand out. Within the Czech Republic, crimityalbn the Roma side is paralleled by
discrimination and brutal attacks from the matriemenunity. Such attacks are usually
performed by extremist right-wing groups, such &nl¥eads or their sympathizers, but
silently approved by many Czechs. The Roma commusifrightened, because they can be
killed for no apparent reason, including women ahitlren. The Czech police are sometimes
overtly anti-Roma, and Czech courts have so fan besient towards the killers, except for
single recent cases ending up with adequate fingspgrisonment.

A large comparative study of the presentation of Rwena in Czech, Slovak and
Hungarian media was conducted by Nekvapil, et2810Q). For the Czech media, analyzed by
J. Homol&, four findings were of particular interest:

(1) The comparison of report on three separate killoigRoma (1991, 1993 and 1995)
revealed that newspaper reporting increased intiqyas well as quality.

(2) The killings were not perceived as events in tbhain right but rather as responses to
Romani criminality; they were not seen as raciatigtivated unless the victim was
classified as a “decent Romany”. There was a tremdpresent characteristics
stereotypically attributed to the Roma and to empleem as a means of explaining
the violence.

(3) Even when there was a one-sided attack, the situatas explained as a “skirmish”
between the Roma and Skinheads, not an act of #jeritg community directed
towards the minority.

(4) It was unusual for the Czech media to describetipesactions of the Roma, and
when the media did describe positive actions, thasigons were presented as
exceptional. Negative reporting, based on sterestypbounded in the Czech press
(see also Nekvapil and Leudar, 2002; Homaokarhanova and Nekvapil, 2003).

From this can be understood, that in many offidatuments the term “Rom” is to some
extend tabooed. Instead, one of the following ensariptions occurs:

» Socially excluded persomsdcialre vyloweny)

» Person with a socio-cultural disadvantag@c{okultur znevyhodeény)

» Of Roma origin fomského fvody, implicitly rejecting present Roma ethnicity
» Member of the Roma communitgi{sluSnik romské komunjty

* Member of the Roma communitiggislusnik romskych komunfl.)

* From the Roma populatioz fomské populagetc.

Sometimes the use of alternative designations igvated by the intention to address other
social groups as well or for other pragmatic reas@ummarized in Zprava-integrace 2005:
pp. 57-58), but the frequency of substitute expoessexceeds this explanation scheme.

The sociologist Keller ( 2002) summarizes the rihsimation against the Roma in the
following points:
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(1) A Roma child is discriminated against at the montenor she enters a Czech school.
There are sociocultural as well as linguistic mgito education. Large numbers of
Roma children have been placed in “special schpalsfact that seriously affects
their further education. Only a small number of Roahildren complete more than
elementary schooling.

(2) The second level of discrimination occurs in empient. The rate of unemployment
is huge. If unqualified work is available, it istef so poorly paid that social welfare
benefits constitute the more attractive option.sTisi not to say that there are not
many Roma who would like to work.

(3) Especially since the beginning of the 1990s, adirbas appeared in the matrix
community to assert its “right to intolerance”. TR®@ma have often been refused
access to restaurants or swimming pools and hase plysically attacked, though
the agents were not normally typical members of rirerix community (Keller,
2002).

Another point should be added: the Roma have wislefiered the loss of their language.
This matter will be dealt below.

This is a very dangerous situation. The politigatem of Czechoslovakia under the
Communist government dealt with some of the issuiélsin an assimilationist framework,
but failed to solve them. Towards the end of th@0E9 more Roma attempted to improve
their situation by emigrating, for example, to Biit or Canada.These avenues have been
closed by the governments of the countries in guestbut some migration goes on.
Admittedly, some work has been done, and the futun®t entirely grim. The Government of
the Czech Republic is obviously under internatiopedssure, particularly in view of its
membership in the European Union which requires$ alamember countries have a clean
record on human rights and ethnic relations. Heimcéhe 2000s, more and more measures
have been taken to improve the situation, includittgmpts to change the attitudes of the
police force (Zprava, 2002, Zprava-integrace 2&Ava 2006). In 2001, the Government
reorganized its interdepartmental Council of thec@eGovernment for Matters of the Roma
Community, to include 14 Roma out of the total menship of 28. The Government further
approved a&Koncepce politiky viadyidi prislusnikim romské komunityThe Principles of
Government’s Policy Towards Members of the Roma @amity”, a document that must be
welcome after a decade of a laissez fair policyaised last in 2004 a@soncepce romskeé
integrace ,Roma Integration Plan“, approved on June 26thQ42Qsee the entire text in
Zprava-integrace 2005: 55-85). In 2005, Czech gowent has joined the iniciative of
George Soros’ Open Society Institute, the WorldkBand other eight countries from Central
and East Europe «called the “Decade of Roma Inahlisio(2005-2015)
(http://'www.romadecade.org/), which is designedcémbat Roma poverty, exclusion, and
discrimination within a regional framework. Its @bke National Action Plan makes no
mentioning of measures aimed at language manageniém® Government financially
supports the Museum of Roma Culture in Brno as a&ld number of Roma periodicals and
cultural programs (Zprava, 2006).

At present, the Roma are prepared to defend thedrasts; however, the matrix
community often perceives its interests as beingospd to those of the Roma, and it
possesses the power to realize its interests. filyepower the Roma can exercise is through
radical social and political action, and there asdoubt that they are able to do so. A question
that is of importance is to what extent the inteyesf the Roma intellectual elites, which
represent the Roma in the community at large, iwithe future coincide with the interests of
average members of the community. The establishwfeatpolitical representation standing
for the whole of the Roma subpopulation — as itrgeed by policy makers — is hard to realize,
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because the social structure based on kinshipioetahas atomized after the migration to
Czechia, where parts of one family merged withriragts from otherwhere (Raichova & al.,
2001: 200). The Vlach community does have its owftipal and juridical system ‘kris’,
independant of majority structures, but no commatin with state representatives is taking
place. Responsibility lies with the Governmenthow that it is prepared to elaborate existing
and to take further effective measures to alleviatesituation. As Keller notes (2002), the
basic prerequisite is the improvement of the ecaogurarformance of the country in general,
but much more can be achieved before that happé¢ins ideology of the matrix community
moves towards more ethnic tolerance.

A considerable number of cultural, social and pmdit Roma organizations are
oriented not only toward the left but also toward tight (cf. Zprava, 2002: 71).

3.3.1. The Romani Langauge: Situation, Problems

Romani is structurally and lexically an Indian laage, closely related to the languages of
present-day northwestern India. A large numberrafmgnatical features and common lexical
items can easily be identified. On the other hadainani dialects also contain a number of
lexical features borrowed from the languages withcl its speakers have historically come
in contact and, primarily, from the languages @& thatrix societies in which the Roma have
lived. These borrowings also include some gramraktiords (e.g., in the Czech-Slovak
dialectal’e “but”) . Romani is divided into a number of diailecThe original Czech dialect
and the Sinti (German) dialects spoken in pre-wahdnia and Moravia have become
virtually extinct since the holocaust (EISik, 20@@1), and continue to be used only in
individual families. Present-day Romani as spoketihé Czech Republic derives mostly from
Slovakia. The dialects are:

(1) Slovak-and-Czech Romani (the “Northern Central’ugraccording to Boretzky’s
commonly accepted dialect classification, Boretdl@p9) is the majority dialect,
which further splits into an Eastern and a rare t&fesvariety.

(2) Hungarian Romani is a grammatically conservativededi,strongly influenced by
Hungarian. It came to the Czech Republic from St@vand is usually classified as
“Southern Central” (Boretzky 1999).

(3) Vlach group. The particular dialect which is prasarthe Czech Republic is Lovari.
Members of the Vlach group were itinerant until tact law was adopted and
enforced in 1958. It was formed originally in Runiaanspeaking areas and came to
the Czech Republic from Slovakia.

The dialects are distinct but there is at leasticbaster-intelligibility among them
(Hibschmannova & Neustupny, 1996:104). The Czech&avak and the Hungarian are
culturally and linguistically very close and gerlgradon’t notice the difference. The
intellegibility is much better between Vlach andridarian Roma, due to common influence
from Hungarian.

3.3.2. Multilingualism of the Roma

While speaking about language management of theaRiins necessary to realize that every
single Roma of the middle and older generationilisdgual or multilingual. This is unusual
for the prevaliantly monolingual majority, for whothe only language contact situation
consists of the use of English (or other) as a meah professional or touristic
communication. The Roma multilinguism is a contima of the status in India, where the
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Roma’s ancestors apparently employed a small segofiehe socio-professional continuum
(Hibschmannové 1999) and were used to communidgheclients and suppliers belonging
to other language communities. In comparison t® shatus, the language has recently slightly
expanded functionality, as some Romani coursesbaiag held on public institutions
(universities, high schools, NGO’s, on voluntarysisaon some elementary schools), and
popular music and some media makers are makingpuB®mani, which Matras calls the
emblematic function (Matras 1999). Speakers of\Mftaeh group are using Romani overtly,
and not only as secret talk. Otherwise, in commaérase, in public health care, at local
authorities, in courtrooms Czech is (beside Sloaa# locally Polish) omnipresent, and the
Roma are fully adapted to this. Therefor Romangeserally invisible to the surrounding,
which leads to statements like that of a distesponsible, that “the reason [for little demand
of interpreters and of instruction in Romani] iven by the fact, that not all Roma have
command of Romani” (Zprava 2006: 111). Thereforep, tRomani is perceived as
contradictory to progress and education, both leyrntfajority and by the Roma themselves.
E.g. an university professor is openly surpriset tine of his master graduates, well-known
to be Roma, is a native speaker of Romani, havsmgammand of Czech until her school
enrolment. So, apart from their dialect of Romdhey also use Czech, often Slovak, and
sometimes Hungarian. The knowledge of Slovak andigdtian is required to maintain
personal networks abroad. The Czech they speakmaidginized (Sebkova 1995, ZInayovéa
1995, Bdgovcova 2007), and it will be necessary to determifether they distinguish
between a variety of Czech spoken among themsal@snother variety spoken to tija@o
(non-Roma people). Similarly, their Romani may Wwracterized by a smaller or larger
admixture of the matrix language, and their Czesti 8lovak may combine into a single
variety. This situation resembles the relaxed atjias of language use described by
Khubchandani (1981) for India, with the provisottbae cannot assume that the pattern is in
any way necessarily connected to the Indian omgithe language. For many of the younger
generation, a variety, or varieties, of Czech bextime only language available for active use.
Especially within this younger group, calls for aesance of language and culture can be
heard. The Government Council for National Min@stiestimates that approximately one half
of the Czech Roma uses Romani (Zprava 2002: 4)tlend&overnment’s Council for Roma
communities’ affairs gives 55% (Zprava-integrac®2013), but the use of a language is a
complicated phenomenon, and experts assume tha, iavthe case of those who do not
actually conduct daily conversation in the langyagemetimes amazing degrees of
competence still remain.

3.3.3. The Romani Language: Simple Management

There is evidence that native speakers of Romatd and evaluate dialectal difference in
discourse. In Hibschmannova & Neustupny (1996)rtepam individual examples (p.97),
three speakers of the Eastern dialect of Romane wwsked to comment on a text written in
the Western dialect of Slovak-and-Czech Romanitaierthough not all, differing features
were noted and some were evaluated by the judgess interesting that the wordamuj
“against® (rociv in the Eastern dialect) was evaluated once neggtand once positively.
On the whole, the management was not strong, withad the three speakers, in particular,
noting differences but refusing to evaluate. A estéypic evaluation appeared in one case
when the word‘ulo “a little” was marked as belonging tadageSaunclean, language of dog
and horse flash eaters) dialect despised byZti#e (clean) Roma. There is, in fact, no
linguistic difference between tlteegeSaandZzuzecommunities, and the woedllo is simply a
regional variant.
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While Romani shows a relatively high degree ofntemnance in the settlements of the
Slovak type, within the Czech urban setting, shftrapid and, unless the trend can be
reversed, there may be nothing to maintain witingle generations. One should realize that,
not unlike many other communities, a number of Raomatellectuals do not support the
maintenance of the language, rather claiming thair romipen "Roma-ness* does not
depend on the language. lronically, the writer DeziBanga, who himself also publishes in
Romani, is among such individuals. The stigma efdthnic group has reached also one of its
attributes, the language. Similar parallels arentbin the transfer of attitudes of Czech-and-
Slovak Roma to the Vlach towards their languagene®aly they are conceived as
traditional, and their language owes a prestigbenfig original and free of Czech influence.
Non-Vlach children reportedly wish to learn the sHadialect.

There does not appear to be any study of Romacbdise that demonstrates how
management takes place when the spoken languageeds Informal observations confirm
that there is much switching at lexical and phrésatl between Romani and Czech, and such
switching testifies to problems in communicatioratttare solved through switching. Of
course, this is not the case when a Czech expressialready a component of the Romani
lexicon. When it is not, there is a possibility ttlsavitching will become automatized at the
level of the speaker in question. This illustrdtesv language loss proceeds: from individual
utterance, to the language of an individual, amh tto the language of the whole community.
In formal contexts, for example, when a Roma spaalesconference, his/her Romani can be
completely free of switching, but the language espion, in this case, is of course managed:
within a very formal context such as this probleans noted, and adjustment is implemented
so that no switching takes place.

Hubschmannova (1979) showed another important ghenon connected with
management of language by the Roma in discourse. fech of Romani children at
Rokycany (Western Bohemia), where 82% of the céandincluded in her study reported
using Romani at home, was ungrammatical. However,Gzech of Romani children in a
Prague sample, where only 6 percent of childrend uRemani at home, was equally
ungrammatical. This example shows the lack of mamemt of the children’s Czech. A
pidgin or a creole was being born. This processicé} for a situation of limited networks
between native and non-native speakers (Hymes,)18{llcontinues at the present time.

On the other hand, as the formation of ethnic emess proceeds, more and more
individuals try to speak and learn Romani. In soiamilies, children are systematically
addressed in the language. However, there is bftleortunity to develop and reinforce this
knowledge further in classroom situations.

3.3.4. The Romani Langauge: Organized Management

While the Romani language is still in use, attengitds management appear at higher levels
of organization as well. Although practically alblpical programs produced by Romani
groups, and recently also by Governmental orgaioizst praise the language as a symbol of
the existence of the Roma, little management isdeoted. Most of the following
management acts have been pursued with the stresigtamce of agents who are not
themselves Roma.

3.3.4.1. Romani at primary level

There is no primary, or other, education that uResnani as the vehicle of instruction,
although there are Romani children who arrive dtost with a mixture of Romani and

Czech, or with Czech that is lexically (and gramuoadly) pidginized. Romani is not

mentioned in the educational part of the ReporthenSituation of the Roma Communities
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2004 (Zprava-integrace 2005: 8-12). The languagestipn is always posed from the
perspective of a Czech native speaker, noting dicjden language skills [in Czech] *“.
Strictly speaking, there are no measures at alediespecially at improving the education of
Roma, because except for scholarship for Roma stedke report mentions only “children
from a socio-cultural disadvantaged environmentevéttheless the context allows reading
them as referring to Roma children. Most measuresaened at combatting the alleged lack
of integration ability, consisting of their cultirand social divergence.For example, the
establishment of preparatory classes has contdbotehe improvement of the education of
Roma children. Such classes were originally desigoe Roma children, but they are now
open to all “socio-culturally disadvantaged childehaving been acknowledged as suitable
for children of foreigners in general (Praha a daasti, 1998: 25). In 1998, the Ministry of
Education approved the employment of Roma asssstahbse task is to make it easier for
Roma children, using their own language, to strbel attendance at Czech primary schools.
In the school year 2005/06, there were 123 preparatiasses operating at primary schools
(79) and primary schools with some specific tragnmogram (44) . Towards the end of 2005,
the Ministry employed 306 Roma assistants (Zpr&@6246); however 34% of the socially
excluded Roma localities had no assistants (GAC6R0Burther measures comprise the
enrolment into kindergartens with mixed Czech ar@nB environment, the expansion of
kindergarten attendance to a maximum via persuasarepaigns by social workers and
financial stimuli. Whole-day care schools and praepay classes aim at redrawing the
children from their environment seen as unsuitédlheir welfare (which is a tradition from
the Austrian-Hungarian empire).

The intentions fixed in the Roma Integration Pl@prava-integrace 2005: 55-85)
consider Romani as a school subject. However asdaium of instruction it is rejected: “For
Romani children, as well as for adults Roma, iingportant to enable Romani language
cultivation in unpaid language courses. In thesersms children are introduced into
traditional Roma culture, literature and historynasl. Text books will be elaborated for these
courses, together with didactical manuals for teexhGraduates in romistics from the
Faculty of Arts of Charles’ University could teatttese courses, along with teachers whose
mother language is Romani. The establishment okmarate ethnic educational system
compared to the Polish one is not part of the rafiiive actions in Roma education. The
majority of Roma do likewise not demand to set uphsan ethnic educational system.”
(Zprava-integrace 2005: 72-73). Hereby policy earon like a decade ago: ,The Romani
language is serving and will continue serving asilawmy language to achieve elementary
goals, meaning to equalize the educational handi€dpe Roma population.” (Fristenska &
Sulitka, 1995, p. 17)

Because of different linguistic and social backgmhuRoma children experience
considerable communication difficulty, even if, tire surface, their Czech reveals no major
problems (which is described for many bilingual coumities, Skutnabb-Kangas 2000). A
standard adjustment measure has consisted of d@ratsf“special schools” which were
basically designed for mentally retarded child®aginning with the revised school law Nr.
561/2004, these schools have formally changeddimary elementary schools with specially
designed teaching plans, and after finishing schibe children receive an ordinary school
degree. Still the quality level of these schoolgeasy low, and they are continued to be viewed
as ,Romani schools”. Parents endorse, or everaiajtthe transfer if they know that the child
is unhappy at the normal school. Roma children dewes mostly enjoy these schools where
requirements are grossly reduced and where moddrehi come from Roma families.
Teachers in normal classes are glad to get richderachievers. None of the participants in
this adjustment process worry about the fact thatahildren will be unable to proceed to
higher education (because of low initial abilitiesid that they are for life excluded from jobs
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that require anything more than the very elemengaiycation level. A new generation of the
unemployed is in the making (Wilkova, 1999). Czadilthorities and teachers take the special
schools and the treatment of the Roma childrenetonétural and unavoidable. The self-
assured tone of their statements is frighteningtfef daily MF Dnes 16/6/1999).

The NGO Nova Skola,New School* (www.novaskola.org) introduced in 0@
competition in Romani written literature for schatlildrenRomano sungRoma dream* to
rise awareness for Romani among this age group.

3.3.4.2. Secondary and adult education
The Roma Social Secondary SchoBbfnska stdni Skola socialjiwas founded in 1998.
Seven further secondary schools of this type stadework by 2006 in areas inhabited by
Roma. These schools provide full secondary leaghiing in the area of social care for Roma
ethnic communities. Graduates are expected to &ngployment in national or local
government or in other social work institutions.eTturricula include classes in Romani, a
survey of the history and culture of the Roma andhR literature (Praha a narodnosti, 1998:
75). There is also a Protestant AcadeiEyahgelicka akademjién Prague which, since 1997,
also includes &oma AcademyThis institution trains adult students of Romaraation for
social work as advisors in Roma problems in loaalegnment. The curricula also include
Romani (Praha a narodnosti, 1998:73). These scheacksive financial support from the
Government. Two further secondary schools, in Mastl in Ostrava, provide Romani
courses, too. In Brno, classes of Romani are aMailat the Cultural and Educational Centre
for Roma Children and the Youngylturni a vzdlavaci centrum pro romské&ftil a mladey,
as well as some other NGO in other parts of thentguThese courses also accommodate
teachers, public servants and police officers (kédaoviny 27/1/1999). A television course
of Romani entitledAmare Romawas broadcast, by Czech TV, from 2000 to 2001iKEIS
2000/2001).

All these activities are related to the Czech-alwl+&k variety and indirectly also to
the Hungarian Roma. For the Vlach there are no ppibies.

3.3.4.3. University courses

The fullest and most rigorous tertiary programvsaikable in the Faculty of Arts at Charles
University in Prague — a 5 year course, developed 991 by the specialist in Romani
language and culture, Professor Milena Hubschmannav which 20 students devote
themselves fully to the study of the Romani languagd culture or the study of Romani
together with another discipline. The studentspaely of Czech, partly of Romani origin.

Graduates of the program normally become teachmrblic servants or work in other

positions connected with the Roma issue. Part efgtogram is a compulsory one-year
course of Vlach, the only occasion to learn thedetit.

The Romani language is also available in the Eduedtaculty of Charles University,
where teachers are trained, in the Faculty of Afthe Ostrava University in Ostrava and in
the Education Faculty of the J.E. Purkybniversity at Usti nad Labem, in an area
characterized by a high density of Roma populatidany students are connected with the
Special Schools where Roma children form a majofigachers are non-native graduates of
the Charles University program (EISik, 2000/2001).

Research and documentation on language and cwtineties in Czechia are made at
the Institute of Linguistics at Karl-Franzens-Unsigt in Graz, the Institute for Linguistics
at Arhus University and at the School of Languageasguistics and Cultures at the
University of Manchester (cf. the on-line dictiopaon Czech-Slovak Romani, Matras &
Halwachs 2007 and its ancient features at the Roianphosyntactic Database, Matras
2007).
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Overall, the programs described constitute a viemnitdd range for a country in which
the Roma community is the second or third largestraunity.

3.3.4.4. Educational infrastructure

The compilation of textbooks is an important act lahguage management. Antonin
Puchmajer'sRomani Cib, published posthumously in 1821, was the firsthiesk of the
language ever written. There were no other textbaaktil Cikansky snadno a rychleas
launched in a popular series of textbooks in 190@kse books were based on the Czech
variety of Romani, which has since become extifbe first modern textbook wasiJLipa’s
Prirucka cikanstiny(Prague: Statni pedagogické nakladatelstvi, 18@8)was followed by
two short books authored by Milena Hibschmann@éklady romstinyPrague: Academia,
1973) andCikanstina(Usti nad Labem: Krajsky pedagogicky Ustav, 1978)e most recent
textbook isRomaii ¢hib, published in 1999 by Hana Sebkova and Edita fiwayby the
Fortuna publishing house. This was the first "futéxtbook of the language. All texts
published after Lipa’s present the Slovak-and-Czeehiety of the language (EISik,
2000/2001), equally like the Romani grammar by H&mbkova and Edita ZInayova
(Sebkova & Zlnayova 1998). More advanced teachirgienml (e.g. multimedial, with
modern teaching methods) is not available, neithequalified personnel, consultancy or
training institutions. On the other hand, nativeaers, competent in the application of the
language, are not authorised for teaching. Thergtate a low quality level of education may
be expected, which might prevent authorities, pareand pedagogic staff even from any
initial experiment. But some teaching has startadd some material, personnel and
experience can be used to gradually improve thtsan.

Of great importance is th&komskagesky a cesko-romsky kapesni slovniky
Hilbschmannové, Sebkova and Zigova, published inl 1@@ague: Statni pedagogické
nakladatelstvi), one of the most rigorous dictieggof Romani that has ever been published,
recently transferred to partial on-line use as oh25 European Romani dialects on the so
called RomLex lexical database (Matras & Halwadb@72.

A collection of Romani written books useful foruedtional purposes, sorted by
dialects, has been collected by Peter Bakker amstdHKyuchukov (Bakker & Kyuchukov
2003). In or about Vlach, not more than half a dobeoks have been issued. Teachers of
Vlach have to rely on material from Hungaria (inrtdarian, Choli-Dardczi et al. 1988,
Rostas-Farkas et al. 1991/2001) or Austria (Halwaattal. 1998).

3.3.4.5. Standardization and Elaboration

Throughout history writing skills have been acqditgy the mediation of Czech, being the
exclusive medium of literacy, and so today the pricthoice language for written
communication is Czech. The Roma have adapted nwe skind of radical diglosia with
extreme differences between colloquial [86%] and literal “vidi§” language (meaning “you
see”). More memorable representation systems (d)kaee felt uncommon and are hardly
accepted. Spontaneous codification (e.g. “dykes™}-iby a lack of confidence with other
systems — grounded on habits from the official mgitsystem, not reflecting particularities of
Romani. From bilingual texts, and also for interealnmunication, the Czech version is
chosen. E.g. Romani speaking families exchange gneetings, emails, and personal telling
in the majority language. Due to this, neither prets nor consumers are familiar with or
even aware of Romani writing. Therefor publicatioins Romani are to be considered
organized management. Books for the Roma audiesro@rise novels and poetry, fairy tales,
oral history, riddles, proverbs, receipes and hwosh with legal, administrative and health
care information. They are monolingual in Czechlpyr,intention of individuals, bilingual
Romani-Czech. Two authors belong to the Vlach group
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Concerning media as the co-producers and exeaitstandardization, “the situation
of the Roma reached during the last years a deredopcomparable with the situation of the
other ethnic minorities. The Roma have access tdigpumedia: in radio broadcasting ‘O
Roma vakeren’, ... in occasional programs by the Bzelevision ..., in state funded internet
broadcasting ‘Radio Rota. Roma periodicals Romatamgos (3600 issues), Romano Vodi
(3000 issues) and Kereka (4700 issues) are regesufsidies, further on internet sites
www.romea.cz and www.dzeno.cz and the journal fwudhentation and presentation of the
Romani culture Romano Dzaniben” (Zprava-integra0652 13). This sounds magnificent,
but the language of publishing is generally stiteCh, apart from single articles offered
parallelly in Romani. In Vlach, some single pagesgublished per year.

No attempts at standardization have been made pexoe the standardization of
spelling and awareness building for word formatidhe spelling rules were developed at the
end of the 1960s by the Linguistic Commission &f thhion of Gypsies-Roma, and they have
been adhered to with relative consistency (cf. ldhbsmannova & Neustupny, 1996,
Hubschmannova & Neustupny, 2004), comments in “Rartengos” are such an exception.

Elaboration of Romani takes place in individualfors on the pages of Romani
journals such afomano dzaniberfpublished in Prague, 1994 —to date). No systemati
attempts at elaboration of the lexicon or the gramare known, although Hibschmannova,
Sebkovéa and Zigova (1991) in fact has developedathguage in many respects.

Following the first workshop for Romani linguiseglitors and other users of Romani
in 2003 in Luhaovice, a sampler (Andrs 2003) was published comtgianalyses of actual
problems in codification and word formation, andedailled recapitulation of its state-of-the-
art by Sebkova and Hilbschmannova. Recommendatioriagaat the establishment of a
medial committee, at further university courses Romani and at the intensification of
broadcasting in Romani haven’t been realized yet.

3.3.4.6. Governmental Level Management

The Czech government has always featured Romanitsorist for potential language
management action. One reason for this was thesymegrom the USA to keep the Roma
problem under control. However, under the new-Bbem philosophy of the Klaus
government, the status quo was to be preservdtieleyes of the Government, ethnic issues
were sufficiently attended to, and positive diseénation with regard to any group was out of
question. The following Social Democratic GoverninenMiloS Zeman appointed Petr Uhl
as a Cabinet Commissioner for Human Rights. Uhistibd a number of proposals to solve
the Roma question, including special provision$imithe proposed Ethnic Minorities Act.

It was only in the late 1990s that the attitud€Caech politicians changed. The Czech
Republic ratified the Framework Convention for fReotection of National Minorities and
signed the Charter of European Regional or Mindrayguages; the Ethnic Minorities Law
was accepted in 2001. A number of special measuhngsh also affect the Roma have been
adopted. Of basic importance for future languagdicyois the establishment of the
Government’s Council for Matters of the Roma Comityistating, among others, that “the
assimilative way may lead to a complete citizenshig the government is persuaded, that it
would be a loss to the whole of society”, and ‘ib&s of Roma identity, culture and language
must not be a condition to the integration of tlef.” Priority e) out of seven named grants
“the development of the Romani culture and langudgprava-integrace 2005: 59-60). At
present, university research and education, doctatien and archivation activities,
presentation of the Roma culture, as well as patitio and broadcasting for the Roma are
supported (Zprava-integrace 2005: 83-84) Neversiselehe section “Support to the
Development of the Roma Language and Culture ar@gcientific Research” constitutes the
last one out of 23 pages of the Roma Integratian.PWithin a recent study on possible
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measurements to improve the living situation iniabc excluded Roma localities (GAC
2006), the language question wasn't examined. H addressed in the recommendation to
provide “socio-linguistic research about the largpudacilities of Roma children born in
socially excluded enclaves.” (GAC 2006: 104)

As it is true that there is no international hifgad for support of develpoment and
standardisation of Romani, the widespread charaatethe Roma population is tightly
connected with miscellaneous activities abroad whoan be used for local language
management (e.g. the above mentioned Matras 20@#adM& Halwachs 2007, Bakker &
Kyuchukov 2003). Another partner body is the Euspe&entre for Modern Languages,
which is actually developing a Common curriculuranfiework for Romani_(www.ecmljat
The Romani variety most frequently used in Czeenia Slovakia is being introduced into the
Slovak school system, which might solve as a bingfrase for Czech efforts of the same
kind. The experimental introduction is co-ordinateg the Statny pedagogicky Ustav
“National pedagogical institute” (www.statpedu.skiphich uses Czech expertship for
language and culture implementation.

3.3.4.7. Further Management?

One of the basic problems unlikely to be attenaedttthe educational or governmental level
is the issue of networks. One branch of this pmobd®nsists of networks between the Roma
and the matrix population. Only such networks camtigbute to arresting the pidginization of
Czech spoken by the Roma and open the way to waidged acquisition of the matrix system
of communication. At the same time, such networkl without necessarily wiping out their
specificity, help to integrate the Roma into thetnmacommunity from the point of view of
their sociocultural behaviour. The second brancthefissue consists of networks within the
Roma community — networks that will reinforce theqess of formation of Roma ethnicity
and that will make it possible for the Roma to jorces in order to maintain their language —
should this be their wish.

Another issue that may appear on the program efdaly is standardization. In
Hubschmannova & Neustupny (1996), the authors arghat old (modern) models of
standardization should not be used for Romani. Wéredr not to standardize, and in what
way, should be a choice for the community as iie@as maturity and as it faces the issue.

Whatever language management at whatever level taley place, one thing is
certain: language management will not succeed sirtess preceded by empowering the
Roma through socioeconomic and communicative manage(Neustupny, 1993). Perhaps it
is possible to exterminate the language withouiosmonomic planning, because maintaining
the current socioeconomic regime is in fact a golidowever, to solve existing problems, to
maintain the language and to develop it requires stiengthening of the socioeconomic
position of the Roma.

3.4. THE POLISH COMMUNITY

In the 2001 census, 51,968 people reported Pdimstiogty. In 1991, the number was 59,383.
Most of these people live in thesSin region, a relatively small North Moravian tery
which is a component of the Czech part of histbigikesia that borders on Poland. It consists
of two districts: Karvina, where, in 2001, 19,04€ople (6.8 per cent of the population of the
district) registered as Poles, and Frydek-Mist&0717 people (8 per cent of the population).
The remaining Poles live dispersed among the Czanlsother ethnic groups, essentially
over the whole territory of the Czech Republic higher density can be observed only in
Northern, Eastern and Central Bohemia. It is nergs® also take into consideration that at
present several thousand Poles work on long-temmifein the Republic. In the Skoda-
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Volkswagen automobile factory in Mlada Boleslavredpseveral hundreds were employed in
1996. In the case of Poles in the Czech Republig therefore possible to identify at least
three categories (Zeman, 1994):

1. the T&Sin community,
2. Poles living in other districts, and
3. foreign workers.

However, it is the first category that attracts tetsention, and that category will constitute
the target of this account.

Maximum size was attained by the Polish commumit§910 when 158,261 people
reported Polish as their mother tongue. In theoWithg decade the number dropped to 103
521, a decrease caused partly by a change in maiéreporting in the &in region where
many people were ethnically indifferent, and pabyyemigration. Since then, the number of
people who declared themselves to be Poles hasstamtly declined to the current level. It
seems that, in the years from 1950 to 1980, ali8®£00 Poles (46.2 per cent of the 1950
community) changed their ethnic allegiance, nowtigaeporting as Czechs (Srb, 1987).

The Polish minority of the &in region originates in the decision of the pos/W
negotiations about Central Europe when the regias allotted to the Czechoslovak state.
This was an act of management by force, and thee md way of opposing the power of
those who made the decision. Many Poles, who sy found themselves living outside of
Poland, considered the decision as unjust. Thisnfeenarked the cohabitation of Poles and
Czechs on the territory ever since, and languageagenment within the situation has
attracted much attention from Czechoslovak (nowcByend Polish authorities (Borak,
1999) ever since. At the end of the 1930s, and atsoediately following WWII, the
incorporation of the region into Czechoslovakiadme the object of severe conflict between
Czechoslovakia and Poland. The postwar conflict waly terminated following strong
pressure from the Soviet Union in 1947.

In the period between the two World Wars, th&Sim region witnessed the
development of a dense network of Polish schoots atarge number of Polish cultural,
sports and economic institutions. Initially, thevere few Polish intellectuals of local origin,
and these were mostly school teachers. The popnlatiedominantly found employment in
the mining and iron works industries. The procdsiither industrialization which followed
WWII led to the dissolution of the original ethrstructure. It brought to thes$in region tens
of thousands of Slovaks whose overall percentadglearKarvina district in 1991 was as high
as that of Poles. In 2001 Poles (19,040) were, kewegain more numerous than Slovaks
(15,948). In comparison, the Czech element comgpr#,658 people. Polish ethnicity was
also negatively influenced by the disappearancBadish villages and the movement of the
population to urban centres such as HawiKarvina, Orlova, finec. Under the Communist
Party government, Polish associations were reduced single organization, thBolsky
kulturne-oswtovy svaz(in Polish Polski Zwizek Kulturalno-Gwiatowy), founded in 1947.
This name itself makes it clear that the aim of thiganization was strictly non-political. At
the beginning of the 1950s, the network of Polishosls expanded, but subsequently, with
the decline in demand, the number of schools abktredised. In 1955, the principle of
bilingualism, which guaranteed bilingual signs anldings, bilingual official notices, etc. in
towns and villages with a larger number of Polishabitants, was accepted in the region
(obviously approved by a top organ of the CommuRegsty) before it was codified in official
regulations. The implementation of the principles lieeen a sensitive issue up to the present
time. There are indications that, for the Polismomunity, it has primarily been understood as
a strategy symbolizing the equality of Poles anédbz within the region (Sokolova 1999b).
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In daily life most Poles are at least receptiveljngual in Polish and Czech. However, an
important non-symbolic role was played by Poligirdries, or the Polish section within local
libraries, as well as by the Polish section of fh&Sin Theatre. Since 1951, Polish
broadcasting is also available on Czech natiorthbra

Following the changes of 1989, social organizaiename freer, and Poles diversified
in their allegiances. Apart from tHeolsky kultur@-oswtovy svaz a more ambitioufRada
Poléki (today Kongres Polak v CR) came into being in 1991. However, it seems that n
major change in the life of the community eventda{8ordk, 1998). Previous trends
continue, and the most prominent of these is akaion. According to the available statistics
in 1994, Poles entered into only 27.9 percent bhieally homogeneous marriages. One of
the factors in the decline of opting for Polishratity has been the emergence of the Silesian
ethnic category, which attracted 44,446 people9@lland 10,878 in 2001.

The trends mentioned above notwithstanding, Piolethe TeSin region remain the
only territorially bound historical ethnic minorityj the Czech Republic. Hence they have
attracted the attention of a number of specialfstsexample from th&lezky UstaySilesian
Institute) in Opava. Since the end of the 1980so$ioguistic work has started to appear. In
1991, University of Ostrava established a spedithv pro vyzkum polského etnika'eské
republice (Institute for Research of the Polish Ethnic Graopthe Czech Republic), the
function of which is today partly replaced lystav pro regionalni studiglnstitute for
Regional StudigsAfter the demise of Czechoslovakia in 1993, mattention of the Czech
and Polish authorities has concentrated on thestPatinority of the €Sin region than had
occurred in the ethnically more varied Czechoslostake.

At the beginning of the 2century, there were definitely Poles who felt ttiair
interests were being suppressed through the pofvdreoCzech State. The Report of the
Government Council for National Minorities mentiotisat its Polish member negatively
evaluated the conduct of the 2001 census becansediately prior to that census, the Czech
media reported that the census documents mighti®esed, thus in fact deterring minority
individuals from declaring their true feelings. Acding to the Polish member of the Council,
the actual number of Poles in the territory of @mech Republic was 70,000. In this figure, he
included all those who had declared Silesian eityniln that part of the Report that conveys
the views of individual members of the Council, tRelish representative criticized the
current situation on many counts, including hiddetolerance and discrimination (Zprava,
2002: 68). His attitude shows that problems dotekigs an important question to what extent
the joint entry of Poland and the Czech Republic the European Union in 2004 will change
the overall situation.

3.4.1. The Polish Language: Situation, Problems

Polish shares with Czech, Slovak and Sorbian meshigein the group of Western Slavic
languages. This fact alone indicates the closeak#ise two languages. Though at present
Czech and Polish show a number of structural @iffees (see Lotko, 1997; Lotko, 1998), the
comprehensibility of speech in the other languageelatively high. Haugen (1966) correctly
included Czech and Polish among his examples of pienomenon he called
semicommunicationThe best conditions for receptive Czech-Polidindpialism no doubt
exist in the ESin region, but it could become a wider phenomeanarther Czech territories
as well. For example, when, in the 1970s and 19B0&ish TV was more attractive than
Czech TV, many television antennas in Czechoslavakere set to receive Polish signals.
This was true not only of the Czech-Polish borders but also of some large East Bohemian
towns such as Hradec Kralové, and the occurrensenetlimited to intellectuals. It seems
that between Poles, Czechs and Slovaks potengéialynilar communicative relationship can
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obtain as between Danes, Norwegians and Swedesfadtiawaits the attention of language
managers, especially in view of the expected emitithhe three central European nations into
the European Union.

In the T&Sin region, the Polish community, in daily commauatiien, employs three
different varieties of language: theigSin region mother dialect, a locally influencedietyr
of Standard Czech and an equally locally affectadety of Standard Polish (cf. Bogoczova,
1994). More than half of the Poles have been reddd use these three varieties in the family
domain as well (Bogoczova, 1994: 24). The mostresite use is made of th&din dialect.
This phenomenon is connected with the fact thabdatal Polish is seen as a hard variety,
used principally in official Polish schools, minyrisocial organizations, newspapers (e.g.
Gtos Ludy, radio and television programmes and during thres$/Min church (Muryc 2005:
44). A sophisticated form of conversational Staddaolish could not develop in the region
because, due to politically induced isolation frthra Polish spoken in Poland, contacts were
limited. In view of this, Poles from theé3in region experience difficulty in everyday
conversation with Poles from Poland: the amountdistourse management in which they
must engage is excessive. The prestige of #¥#nTdialect is increased by the fact that it is
also used by a population that reports Czech atiinkor such speakers, it may be either the
native dialect or a form of speech they acquiredugh long residence in the region. The
dialect stands linguistically half way between Bloland Czech, however, Bogoczova (2001
15) showed that the linguistic system of the dialecloser to Polish. Ironically, the variety
which enjoys the highest prestige in the Polish momity is Standard Czech which connects
with the power of the state and of the Czech matommunity in general. Czech is also the
language offered by Poles in communication in #rstounters with strangers. The degree of
Standardness of Czech used by members of the Raimmunity is often higher than in the
case of Czech speakers of the same region. (Astridiive example is provided below.)
Hence, one cannot easily derive conclusions altbuicity on the basis of speech behaviour
alone. Bogoczova (1997) showed that, in the languddhe youngest generation of Poles, it
is the influence of Czech, not of Polish, whicheasitself strongly in the lexicon and with
regard to prepositions, conjunctions and particless influence of Czech is noticeable in
pronunciation, and still less in inflection.

A note on the attitudes of the Czech populatioatish seems useful. This attitude
largely reflects their relationship with the Pokesd with Poland. Bogoczova (2002) claims
that when the Polish economy began to prosper guréd90s, Czech attitudes to Poles and
Polish improved. The current interest in Polish padly been invoked by the demise of the
linguistic monopoly formerly held by Russian. Pblis becoming one of the leading Slavic
languages studied by Czechs studying in departneéi@kvic Studies at Czech universities.

Investigations by thé&lezky Ustawonfirm that the language shift of Poles towards
Czech is not as extensive as in the case of Slovmktst does reach high levels. The most
recent extensive research conducted in 1994 relehlgt, according to the opinions of
parents, only 24.1% of children spoke (given nocsmation of a domain) predominantly
Polish, 40% spoke Polish and Czech, and 31.9% predmtly used Czech (Sokolova &
Hernova & Srajerova 1997: 84). However, considelomy-term trends, it seems that there is
an accompanying increase in the orientation ofRbksh community towards bilingualism
and biculturalism (Sokolova & Hernova & Srajerov@97: 88). This trend is less evident
among Slovaks in the TeSin region, and the biliigonaof the Czechs clearly lags behind
both groups. Two languages are spoken by only 16%&&n Czechs, and those languages
are Czech and Polish (Sokolova, 1999b: 130). Imtadly, it is necessary to add that figures
from the investigations just quoted, as well asnfrthe 1991 and 2001 censuses, must be
interpreted with care, because the TeSin dialesd by both Poles and Czechs is often taken
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for Polish by Poles and for Czech by Czechs (Boge&z2000: 28; Sokolova, 1999a; cf. also
Lotko 1994: 15).

3.4.2. The Polish Language: Simple Management

In the work domain, the selection of varieties asmally determined by the variety preferred
by the superior. Bogoczova (2000: 21) notes thagmthe superior is oriented towards the
use of Czech, Czech is used. On the other haride ifode preferred by the superior is the
TéSin dialect, subordinate employees use the diabecCzech. It is not unusual that
subordinates have a better command of the varley their superior. In the following
conversation, which is a fragment of a meetingh@ Tinec Iron Works, A is the superior
(over 50, local origin, Czech), while B is a fema&mployee within his section (37, local
origin, ethnically Polish, graduate of a Polishnpairy and high school).

A: E tady mirikate konkreti vjeci, ale vysledeg je takovy, Zze komunykacee/azn
“Well, here you tell me concrete results, but tbgult is that communication comes
to a deadlock...”

B: Jajesli dovolite, dogim, dopkim troSku Séfa..

“If you allow me, I'll supplement, supplement tbleief’s ...”

It seems clear that A is oriented towards the ds€zech, but his management of Standard
Czech is limited. B, who uses th&SIn dialect in her daily life, adjusts her languagehe
choice of her superior. Her Czech, unlike the Czefcher superior, is managed and void of
the influence of the dialect. In the language otlfere is a shortening of long vowelskéte
instead ofrfikate “you say”, takovyinstead oftakovy“such”) and an assimilation of voiceless
consonants before voiced onesydledegje instead of vysledekije “the result is”)
(from Bogoczova, 2000, simplified).

3.4.3. The Polish Language: Organized Management

Reference to organized language management hasimed throughout this section; at this
point, a more detailed note on Polish schools shaulffice to complete the review. The
Polish community has at its disposal a relativetyersive network of kindergartens and
primary schools, a high school (gymnazium) and dPolclasses at a number of other
secondary schools. In the Polish primary schodls,ldanguage of instruction is Polish but,
starting from year 2, pupils must attend the subj&zech language” which has been
allocated the same number of hours as Polish. Tiesebeen a decrease in the number of
students (in 1950: 81 Polish primary schools with78 pupils; in 1995: 29 schools with
2,617 pupils) , but this decrease is not only cdusethe decrease in the number of Poles but
also by smaller families. In families of those wieported as Poles in 1991 only 142 children
(out of the total number of 3,279) in th&SIn region attended Czech primary schools. More
recent data show that interest in Polish schoolingseasing (Sokolova & Hernova &
Srajerovéa, 1997: 104). It appears that problemsansed not so much by a lower number of
schools as by their location (Sokolova, 1999b). Atter that is being discussed is the
minimum number of children per class.

Language management for Polish has as its tdrgdanhguage of the only historically
established and geographically specific minorityhe Czech Republic. Historically, there has
been a power element accompanied throughout theetSueriod by the “friendly” relations
between Poland and Czechoslovakia. Unlike the oa$german, management has not been
affected by memories of WWII. However, there arev fendications so far that the
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management would be moving over into a “postmodegstem. If this trend actually exists,
it may be more characteristic for regions othenttige ®Sin region, where older patterns of
relationship seem to survive.

The Slovak community in the¢$in region has already been mentioned. Its position
can be characterized in the following way: Slovéleve lost the character of one of the
constituent ethnic groups of the state, but theyehaot yet accustomed themselves to the
position of a minority. Hence, they are not surevho use their minority rights. However,
many of them feel that the authorities in th&ih region should not limit their attention in
language management to the relationship betweenh€zmnd the Poles. Statements by only
two Slovak respondents who evaluate the languageagesment principles as currently
practiced in the dSin region negatively are provided. The first comtig:

“Why Polish only? All citizens of the Republic knd@zech. If more than Czech, then
Polishand Slovak should be acknowledged as equal.”

The second respondent commented:

“This region is settled not merely by Czechs ante®but by other ethnic groups as
well. Bilingualism is discriminating against othgnoups.” (cf.. Sokolova, 1999b)

3.5. THE GERMAN COMMUNITY

Germans, or German-speaking inhabitants, have linetie territory of the present Czech
Republic for more than 10 centuries. The co-exc#asf the Czech and German elements has
had a special historical significance. The curantation will be the focus of the following
text.

As mentioned above, the largest number of Gernmartbe territory of the Czech
Republic was attested in 1910, when the populateacthed 3,492,362 (Srb, 1988). Old
continuous settlements could be found, primarilgriibe borders with Germany and Austria,
but there were ethnic islands within areas thatewa&most totally Czech. The German
element was particularly strong in cities and towespecially in Prague, Brno, and Jihlava.
The wide distribution of the German populationtigsted by the fact that a recent project to
produce arAtlas historickych emeckych néeci (Historical Atlas of German Dialects) found
it necessary to collect data from nearly one tlofdhe present day territory of the Czech
Republic (Bachmann, 2002). After WWI, large numbafr&ermans -- e.g., Austrian officials
and others who were not native to the countryt; eSimilar exit of foreign officials, soldiers
and others brought in by the occupation duringpeeod between 1939 and 1945 occurred
after WWII. Nevertheless, in the middle of 1945 ttemaining native German element
represented approximately 2,809,000 individuakss-26.3 per cent of the entire population.
Yet, two years later, following the large scale akegtion of Germans to Germany and
Austria, only some 180,000 (2.1 percent of the jatpmn) remained (Srb, 1988). This
deportation was arranged on the basis of agreenmreathed at the Potsdam Conference
(1945) and the implementation of the agreement acagpted by virtually the entire Czech
population which considered the deportation a lalgtonclusion to WWII, a period marked
by atrocities committed by the Nazi who, in theim, had been enthusiastically supported by
the majority of Czech Germans. No major objectivese raised abroad either. At present, a
number of people, including many Czechs, see tleesioa in a different light, but both the
emotional and ideological atmosphere of the midos94éd to virtual universal acceptance of
its justification at that time. Deportation did naffect German antifascists (often Social
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Democrats or Communists), some old people, Gerrfrans mixed marriages, and persons
who were necessary for the functioning of the econd’ hese exemptions, of course, did not
guarantee that such people would not be discriméhagainst. Often the decision regarding
who should be allowed to stay was a matter of ohahke implementation of the deportation
was not always compassionate; on the contrary & seemetimes even brutal --a record that
has been reported in biographical research by marnjcipants (see, e.g., Stehlikova, 1997:
70).

Over the course of the following decades the numbé Germans decreased further:
159,938 in 1950; 134,143 in 1961; 80,903 in 19251 in 1980 and 48,556 in 1991. The
most recent figure represented only 0.5 percetti@population. This decline was partly due
to emigration to the German Federal Republic antlype rapid assimilation. In the period
from 1965 to 1969 alone, when emigration procedwes: eased, some 48,000 thousand
people left. The process of assimilation was aiolederritorial dispersion, mixed marriages,
the absence of German schools and negative aimma@ng the Czech majority to anything
German, based on the experience of repressioneb\W#zis during wartime. Demographic
research conducted in the 1980s showed that the&ecommunity was characterized by a
low percentage of children and a high participaiiothe economy, mainly in working class
jobs. The majority in the German population comsisdf women (a higher ratio than in the
matrix population), and 55 per cent of the commumitas over 50 years of age. The
education profile of the community was one of thersvin the country (Srb, 1988).

Assimilation of the German community further dasgekin the 1990s. In 1991, within
the group up to 35 years of age there were onlgrcpnt homogeneous marriages (i.e. both
husband and wife German), while a few years ldtisr figure declined to a mere 3 per cent.
Sokolova &Hernova & Srajerova (1997: 67) spoke altbe dissolution of the community in
the Czech matrix community. This view seems to defiomed by the most recent census
(2001), when only 39,106 (0.4 percent of the papataof the country) claimed German
ethnicity, 10,000 less than in 1991. This drift wred notwithstanding the fact that German
ethnicity no longer carried any social or politistigma or disadvantage.

Although in the course of the deportation the cosmpon of the remaining German
community was selected to suit the world view of tiommunist Party, when the Party
assumed unlimited political power in 1948 its aggto to the community was guided by
principles of discrimination rather than “proletariinternationalism”. It is true that, at the
beginning of the 1950s, four persons of Germanirofigere “elected” (i.e., in fact appointed
by the Party) to the parliament, but it was noflur853 that all Germans were granted Czech
citizenship, and the community did not achieve ldgal status of a “minority” until 1968,
eight years after other groups. After the Praguen§pthe first official organization of the
Community, founded in 1969, was tKailturni sdruzeni ofani CSSR Bmecké narodnosti
(The Cultural Association of Citizens of German ktity) which continued to exist through
the following decades. Before the Velvet Revolutid@®89) it had 8,000 members in 60
branches.

After the social change of 1989 a number of changek place. However, these
changes pertained largely to the political rathentto the daily-life domains. The most
prominent feature of the change was the appearahee new organizationShromazeni
Neéma: v Cechach, na Moraa ve Slezsk(Assembly of Germans in Bohemia, Moravia and
Silesia). This body tries to work within the spiat the democratic society of the 1990s.
However, the survival of th&ulturni sdruzenishows that not all Germans negatively
evaluated their previous form of association. At beginning of the 1990s, intensive contact
took place between th8hromazéni Nema: and representatives of tHeudetendeutsche
Landsmannschaftwhich represents one segment of the Germans wepbty the German
Federal Republic. Through this channel, econonmdoaas directed to Germans in the Czech
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Republic (Stagk, 1998). Later, however, aid was distributed Wyca@fl organs of the German
government, because thandsmannschafivas viewed with concern not only by the Czech
community but also by some members of Kudturni sdruzeni The attempt, in 1992, to
found in Plzé a political party calledemokratickd strana Sudeifpemocratic Sudeten
Party) met with considerable resistance not onlyhim Czech community but even among
Czech Germans (Leudar & Nekvapil, 1998). This afteatearly opposed the interests of the
Czech community, being interpreted as an attemptetorn to the prewar period when
Henlein’s Nazi Sudeten Party pursued a clear patityattaching the Sudeten region to
Germany. Within the Czech community as well as withhe German community itself the
guestion appeared regarding what German organizatio the Czech Republic should
actually do. Should they concentrate on revitalwatof German culture and language, or
should they include political programs, such as dbelition of the 1945 BeneS Decrees
through which German property in Czechoslovakia e@discated? It is an undisputable fact
that the issue of compensation for the deportedn@es will remain as an international
political issue. However, equally undecided is dgiestion of compensation for Germans who
lost their property even though they were permiti@dstay in the country. The economic
situation of some members of the German communitthe Czech Republic is at present
satisfactory. Those who possess a knowledge of &eraften work in foreign (German)
companies where pay is much higher than in Czedbrmises. Many others work in
Germany. The case of the HKino region (cf. MFD 11.5.2000) shows that such ayesments
can affect thousands of people.

The German community is not restricted to Germahs were born and educated in
the country. A considerable number of German conesaare active in the Czech Republic
with the consequence that a number of sojournesutixes and other employees arrive from
Germany. The number is not easy to establish. Ti®d Z2ensus showed 3,438 persons who
possessed German citizenship. These Germans, nnaamigigers, enjoy a high socioeconomic
status which is at variance with the Czech Germdfisle an average Czech hardly notices
that remnants of a formerly huge German commuriitlylise in the country, the “German
Germans” are in focus. They are the bearers ofigoreapital, which is important to the
country but that foreign capital is also frequentigwed as a risk (Houzska, 2001). This
group of German Germans have tried to prevent teggis due to the fear of German
economic dominance by representing their compaasemternational rather than German
(Nekvapil, 1997a, Nekvapil and Nekula, 2006).

3.5.1. The German Language: Situation, Problems

The boundaries between Czech and German, as teaftasted from the first half of the"20
century, had stabilized at the roll over from ttg¥ to the 18' century. One of the extreme
positions of the German isogloss was situated d@lykm north of Prague (Skala, 1977).
Although most of the population was monolinguakither Czech or German, up to the end
of the 18th century the use of one language orother did not constitute a waterproof
testimony of ethnic membership. The belief that cdBBespeak Czech and Germans German
was the result of sociopolitical polarization thaok place in the I®century. Even then it
was possible to witness a numerous group of spgakko were bilingual and in principle
ethnically uncommitted (Trost, 1995).

In the second half of the $%entury, Czech-German bilingualism received anstro
blow from the nationalistic feeling, developed oattb the Czech and German side, that
language and ethnic loyalty are inevitably conng:c@erman still remained the language of
the top levels of the society, intertwined witheign elites, but, following the inauguration of
Czech as the language of instruction at the uniyelsvel (1882), it became possible to
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achieve the highest level of education in that legg. This development further decreased
the need for bilingualism. Fewer and fewer Czecpilptenrolled in German middle schools

(Nekula, 2002b). The foundation of CzechoslovakialP18 resulted in a language law,

adopted in 1920 (amended in 1926) that requireqqubdlic servants and employees in the
public sector, knowledge of Czech or Slovak (8kai999: 98). This requirement meant that,
among other things, Czech officials took over posg in the Sudeten areas close to the
border, because there were few local German speaker possessed a sufficient knowledge
of the new official language (cf. Povejsil, 1997).

The occupation of Czechoslovakia by Germany atbginning of WWII brought a
complete reversal of the relative weight of the tanguages. Within the remaining Czech
territory of theProtektorat Bohmen-MahreiGerman was the language of the masters. On the
other hand, after WWIlI German became a despiseduége, and a trend appeared to
discourage Germans who were not deported from gppékeir language (Nekvapil, 2000b).
The negative attitudes toward the Germans extertidedttitudes toward the German
language, including words of German origin (Tejeoral.,1982). Pragmatic decision at the
end of 1947 to reintroduce German as an electilsgesuin schools was commented on in the
press in the following way: “all right, let’s leathe language, but let’s not speak it, especially
not with the Germans!” (from Stak, 1993: 52). More than half a decade of terrothwliaily
executions, mass murders, and concentration catissociated with the German language,
were not easily forgotten. In the 1960s, a revofahterest in learning German first appeared,
but it was not until the 1990s that a more tolerattitude to borrowings and calques from
German emerged (Nekula, 1997).

Germans who were not deported gradually altereid ldreguage behaviour. Owing to
the fear of discrimination and the complete absesfc&erman schools, Germans oriented
their language management toward the use of C&mtiological research demonstrated that,
within a single generation after WWII, the role@érman as an ethnic symbol substantially
declined. While in 1970 only 7.2% of Germans coesed Czech to be their native tongue,
by1987 the figure had risen to 33%. In the same,yieg@am among those who considered
German their native language, 8% used Czech preduorthy at home, and 79.8% used Czech
and German; only 5% used German alone (Sokolov#,)1Qinguistic studies, which employ
more detailed scales (minimally, German dialecgn8ard German, Czech), confirm the
importance of generational classification. For eglanthese studies have revealed that, in the
1960s in the Cheb region, the oldest generatidBesmans used their native dialect together
with dialectally influenced Standard German, while middle generation added Czech, and
the youngest generation retained only the Germateati and Czech (PovejSil, 1975).
Research conducted in the town of Jablonec anduitoundings 20 years later showed a
definite decline in bilingualism in the middle geaton and a substantial decline in the
youngest generation, which tended to be monolingu&zech. The oldest generation still
retained German within the family domain but sp@=zech in public (Beztkova, 1988).
These studies demonstrate a significant assinmlatiend in all generations of the German
population. These results are supported by additi@vidence arising from qualitative
methodology using biographical research (Nekv&flD1; Nekvapil 2003a). Biographies of
Germans who were approximately 20 years old in 18dBfirmed that their grand-children
first started acquiring German at school — if teggrted learning it at all.

Nevertheless, the German community has not conipleliest its language.
Dialectologists who work on the Atlas of Historic@lerman Dialects discovered, to their
surprise, that competent informants could be foundll the main centres of their research
(Bachmann, 2002). Admittedly, it is a different beat to provide responses to a
dialectological questionnaire and to use the lagguproficiently as a means of daily
communication. Leaving the on-going work on theaAthside, the German of the original
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German population has not yet been subjected tersggic description. That variety seems to
be strongly dialectal; there is a lack of labidiiaa of vowels §, U are replaced bg, i; cf.
Krémova, 1993), and the phraseology is influenced mBecG (e.g.ich habe keine
tschechische Schulamodeled aftenemam zadnéeské Skoly Many Czech Germans are
ashamed to use their German in communication wahm@ns from Germany.

What is the Czech of the German population of@khech Republic? In the case of the
middle and young generation it is undistinguishdlden the Czech of other native speakers.
The Czech of the oldest and old generations ofkggeahows specific features: replacement
of voiced by unvoiced consonant®lfytek for dobytek“cattle”), lack of palatalization of
dental plosivesnedelal for nec?lal “he didn’t do”), replacement af by other consonants
(zeknufor 7eknu “I'll say”), and displacement of the accent coneec with lengthening
(vychovda for vychovala“she educated”) (HaSova, 2000); there are alsblgnes with the
Czech aspectual system and with gender (Skala,),183 Tvell as with nominal and adjectival
declension (HaSova, 1996).

In the context of German expatriate managersofigezech, research conducted in the
Skoda-Volkswagen joint venture company at the begin of the 1990s showed that the
initial enthusiasm to learn Czech was soon replégetthe realization that the language is not
easy to acquire, and active competence stoppedeat greetings such atobry den‘hello”
and a few other words such@srada“meeting”.

3.5.2. German Language: Simple Management

Thanks to language biographical research, a numibearratives in which members of the

German community reflect on their language managéraee available. Such reflections

show that, on occasion, the subjects immediatefctréo language problems as those
problems appear in discourse. This practice is detnated in the following extract from the

narration of Mr. S:

S: ... now look, the fact that | learned Czech,oved only among Czechs. There was
nothing else | could do but learn the language.|\&etl | was lucky, for | always
bumped into peoplewho were willing to help me. When | asked, whersaly
something wrong, correct me, and the same goegréanmar too. When | began to
write in Czech, | was working in the mine and thesm had boys, down from South
Bohemia or some such place, so we became frierdiPeter in particular, you know,
any time when | began to write Czech, he’d sayensamething, and I'll correct it for
you, and so | did. Well, at first he explained targd that and then he says, you know
what, to hell with you, you're you're pretty goodw, us having Czech schooling,
unlike you, but we make mistakes the same as you do

(translated from Czech)

This passage directly refers to processes of sim@eragement, particularly in the case of
written Czech. Correction in discourse by nativee€@ws was a necessary prerequisite for
integration of the German community into mainstresouniety. For the older generation, no
opportunity for organized management existed.

When the Czech society implemented the strategy @ermans should not use
German, a crucial decision for each German famibs@& about how to conduct language
management of their children. This problem is vikiktrated in another fragment from Mr.
S.’'s narrative:
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S: We were, when eh the children came, the firsirlveas Horst,so we were telling
ourselves, well eh to teach him bad Czech,that evbala bad thing. He’'d better speak
proper German, ‘cos he’ll learn Czech among childreno time at all. And that’s
what happened. There was this kindergarten teathesnt to see her when he was
old enough to go to the kindergarten, and said:kLoexre. That's the way it is with
him, he doesn’t speak Czech too well yet, and slys:Mr S. don’t you worry, I'll
teach him and so she did.

The passage indirectly refers to simple managenoénGerman within family
situations that led to the acquisition of the Gemmat the same time simple management of
Czech within the kindergarten situation is alsocdégd.

Another strategy that has been attested in mbas tone family concerns the
functional distribution of a dialect and the Stamblia the case of German. Parents who spoke
a dialect to each other reported that they inteally selected Standard German when
speaking to their children. This was a consequafdbe fact that, after 1945, no German
schools existed, and any variety of German coulgl ba transmitted to the next generation
within the family domain. The important point isaththe informants themselves selected
speaking the Standard as a management strategy.

However, anti-assimilationist management was n®twadely practiced as the
examples given so far might indicate. On the cont/alarge proportion of the Germans who
escaped deportation selected pro-assimilation nemeagt. No doubt, this management
performed a social function: assimilation was sibciadvisable. At the same time, the energy
needed for simple management in discourse is cerahbte, and simple management was no
doubt also avoided on this account. At the pretiemt, the attitude of those concerned is
different. Here is what Mr. S. reports.

S: Many regret today that they put aside German,théer forty five, so that today
they don’t speak German any more. Many regretnd ey almost envy us now that
our two sons speak perfect German.

3.5.3. German Language: Organized Management

Czech language policy in relation to German passexligh several stages. In the 1920s and
1930s, Germans, like other minorities within Czestbwakia, enjoyed a number of linguistic
and cultural privileges. Special rights could beiroled in districts where a minority
represented more than twenty per cent of all irteats. The German minority was granted an
extensive system of primary, secondary and speethlschools, and a German university
continued operating in Prague.

During the occupation of Czechoslovakia, from 1839945, Czech language policy
was in fact suspended: German was the languade ahasters, and it was Czech that had to
defend itself. However, formally, the state waspaotectorate”, and since Czech-German
bilingualism was rare by then, an immediate remo¥&zech was impracticable. However, a
strong program of Germanization was mounted; trexalvaim of Germany was a complete
liquidation of Czech and the Czech nation (Maly91p All public announcements and radio
broadcasting were in German, followed by Czech;lipuibtices and signs were in German
(large) with Czech translations (small) ; publioatiin Czech was restricted; secondary
schools were only allowed a limited intake, and cbzeniversities were closed.

Language policy with regard to those Germans wikoevallowed to remain in the
country after WWII reflected the wartime experierafethe Czechs and was in accordance
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with discriminatory state policies in other resgeétn important role in the policy was played
by the school system. Compare the experience d?.Miho described the interrelation of the
family, individual and organized management infilowing way:

P: ... my wife, she spoke German also, she was &onixed marriage. From the very
beginning we spoke German with our children. Wght, it worked till a certain
point, until they went to school. And then the dhéin came home and said: We don’t
want to speak German any longer, because theytkéeg us we are fascists. Right,)
in the books it was simply so, Germans and so ew tere fascists. (translated from
German)

Only after 1968 were Germans granted a constitatip guaranteed right to education
in their first language. However, no German schegse opened. The main argument of the
government was the high dispersion of the Germapulption and its progressive
assimilation, especially in the youngest generatkatording to statistics, in 1990 only 585
ethnically German children attended primary schoolshe territory of present day Czech
Republic.

Commencing in mid-1950s, German children couldrowp the knowledge of their
mother tongue in elective “language circles”. Tlmewever, did not contribute much to their
competence. On the other hand, the 1950s witngkseidtroduction of some other elements
into the life of the German community. From 195Mveekly magazine in GermaAufbau
und Friedenwas published. In court proceedings, the useesfifan was allowed. In the case
of contact with state and local authorities, thacfice was uneven. It was recommended that,
where the community was large, German should bd bs¢h in written and oral contact,
even should such a practice entail the use oflators or interpreters, but such practices were
not common. German broadcasting, to a limited déxtemmmenced in 1957. Theulturni
sdruZenimentioned above, was founded in 1969, with onésafims being the support of the
knowledge and use of German in the community. Hanyeguch support only became
operative with the help of the German Federal Repalfter the Velvet revolution in 1989. It
should be mentioned that, on the basis of the Gmbahak-German treaty of 1992, a number
of Czech-German Encounter Centres sprang up. Il 28@re were 14 such Centres,
especially in localities with a higher density oéi@an population. German schools are still
difficult to establish because of the high degredispersion of the German element, and also
because of a lack of demand. A viable project pilotee be the establishment of a private
German primary school and a high school (gymnazian®rague; these are open not only to
ethnic Germans but to all interested parties. Phigect was initiated and implemented by the
Association of Germans in Prague and Central Boheifine languages of instruction are
German and Czech. German has been given the roke mokans for the creation of a
multicultural identity as well as the re-creatioh tbe lost ethnic identity of the German
students. The question remains whether such aegedion is in fact possible. The last census
figures do not seem to give much hope, and spstgaltho compare the situation of the
German element in the Czech Republic and in Hunlgave assumed a skeptical attitude (cf.
Stevenson, 2000).

It is true that the German community can profitfra considerable interest in German
as a foreign language, an interest based on attadgion. In the early 1990s German was
still preferred to English at primary schools (#91/92 it was chosen by almost 100 thousand
more pupils than English), and only afterwards Etghas gradually gained ground: in
1997/98 it was chosen by more students than Geforatie first time, and since then the
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number of students who prefer English to Germanhbw®es increasing steadily. The recent

development is shown in Table'5.

Overall, the promotion of German as a foreign lagguis unusually high, and not all
of that is due to foreign encouragement (cf. Ddutgt der Tschechischen Republik,
2000/2001). The study of German is supported byrttezests of Czechs who work or intend
to work in Germany as well as by those employe@zech-German joint ventures operating
in the territory of the Czech Republic (Zich, 2008pwever, so far there are no indications
that this instrumental role of German will influenthe revitalization processes within the

German community.
Table 5. Pupils learning foreign languages at primary sthbetween 2000/01 and 2005/06

2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06
435,918 456,265 477,071 492,727 497,391 503,215

English

German 300,563274,522 246,787 218,033 187,285 166,808
French 7,971 8,287 7,277 7,082 9,056 7,250
Russian 1,046 1683 1953 2,896 3,952 5,657
Spanish 553 610 685 725 1,036 1,235
Italian 22 19 46 43 49 44
Latin - - - - - -
Classical Greek - - - - - -
Other European - - 34 205 194 29
languages

Other languages 737 201 296 113 46 48

Source The Yearbook of the Development of the Educali@yastem —
Education in the Czech Republic in 2000/01-2005/@®:. B6.2.1

3.6. THE RUTHENIAN, UKRAINIAN AND RUSSIAN COMMUNITI ES

The arrival of large numbers of Ruthenians (Rusyt#rainians, and Russians in the
territory of present day Czech Republic occurregdralVWI as a consequence of the October
Revolution in Russia and, in the case of Ruthenidnesincorporation of Ruthenia (presently
a part of the Ukraine adjoining Eastern Slovakmd ithe newly formed Czechoslovakia. In
the first days of Czechoslovakia, it was once ssggethat the country should be called
Cesko-slovenska-rusinska republik@zecho-Slovak-Ruthenian Republic” (Praha Osolinost
2000: 127).

Following the Russian Revolution, a refugee aass# program resulted in the arrival
from former Czarist Russia of a large number ofdRarss and Ukrainians and a number of
members of other ethnic groups (Georgians and Kekswyor example). This program was
organized by the Czechoslovak government, withfitsePresident, T.G. Masaryk, playing a
leading role. It has been estimated that the nurobeefugees increased from an original
6,000 to more than 20,000 in the 1920s and 193@sl€l, 1999: 14). Initially, the Soviet
regime in Russia was expected to be a temporanygohenon, and consequently the refugees
considered their stay as a temporary one. Thewnaliénter into local networks, living mostly
in their closed communities, a lifestyle for whitttey were provided excellent conditions by
the Czechoslovak government which supported thespo@ations and paid for Russian and

1% For more detail see Nekvapil (2007c). For theisttaal data concerning the 1990s see Nekvapil 320
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Ukrainian schools from kindergarten to universBpth a Russian and a Ukrainian university
operated in the Republic (for details see Vebat.et996; Zilynskij, 1995).

However, the refugee assistance program was maddematic in the 1930s, when
Czechoslovakia, like France, realized that the &oMinion was both a large export market
and politically a potential ally against the Gerntareat. The anti-Soviet émigré community
was considered a nuisance and its financial sugjv@d up. Under these conditions, émigrés
started leaving the country. On the other hand,i Mazupation of Czechoslovakia did not
result in the demise of the Russian and Ukrainigamizations: for example, the Russian and
Ukrainian gymnasia (high schools) as well as therakan University were active
throughout WWII (Zilynskij, 1995: 54; Kdjpvova-Vukolova, 1993) -- this despite the fact
that the operation of the Czech universities waspended. The end of the “good days”
arrived with the termination of the War, when theviét Army, as it advanced, detained
approximately one thousand émigrés, mainly membérthe Russian intelligentsia, and
hauled them off to concentration camps in the Savm@on. Only a small number of those
people survived and still fewer returned to Czeldwakia after a long period of forced labor
in the camps (Kafivova-Vukolova, 1993). Many members of the Ukramieommunity,
seizing the opportunity presented by Hitler's adeaimto the Soviet Union to further their
claims for independence, collaborated with Nazin@sery, but managed to escape to the West
before the Red Army arrived.

With the end of WWII, Ruthenia was claimed by 8wviet Union and this resulted in
bringing an end to any further reinforcement of Bgthenian community. New additions
could only arrive from Eastern Slovakia, but reléalstatistics do not exist, because
Ruthenians were now identified as a subset of Wiaas and were registered as such. In
Eastern Slovakia, a program of forced Ukrainizatidrthe Ruthenians started in 1953 and,
interestingly, was also directed against their Rigsgion. Under these circumstances, many
declared Slovak identity. However, the situatiorswat entirely clear, and the category and
term Ruthenian did not entirely disappear. The ta®nal law of 1968 used a strange
formulation to describe one of the officially ackvledged nationalities — ‘Ukrainian
(Ruthenian)’.

According to the authoritative work about nationalinorities published in
Czechoslovakia before the Velvet Revolution, in 1850 census 19,384 people resident in
the Czech lands registered as being of UkrainiasgRn ethnicity. Thirty years later the
number decreased to 15,322 (Sokolova et al. 1987186te that the category used was
Ukrainian/Russian and that the tettirainian was intended to include Ruthenians.

For the first time, the 1991 census allowed indiaid to opt freely for either
Ruthenian, Ukrainian or Russian ethnicity; 1,92€pmndents living in the Czech part of the
then Czechoslovakia, reported as Ruthenians, lbutyeéars later, in the 2001 census, the
number had decreased to 1,106. The community itdalins 10,000 individuals (Zprava,
2002: 74). Although their number is small, they arell organized (see, particularly, the
Spolenost patel Podkarpatské RusiThe Society of Friends of Ruthenia”) and they éav
developed wide-ranging publication activities. Tk&nto their long-term status, their
importance has been acknowledged in the fact tiegt &re represented on the Government
Council for National Minorities and in organs oétRrague City office.

As for Ukrainians, the 1991 census registered@j@dividuals, while ten years later
the number had increased to 22,112. In the conteanpdCzech Republic, Ukrainians
represent the largest group of foreign workerss iassumed that the 2001 census captured
only part of thent/ Whether university graduates or individuals withiyobasic education,
they are mostly active as manual workers. Attituolethe matrix community are more often

" In total, 100,000 to 150,000 foreigners are edwhato be illegaly employed in the Czech Republic
(Vaclavikova, 2000). Many of them are Ukrainians.
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negative than positive (Zilynskij, 1996) becaus®, dn average Czech, they are not easily
distinguished from Russians, and the media oftdar r®d “Russian-speaking gangs and
mafia”. Ukrainians, like other ethnic groups, reeefinancial support from the government
for their social, cultural and publication actiegi The most active organizationJkrajinska
iniciativa v CR ‘Ukrainian Initiative in the Czech Republic’.

Russian ethnicity was declared in 1991 by 5,068l but in 2001 the number rose
to 12,369. This increase is no doubt partly duRussian foreign workers who are active in
the Czech Republic under conditions similar to ¢ho$ the Ukrainians. However, not a
negligible segment of the new arrivals consistsvefi-to-do Russians who own shops and
real estate. Among Czechs, the view — not quitbout substance — prevails that this segment
of the Russian community has established itselfiquaarly well in the internationally well-
known resort, Karlovy Vary (Karlsbad). The sociét lof the Russian community has only
commenced — the Czech population still vividly rembers the Soviet invasion of 1968 and
the ensuing occupation, and these memories do awaiuf the existence of organized
elements of Russian society in their midst.

3.6.1. Ruthenian, Ukranian and Russian Languages: Situation, Problems

The three languages discussed in this section ¢petothe Eastern group of Slavic languages.
(Concerning the linguistic features of Ruthenia@ $a&bur, 2000; Vanko, 2000.) While mutual
comprehension is relatively easy within the Wesgmoup (Czech, Slovak, Polish), the case
of Czech and the languages of the Eastern grougiresqgsome previous study, experience
and effort. However, the closeness of the languagsssts acquisition to a considerable
degree proceeding much faster than in the casarefated languages. With regard to Czechs
the position of the three languages is very differdRussian was an obligatory school
language between 1945 and 1989; consequentlyxigtence is well known, and it is seen as
a language having international status. The exstesf Ukrainian is recognized, but it
remains vague in the consciousness of most peOpl¢he other hand, very few people know
the termrusinstina(Ruthenian), to say nothing of possessing thermé&tion that the status of
the language is rising. It has recently been cedjfiand it is now being taught in some
schools in Slovakia (Magocsi,1996). Hence, in tharaness of the people all three groups
are thought to ‘speak Russian’. Incidentally, thewvthat all languages East of the Czech
Republic (including Slovak!) are Russian appearsasionally among poorly educated people
(Nakslkova, 2000). The identification of Ruthenian an@éréinian with Russian does not
favour speakers of these languages, because, dbe txcupation of Czechoslovakia by the
Soviet Union in the immediate past, many Czechl staintain a negative attitude to
Russian-speaking foreigners and to the Russianuég®itself.

So far the language of Ruthenians, UkrainiansRumkians who live in the territory of
the Czech Republic has not been subjected to stumhse who have lived in the country for a
long time, as well as their children, have beemuistically assimilated, except that first
generation immigrants usually speak with a “Russiaocent. Integration seems to be
thorough in the case of Ruthenians who do not leapeogram for the maintenance of their
language, an aim that would be difficult in viewtbé fact that Standard Ruthenian has only
recently been introduced in Slovakia, where the lmermof Ruthenians is much higher
(Zimek, 1999/2000), and in view of the fact thatnypd&uthenians abroad use Ukrainian or
Russian as their written language. On the othed hdkrainian associations strongly support
the introduction of at least basic forms of Ukramschooling (Praha a narodnosti, 1998: 113)
and over a number of years have operated a “Susclagol”, in the framework of which
Ukrainian children learn Ukrainian and take othabjects taught in that language. This
school is not a part of normal school system; rattiee practice resembles the “Saturday
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School” pattern widely employed in such places astflia, Canada, and the USA for the
support of minority languages.

The situation of Russian is quite different. Rarss still being taught at a number of
primary and high schools. As a result, the Russ@ammunity can mount more ambitious
plans, such as the reopening of the bilingual CHabsian high school (gymnazium),
scheduled for 2004 (Vesti, 2002: 2).

Foreign workers from Eastern Europe communicaté wach other in Ukrainian or
Russian, while in relation to the matrix communtkey often use pidginized Czech or a
foreigner-talk variety of their own language.

3.7. THE VIETNAMESE COMMUNITY

Larger groups of Viethamese have been presentetethitory of what today is the Czech
Republic since the 1950s on the basis of a sefiegr@ements on economic, research and
technical collaboration between Czechoslovakiatardviethamese Democratic Republic. In
the beginning the Vietnamese came to Czechoslovakistudy at secondary schools and
universities, particularly in the field of enginger and metallurgy, and since the 1980s as
guest workers. Their numbers increased graduagching the peak in the early 1980s when
about 30,000 Vietnamese were resident in CzechakilavDue to the social changes in 1989,
the close contacts between the two countries veen@adrarily broken off, which resulted in a
decrease in the number of Viethamese in the CzegulRlic. Their population, however,
started growing again, also increased by the infiuthe Viethamese from the eastern parts of
Germany, where the conditions for their businesisiies were not as liberal as in the CR. In
the 2001 census, which comprised not only permahantalso long-term residents in the
Czech Republic, Vietnamese ethnicity was declaseti 462 respondents. According to the
statistics of the Ministry of Interior (Directorat® the Alien and Border Police) 38,566
Vietnamese inhabitants were officially residingthe Czech Republic in June 2006. The
number of Vietnamese with the Czech citizenshigpigroximately 2,000 (see Lidové noviny,
May 23, 2006) (note that the Vietnamese with Czgtihenship outnumber the members of
the Croatian, Rusyn and Serbian communities, he.national minorities recognized by the
state).

The Vietnamese in the CR do not constitute a h@amogs community. Czechs are
mostly familiar with the Vietnamese vendors at keand stands in the streets or in market
halls, but other Vietnamese own shops and shopgénges, establish business organizations
and chains as well as software companies, invegtdduction, and have Czech employees.
The Association of Viethamese Entrepreneurs wasided in 1992, the Association of
Vietnamese in the Czech Republic in 1999. Severatndmese magazines are published.
There is also a generational stratification in Yietnamese community. Due to its socio-
cultural behaviour, the youngest generation clestdyds out, having been born in the Czech
Republic and studying (mostly with success) at Gzatmary and secondary schools. The
members of this generation speak flawless Czechualikle the generation of their parents,
they feel more closely tied to the Czech Repulblantto Vietnam. While the parents of this
generation of children often have persistent pmoBlevith using the Czech language and
communicative patterns, their children often haxabfems with Vietnamese since they use it
only to a limited extent, and some of them nevesterat fully.

The case of the Vietnamese community in the CZRepublic may serve as an
illustration of the process whereby a former grafigemporary migrants has acquired the
features of traditional minorities not only in tegnof its socio-cultural but also linguistic
behaviour. Therefore it should also be (eventuahgnted the language rights guaranteed e.g.
by the Czech Minority Act. This is in the interestst only of the Viethamese community but
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also of the Czech Republic (and the EU in general¥ a question of the preservation and
development of natural language resources whiclriborte to the language diversity of the
country, may be used in international contact, @ptesent economic potential. One way or
another, the quality of the relation to the Vietmm® community and its communicative
patterns remains indicative of the extent to whzech society is capable of coping with a
considerable socio-cultural and linguistic dissanitly.

3.7.1. The Viethamese Language: Situation, Problems

Viethamese is a language that differs completelymfrCzech both genetically and
typologically. Since working knowledge of the laage is limited to only a few individuals in
the Czech Republic, the Viethamese who residearctiuntry, must learn Czech if they wish
to communicate with the matrix community. Learni@gech is a difficult task, and not all
Vietnamese successfully achieve fluency. In intema conducted by Jitka Slezakova, one
Vietnamese respondent says that learning Czedtle imost difficult task for these people:

V. Jazyk, ten nejhorSi pro nas. J&co umim, ale/&ba starSi lidi to d&ky, oni
nebudou tit. T/eba moje mamka tady taky byla uz sedm let a tdky Bb £zky, pro

ni strasi¥ teZky. No tak ona neiwe.

“Language, it worst for us. | know something, bot £xample older people, that
difficult, they will not learn. For example my mwwvas here already seven years and it
also silly. It difficult, for her terribly difficll.” (Slezdkové, mimeo)

Slezakova (mimeo) characterizes in the following/wee language of a Vietnamese retailer
who has been in the Czech Republic for one year:

“In view of the shortness of his sojourn in thisuatry he failed to understand
questions and was totally unable to answer whenwese more complicated.”

The pronunciation of the Viethamese often rendexatesices incomprehensible, their
morphology is simplified and syntactically theintuage consists of short sentences piled
one on another. As would be expected, Viethames@reh who attend Czech schools often
speak Czech better than Viethamese and use Czéanlyowith Czechs but also with their
siblings and cousins, irrespective of the insisteoictheir parents that they speak Vietnamese.
Vietnamese adults often use their children as pnéters.

The typical network existing between Vietnamesel &vechs is a commercial
transaction. Apart from this, the two communitié&anteract in official contacts with Czech
authorities. Official interpreters and unofficiaitérpreters (such as children) are sometimes
used, but the Viethamese community has alreadyir@chknowledge of the typical content of
negotiation, and it is not unusual for individuédsbe able to manage on their own. Other
networks were infrequent during the 1980s (Herofd& Matjova, 1987), and there is no
reason to think that the situation will have chahgethe intervening time. No wonder that
the mother of the retailer quoted above mastere€rech during the seven years of her
residence. Similar conditions obtain in the caserwhigrants in many countries, particularly
when older women are involved. Conversation witlstemers, beyond the commercial
transaction itself, is difficult, not only becausé the immigrant’s limited grammatical
competence, but also because of the differences oain in the non-linguistic
communication system, such as topics that are @net in Czech (e.g. the marital status of
customers, their financial situation, the age ahdée speakers , etc.). No doubt further
research will identify even more communication peofs, similar to those common between

57



Nekvapil, Sloboda & Wagner:
Ethnic and Linguistic Communities in the Czech Rajzu

speakers of other European and Asian languageNdoktupny, 1987).

Although in Czech the use of the familiar secoatspn pronoury “you” is subject to
a number of constraints (Nekvapil & Neustupny 20@)ften happens that Czech customers
use this pronoun, rather than the more “politg’to adult Viethamese speakers. The reason
for this behaviour is undoubtedly complicated: peots in judging the age of the interlocutor,
the use of foreigner talk, or a feeling of supetyoiSome Viethamese whose sociolinguistic
competence in Czech is sufficiently developed eatalsuch usage negatively. It is necessary
to note that some Vietnamese also tysi first-encounters with Czechs, but in this ctee
reason seems to be that the Viethamese are npfdyatiar with thevy forms.

3.7.2. The Viethamese Language: Simple Management

As already mentioned, problems in discourse betw€erchs and Viethamese are of
considerable magnitude, resulting not only fromldek of grammatical competence but also
from non-grammatical strategies of communicatiod &om violations of the sociocultural
rules of conduct. Frequently, differences in theatian, frequency, and “form” of smiling are
mentioned. An interesting adjustment strategy, alsourring in intercultural situations in
other communities, is illustrated by the fact ttet Vietnamese make address easier for their
Czech interlocutors by asking to be addressed bsciCnames, e.gAntonin. Individual
language management occurs, and the proof istliba¥ietnamese sometimes keep a Czech
textbook or a Viethamese-Czech conversation bodlewuthe counter.

3.7.3. The Viethamese Language: Organized Management

In Communist Czechoslovakia, the Vietnamese weregraval, channeled through intensive
three month long courses of Czech (or Slovak), ténese courses were concluded by an
examination (Heroldova & Mgjova, 1987). Actually, some of the Vietnamese hadey
through similar courses in Vietnam, before theipatéure for Czechoslovakia. In such cases,
their teachers were Vietnamese; as a consequehee,students acquired reasonable
competence in grammar and in the written languathp@ugh little competence in
comprehension or in speaking (Mtllerova, 1998)tHa case of some undergraduate and
postgraduate students one-year intensive coursgésgdanh were organized in the 1980s. Such
programs produced people with a good knowledgeonbt of Czech grammar, but also of
communicative and sociocultural strategies whichatconsiderable extent, prevented the
occurrence of interaction problems (Mullerova, 19%verall, Viethamese who were active
in the Czech territory before 1980 possessed ictigeacompetence much superior to that of
most of their countrymen who came to the Czech Blaplater. Especiallysince 1990 the
new arrivals have no language education at thajpadial. They acquire their competence
through unorganized “natural” acquisition processeshe marketplace; first generation
speakers are hardly able to communicate about iagythther than prices and types of
merchandize.

At present, organized management only impacts somidren. In our field work
conducted at Vejprty in 2002, there were only 2thvéenese children in the local school, one
in the £ and one in the " form. These two are children of parents who acive
Czechoslovakia before 1989. (The total number ef WWethamese in the 2001 census in
Vejprty was 60; in this number, which no doubt uedéimates the total number, there must
have been more than 2 children of the school age)field work revealed that formerly five
other children had attended, but these had eiéfiefdr another location with their parents or
had completed compulsory education. In 1995, féuiden had arrived from Germany and
had attended a special school because they podsessezech at all. Additionally, there are
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Vietnamese children in a nearby high school (gynumkin Chomutov. The experience of
teachers with these children has been very posilibey are talented and eager to learn.
Some of them are offspring of parents who possesgersity degrees but work in retail
because such employment is more lucrative. Accgrttinthe Education Law of 2004 (N.
561/2004 Sb.), children of all legal foreign resitteare entitled to receive education under
the same conditions as Czech citizens. This mdetdhey do not have to pay for education,
including college and university education, proddbey follow the common curricula in
Czech language. According to official statisticsere were 4036 Vietnamese children at
Czech primary and lower secondary schools, 275Bethildren coming from permanently
resident families and 1281 from families with a peamrary resident status. Temporary resident
status is being granted for purposes of businass)yf reunion or education.

The Vietnamese case shows a number of weaknessestemporary Czech language
management. Materials on linguistic minoritieshie Czech Republic, published by the central
or local governments, pay minimal attention to Yhetnamese. One of the reasons for this
neglect presumably stems from the fact that, adeq they do not possess Czech citizenship.
However, dividing residents, whether short or ldagn, according to their citizenship is an
outdated principle. Here is a large community, piob between twenty and thirty thousand
people, that actively contributes to the economfecdf the Czech Republic. The public, though
not openly hostile, is not always friendly to thcommunity, not because it creates
socioeconomic problems, but simply because of aseifinness and its inability to
communicate. Huge numbers of communication problemesnot attended to at all in the
system of organized management. The Report of tbhee@ment Council for National
Minorities (Zprava, 2002) only mentions this commntynbecause the 2001 census
questionnaires were also printed in Viethamese),(m2measure that was the result of
pragmatic considerations, and in connection with lietnamese program on radio (p. 15, p.
23). A Vietnamese representative was not nominaetle a member of the Consultative
Group for ethnic radio programs but was invitegaaticipate by the Director of Czech Radio.

3.8. THE HUNGARIAN COMMUNITY

Hungarian ethnicity was claimed in 2001 by 14,6T2abitants. Ten years earlier the number
was 19,932. It is necessary to realize that theacher of the Hungarian community radically
differs from that of the Hungarian minority in Skkia (see, e.g., Lanstyak, 2002) or
Rumania. They are a small group with an opaquetyisvhich has always lived dispersed
rather than in a single coherent settlement. Alsere is no common border between Hungary
and the Czech lands; apart from some memories of WiWen Czech soldiers, drafted into
the Austrian army, passed through Hungary andea lahited experience with Hungarians
from Slovakia, for Czechs Hungary has never beeoumtry on which they focused much
attention. In 1921 the number of Hungarians in @zech lands was 7,049 — mostly people
who migrated from Slovakia or Ruthenia during thapbburg era, but from that time up to
1991 the community experienced a continuous, thdingted, increase. Most of these people
came because of work opportunities. A sharp andesuthcrease occurred in 1945 and 1946
when approximately forty-five thousand Hungariaresemdeported from Southern Slovakia to
the Bohemian border zone with Germany. This wakempmenon similar to the deportation
of Germans. (Hungary was an ally of Germany throughNVWII and occupied parts of
Slovakia during the war.) However, this was notaecof deportation to the “home” country,
and it did not last. When it was cancelled in 194®st of those concerned returned to the
place of their origin. Statistics from1950 showetdyol3,201 people. Hungarians have lived
dispersed in all regions of the present day Repulgispecially in the industrial areas of
Northern and Western Bohemia, in Silesia (the Karulistrict) and in Prague, which is the
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cultural centre of Czech Hungarians. Between 1911989 Hungarians living in the Czech
lands did not have an independent cultural orgéioizaOnly after the political changes of
1989 was thé&svaz Mdaru zijicich véeskych zemic{irhe Association of Hungarians Living
in the Czech Lands) formed. This organization eegam publication activities (e.g. in
publishing the cultural revueragai tukoér“The Prague Mirror”), among other activities, i.e.,
it cooperates in broadcasting Hungarian programsadio. (For more details see Praha a
narodnosti, 1998: 34-49.)

The decrease in the number of people who decldtedyarian ethnicity in the 1991-
2001 decade was more than twenty-five per cent.tii@none hand, this change can be
explained by deepening assimilation; on the othgrthe fact that replacement of natural
decreases by new immigrants became difficult, bezawhat was now involved was
migration from abroad rather than from other adabe same State.

Although the Hungarian community is not one of sheallest, apart from the activities
of Hungarian intellectuals (who, however, are oftest identified as such, because many
Slovaks also have Hungarian names), it is one adettwhich is least visible. A sociological
survey conducted in 1992 showed that many Hungsizh not wish others to know about
their ethnicity (Sadilek & Csémy, 1993: 17).

3.8.1. The Hungarian Language: Situation, Problems

Hungarian belongs to the Finno-Ugric language famhich is usually supposed to be
unrelated to Indo-European languages (such asdmdirench, the Slavic languages or most
Indian languages including Romani); Hungarian gigssesses a grammatical structure
different from that of the Indo-European languagBsis lack of affiliation means that no
“natural” receptive bilingualism between the langes is likely. Additionally, while in the
case of other European languages (including Czexttgnsive lexical similarities exist,
resulting from the shared interference of Latin &wek and mutual borrowing, no such
similarity exists in the case of Hungarian, whi@s lapplied strict puristic attitudes. A number
of pages of a Hungarian book must be inspectedrdedosingle familiar word can be
identified. Since the knowledge of Hungarian hasagk been close to zero in the Czech
lands, communication between Czechs and Hungaremsred the use of an intermediate
language such as German (or more recently Enghisqick linguistic adaptation to Czech.
Adaptation was facilitated in the case of those wieoe coming from Slovakia and possessed
the knowledge of Slovak which could easily be tfamsed into competence in Czech.
Unfortunately, this aspect of communication canm®tascertained from the sociological and
sociolinguistic surveys of the 1990s carried outhiea Czech Republic because they did not
consider the issue of the knowledge of Slovak andhse of Czech Hungarians as worthy of
noticing.

The statistically representative sociological syrvwof the Hungarian community
conducted in 1992, in which more than 1,000 Hurageritook part, showed that 66.3% of the
respondents predominantly spoke Czech at home%l8@ke Hungarian and Czech and
only 12.9% principally spoke Hungarian (Sadilek abgémy, 1993: 29). Note that this
distribution occurs in spite of the fact that Czashnot a language easily acquired by
Hungarians (unless they already know Slovak) aatl tte family domain is the only one in
which there is any chance that Hungarian could l@ntained. A more recent survey,
conducted in 1997-98 @y and HaSova, 2003) was oriented qualitativelg. diuthors
summarized the results as follows:

“The process of language loss is fast among Huagsgriin general it is completed by
the second generation, but invariably by the thirdis is proved by the fact that
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among 32 informants there was not a single thimegaion speaker of Hungarian,
and they could not even mention such a persondin thmilies.” (E©ry and HaSova,
2003: 99)

This process may be difficult to alter, even thougime Hungarian intellectuals have
produced a program to reverse it. However, it afgpodaat, in families of Hungarians with
tertiary education, the language shift in the sdageneration is most pronounced (Sadilek &
Csémy, 1993:29).

3.8.2. The Hungarian Language: Simple Management

Simple management processes are, to a large exédlietited in the results of surveys that
investigate competence in Hungarian. In the SaditekCsémy’s (1993:26) survey, 45.5% of
members of the Hungarian community evaluated #r@rvledge of Hungarian as very good,
31.8% as good, 19.2% as poor while 3.5% declarednmwvledge of the language. The
strictest self-evaluation appeared, as could beard, in the case of the youngest group (18-
29 years of age) which assessed its knowledge@smp@5.7%, and as zero in 13.1%. On the
other hand, irrespective of their generational mensiip the respondents evaluated their
Czech as very good in 53.1% of cases; 40.9% of thesessed it as good and only 6%
assessed it as poor or nil. On the basis of tresédts, the authors concluded that Hungarians
in the Czech Republic were more competent in Ctegh in Hungarian (Sadilek and Csémy,
1993). This conclusion may be questioned becatesevhluation of the non-native language
(Czech) may be more positive than that of the eatiungarian. These figures, however, are
most obviously valid for the youngest generationolwhnot surprisingly, seems to be most
strongly assimilated. Results of the assimilatioocpss have also been reflected in the 2001
census (see section 3.8). The survey reporteddii€Raand Csémy bears witness to extensive
communication problems experienced by speakers isgodrse, in their use of both
Hungarian and Czech.

It is remarkable that, in the same survey, 41.7T%&gpondents reported that they were
not interested in teaching their children Hungariahile 32.3% were undecided. Women
were twice as interested as men.

There is still too little data derived directlyim discourse. From the data available, it
can be assumed that speakers frequently do notenatierference. In the following
conversation, the Hungarian speaker of Czech othigsreflexive particlese probably
because in Hungarian it often corresponds to axsuffiich cannot be separated from the
word.

P: ... aby n¥ zabrzdil prost, tak ja jsem uz tyéei z lavice nahazela. A vrhla jsem
k tomu oknu..

“... S0 he puts on the break for me, so | throw awaggs from the bench. And |
threw (myself) to the window...”

The unnoted deviation is in the formhla jsemwhich, according to Czech norms,
should bevrhla jsem séfrom HaSova, 2001: 53).

In the following example, P incorporates the Czewnd podpora“subsidy” into his
Hungarian utterance. The Czech element is giverthgarian accusative endiny, and the
final vowel is lengthened.

P:En is nyugdijas én is podporat kapok mondom magkrs@ami baj
“l am also retired, | am getting a subsidy, | talyself it doesn’t matter”
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(HaSova, 1996:90)

Adjustment drawing material from the other language&ommon in contact discourse for
items with culturally specific meaning. Neithertims nor in the preceding discourse samples
is there any evidence of noting of the deviatiorphyticipants in the encounter.

3.8.3. The Hungarian Language: Organized Management

In the case of Hungarian, no organized managentettieagovernmental level could be
discovered. However, financial support for Hungaggess and organizations (Zprava, 2002)
should be mentioned here.

At the level of education, Charles University teeen teaching Hungarian philology
for more than a century. The program is significdmit its motivation is not primarily
language management for the Hungarian communite @rnhe aims of th&vaz Mdaru
Zijicich vcéeskych zemicfAssociation of Hungarians in the Czech Lands}asdevelop the
cultivation of the mother tongue and support itgired link with Hungarian culture” (Praha a
narodnosti, 1998: 43). Th&vaz in cooperation with theMadarské kulturni sedisko
(Hungarian Cultural Centre in Prague, founded i77)9 offers courses in Hungarian for
children from Hungarian families. The problem isittlthese courses are limited to Prague.
Also, it seems to be difficult for the Centre totah information from schools that would
indicate interest in courses in Hungarian. This rhaya problem common to a number of
minority languages: as long as such basic infoilmnats missing, mounting a course is
difficult .

The picture of language management by the Hungaz@mmunity in the Czech
Republic is at a considerable distance from theasin evident in some other countries.
There is little sense of patriotism. Evaluationivéddequate language maintenance is not
necessarily negative, and adjustment that would keamaintenance is weak. A similar
situation obtains with regard to Hungarian in susther countries as Australia, where
Hungarian belongs to the group of low-maintenaregliages (Clyne 1991). Although the
overall power of the Czech community is paramoiistjmpact does not take the form of
forced assimilation. On the other hand, there igvidence that, in deciding not to maintain
their language, Hungarians in the Czech Republit without expecting that such
maintenance might be negatively evaluated by Cgpelkers. There is a need for work at the
discourse level of management which should showrevttee sources of evaluative attitudes
within the community can be identified.

3.9. THE GREEK AND MACEDONIAN COMMUNITIES

Significant numbers of Greeks and Macedonians apde& the Czech territory as a
consequence of the Greek civil war between 1946 E9%D. As a result, approximately
80,000 refugees left for Eastern European countrie3,500 of them arrived to
Czechoslovakia in two waves, including about 4,680dren who had arrived without their
parents (cf. Papadopulos, 1998; Ristpv2000 [1998]). Subsequently, the size of the
immigrant community fluctuated due to family reumscand increased somewhat in 1956 as a
result of an influx of re-emigrants from Hungaryheve refugees were afraid that the
Hungarian uprising might lead to the persecutiorpebple with left-wing political views.
Communist ideology was typical for the majoritytbé Greek and Macedonian communities
(Otcenések, 1998).

The refugees from Greece were assigned domiciboider areas sparsely populated
after the deportation of Germans, in particulaNorthern Moravia, or in the case of children

62



Nekvapil, Sloboda & Wagner:
Ethnic and Linguistic Communities in the Czech Rajzu

who had lost their parents, in children’s homesNbrthern Moravia, almost purely Greek
villages came into being, and there was a high @atnation of Greeks in some towns,
particularly Krnov, which had a Greek populationatrhost 3,000 — approximately twelve per
cent of the total population — in the mid-1950sp@dopulos, 1999). The immigrants from
Greece worked principally in the textile and maehmanufacturing industries (cf. Hraah,
2000; Otenasek, 2003a).

Since both Greek and Macedonian groups arrived fereece under the same
circumstances and together, the numerical reldtipnisetween them is difficult to establish
and has been the object of debate (cf. Dorovsk98;1®Robovski, 1988; Sloboda, 2002,
2003). However, since the sociocultural and comeativie behavior of the two groups
shows differences, it is necessary to deal witmtseparately®

3.9.1. Greeks

Members of the Greek ethnic community hoped they thould soon be able to return to their
country and the Communist Party of Greece did th&iefore, make any effort to adapt the
immigrants to the Czech environment. The commuypasties of Greece and Czechoslovakia
performed a policy of isolation (cf. Hrattey, 2000). Children were initially educated as
Greek children in Greece. However, it soon becalmoas that return to Greece would not
be a matter of months or years, and in the 195%€b@ol year children started attending
Czech schools.

A Greek newspapekghonistig(Fighter), among other periodicals, was publishredf
1950 and up to 1969 it included a Macedonian pdgerety. There was also radio
broadcasting in Greek. However, the community wialé ariented towards returning to
Greece, a fact clearly visible in marriage prefees the range of which was restricted to the
community. When return became possible, approximéteee-quarters of the Greeks opted
to go back; this happened in three waves, betw®&5 And the end of the 1980s. In the
1990s, the number of Greeks stabilized at appraein8,300 individuals (3,379 in the 1991
census and 3,219 in 2001). However, representativeee community itself estimate the
number of individuals of Greek origin at 7,000 (Zya, 2002). Greeks who remained in the
Czech Republic and those who returned to Greecelaj@®d an active relationship, often of a
commercial nature. Slovaks apart, Greeks represehtelargest single non-Czech group of
students enrolled at Czech universities in the $§98@ early 2000s (500 in 2000). Some of
the students settled in the Czech Republic whesg jihined the post-war-immigrant Greeks,
Greek business people and other Greeks who haieedcimimore recently (cf. @enasek,
2003a; Sloboda, 2002, 2003; Zissaki-Healey, 2003).

Greeks living in the Czech Republic have formedumber of associations, the
majority of which (numbering 11-13) comprise of called Recké obce (Greek
Communities). These local organizations form Aseciacereckych obci \Ceské republice
(Association of Greek Communities in the Czech Réipywhich operates nationwide. The
Communities concentrate on such tasks as mainter@rtbe Greek language, Greek dances,
festivals, and the local Greek press. A represeetaif the Greek community has been a
member of the Government Council for National Mites.

3.9.2. The Greek Language

Greek immigrants arrived mostly from economicallydardeveloped mountainous regions.
Many of them spoke only Greek but some possessediathl knowledge of another

'8 Refugees from Greece included not only GreeksMacedonians but also small groups of Greek Albasian
Aromunians, Sephardic Jews and Turks (see@Sek, 1998; Sloboda, 2003).
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language, e.g. Slavic Macedonian or Aromunian (&ab 2003). Many refugees originally
restricted their contact with the matrix commurtiiythe bare minimum, because they hoped
for a speedy return to their homeland. Czech wasimdocus; this attitude also occurred
among the educators of the Greek children (who \w&reed in children’s homes) and were
initially provided with schooling exclusively in &ek. However, starting in 1951, when it
became clear that the immigrants cannot returntdueolitical reasons, the children were
enrolled in Czech schools. It was then that thé laicknowledge of the Czech language
emerged as a problem (Papadopulos, 1998). Integsiveses were provided and extended
through the summer vacations. The curricula weeptdl, with some subjects being dropped
to make space for extra Greek tuition. Greek wasmpulsory subject until 1956, and some
other subjects (such as Greek geography and histeeye taught in the language (ibid.).
Thus, the children were acquiring both languaged,ia view of the fact that many of them
lived and/or attended classes with Macedonian wnldsome of them also acquired some
knowledge of Macedonian. Teaching materials for@nreek and Macedonian children were
produced in and imported mainly from Romania andafh So-called ‘Greek Schools’
(extracurricular courses in the Greek languagerdttre, history and geography) began to
disappear as a consequence of the return of a mangéer of families with children, as well
as teachers, to Greece. However, the teaching e¢kGas a subject has been revived after
1990 and is still being practiced in towns of Nerth Moravia, in Brno and Prague, involving
a total of 100-200 students (Sloboda, 2002, 20T8j)tion is normally provided in two
competence grades (beginners and advanced) ase<lase held extracurricularly after class
hours of the Czech school. There are also classged-school children (Zprava, 2002). The
Greek language competence of older emigrantsligatively high; at the same time, the
competence in Czech with some of them was not awsyfficient and they needed
interpreters when in contact with the authoriti8er@va, 2002). For those who were born in
the 1960s and 1970s, Czech often became the domaragyuage, even though Greek was
maintained because a strong ethnic consciousndgharmdea of re-emigration to Greece was
intergenerationally transmitted (cf. @hasek, 2003a; Sloboda, 2003: 14-17).

3.9.3. Macedonians

Macedonians emerged as an ethnic community in #eelClands under the same historical
circumstances as the Greeks — i.e., as a consezjoétire Greek civil war. They represented
approximately a third of the arrivals from Greeegade&ny, 2000: 44; Robovski, 1988: 20).
Their reception paralleled that of the Greeks it tthey received schooling in Macedonian
(textbooks were provided from abroad), broadcastingacedonian was instituted, and there
was a Macedonian press. Exact numbers are diffioudtstablish because the emergence of
the Macedonian ethnicity was still recent, and heeasome speakers of Macedonian
considered themselves to be Greeks, Bulgariansoz ethnically indiferent (Sloboda, 2002,
2003). A basic difference between them and the Ksreas that they were not able to return
to their homes in Northern Greece even after thee afnthe dictatorship in 1974, because
Greek authorities continued to refuse their appbos, unless they declared Greek
nationality and ethnicity and changed their naniéss practice resulted in a higher degree of
assimilation of Macedonians to Czech society wihiels linguistically facilitated by the fact
that, unlike Greek, Macedonian is a Slavic langu@dderovsky, 1998). Being barred from
Greece, the only possibility for them, if they weshto move closer to their homeland, was to
resettle in the Yugoslav republic of Macedonia, ahhivelcomed them (Dorovsky, 1998;
Papadopulos, 1999). Many, indeed, left for thatidason. Among those who remained in
the Czech lands, some assimilated to the matrixulptipn while others opted for Greek
ethnicity (Dorovsky, 1998). There were new Macedanarrivals in the 1990s (&nasek,
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2003b). However, it is interesting that the Macadorethnicity was not reported at all in
either the 1991 or the 2001 censuses, although stimee very small groups (413 Austrians
in 1991 or 690 Albanians in 2001) were. Some ointhmay have been included in the
categoryOthers

3.9.4. The Macedonian Language

Macedonian refugees who arrived from Greece werglgnbilingual in a Macedonian dialect
and a northern dialect of Greek. However, soméeintwere probably only competent in the
former (Sloboda, 2003). At the end of the 1940s, phocess of the formation of Standard
Macedonian had not yet been completed. The firstedanian school was established in
Greece in 1947 (Dorovsky, 1998: 210; Robovski, 1288, and this fact alone indicated that
the knowledge of written Macedonian was close tm Z&loboda, 2003). Competence in
Standard Greek was unlikely to be much better,esmost of the refugees came from poor
rural areas of Northern Greece. The structure lnbaiceducation for Greek and Macedonian
children when they arrived was almost identicalthat for the Greek ones, the main
difference being that Macedonian children were giwefew hours of tuition through the
medium of and about Macedonian (Dorovsky, 1998;aBapulos, 1998; Robovski, 1988).
Such children thus received bilingual educationy arhen Czech was added later as the
principal medium of instruction, trilingual educati It can be assumed that, owing to the
features shared by Macedonian and Czech, their emnpe in Czech developed faster than
in the case of children with a pure Greek backgdoutience, it is not surprising that the
community “dissolved” within the Czech matrix sdgie- unless individuals identified with
the Greeks and accepted their identity. In additmnhe language instruction for children,
courses in Macedonian were organized also for sldalany of whom had been completely
illiterate (Robovski, 1988: 42f.). After the 1960ke teaching of Macedonian gradually
disappeared with the re-emigrations of Macedonian¥ugoslav Macedonia and possibly
due to the political changes of 1968-69 as well.

3.10. OTHER COMMUNITIES

In this section, some other smaller communitiesdneg in the territory of the Czech
Republic will be mentioned. Nekvapil and Neustup(998) speaks of the smaller
communities as groups characterized not only byr thige, but also by their relatively
“limited visibility”. This is still true of some othose groups, although others, such as the
Vietnamese group, do attract considerable atteritaon the matrix community. In Nekvapil
and Neustupny (1998) it was pointed out that “nmewnity is too small to be ignored” (p.
126), and this point of view has recently been eseld by others within the Czech Republic
(Satava, 2001).

Some of those communities are known to the autions personal experience, while
the presence of others is also attested in théirexisterature. However, such information is
rarely sufficient to provide a clear picture of theesent state of their range of interaction
within the Czech Republic. In preparing the 200dsces, the Czech authorities anticipated the
existence of some of these smaller communities whey prepared their questionnaires not
only in Czech, Polish, German, Romani, Ukrainiad Russian, but also in English, French,
Arabic, Vietnamese and Chinese (see above). But the linguistic diversity did not cater
for the whole range of ethnic diversity in the ctsyn

The 2001 census documented the presence of 69diAls 1,801 Serbs and 1,585
Croats. These numbers may underestimate the resigh of those communities. The
numbers reflect the unrest of the 1990s in the &alkeninsula. Nevertheless, the unrest is
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not the only factor, at least not in the case ef@moats whose presence in the Czech territory
has a long history. As mentioned above, since tkieenth century, several Croat villages
have existed in Southern Moravia. In view of thpmart by the Croatian government of Nazi
Germany during WWII and in view of the alleged ablbration with the Nazis by the Croat
community in Moravia, the then over 2,000 Croatsenfercibly dispersed into more than one
hundred Moravian towns and villages where they waren assimilated. Only after 1989
could those who still possessed their former idgribrm an association. From 2001 their
representative is a member of the Government CbémrcNational Minorities. Apart from
concern about the maintenance of their folklorigteditions, they have also declared an
interest in the maintenance of théakaviandialect of what used to be call&grbo-Croatian
The community had never had the opportunity toiveceducation in their own language.
Before and during the war they attended Germandashthen Czech schools became the
only option. A brief account of their language wadtten 70 years ago (Vazny, 1934) but no
further research has been published to date. 14 200representative of the Serbian
community has become a member of the Governmemdldor National Minorities, which
means de facto that Serbians has been acknowlemiyédational minority” by the Czech
government. The most ambitious project of the Sedemms to be the magazine Srpska re
(Serbian Speech) published by the civic associ&@itiské sdruzeni S. Savy and supported by
the State since 2005.

Bulgarians and Rumanians (4,363 and 1,238 penmsspectively in the 2001 census)
are more recent, though not very recent, arriBdgh groups participated in the resettlement
of the border areas vacated after the original @arpopulation was deported. Members of
the Bulgarian community are presently organizedaimumber of associations, publish
periodicals and have a representative on the Gowarh Council for National Minorities.
There is an elementary and a middle school beahiegname of Petr Beron collectively
accommodating120 students. These schools werelisstb by the Bulgarian Embassy in
Prague (Zprava, 2002). There is little informataailable concerning the language behavior
of the Bulgarians; however, some are known to usgskn, which is linguistically close to
Bulgarian, a feature which has sometimes elicitedative comment. In the Report of the
Government Council for National Minorities, the repentative of the Bulgarian community
was critical of some attitudes of the administratibut he anticipated that improvement
would be imminent due to the adoption of the newLd@he Rumanian community has
always been much smaller than the Bulgarian comtpuaind information on its behavior is
scarce.

A significant post-1989 community originates fradorth America. During various
points in the 1990s, folk estimates from within twenmunity placed its number at 20-50,000
in Prague alone, although the 2001 census recopagdover 3,000 people with U.S.
nationality, with a greater concentration in Pragaed, as shown in Uherek 2003, in
traditionally wealthier sections of Prague). Fromliraguistic perspective, this group also
forms a community with other English speakers, wlave developed their own media
(newspapers, magazines, and internet discussiam&)r and businesses and advertising
which cater toward this group as non-Czech speakerson the increase. Sherman (2001)
noted that these ‘western’ foreigners tend to mtwvehe Czech Republic for other than
economic or political reasons. They are also markgdtheir young age, high level of
education and mobility. There are many cases efnmarriage with Czechs and subsequent
bilingual childrearing (explored in greater detiail Sherman 2003). Language management
issues faced by this group include the problem e land to what degree to acquire the
Czech language, as it is often not a prerequisite tfieir employment, predominantly
positions in foreign companies or as ‘language w@k- English teachers, proofreaders and
editors. Also relevant is question of the use ef@zech language within social networks and
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in individual interactions, marked by a discurspertrayal of Czechs as unwilling speak
‘foreigner Czech’ (cf. Crown 1996) and by the groginumber of English-speaking young
people in the CR. Finally, as this group is higintedia-literate, its organized language
management concerns the discursive constructiadhenf identity as native English speakers
or Americans — how individual instances of theihd&@or toward language in a foreign
country marks them as instruments of linguistic emglism or hegemony (see Sherman in
preparation).

In the most recent census (2001), no respondergsrtesl Jewish ethnicity
(narodnos}, although 218 individuals claimed being ethnigalewish in 1991. There is a
private elementary school (serving about 100 stigjeas well as a Jewish high school (a 4
year gymnaziumwith approximately 80 students), which teach Hebrm@s part of their
curricula. These institutions receive a governmemggant (Zprava, 2002: 34). In the
Government Council for National Minorities thereais active Jewish observer. However, it is
apparent that at present members of the Jewish comtymin the Czech Republic consider
themselves as a religious rather than an ethniapgrohe history of the Czech Jews may
provide an explanation. Unlike in Eastern Europethie Czech territory they had begun to
migrate from the country into towns and cities tie tL9" century. They became merchants,
industrialists, lawyers, doctors or intellectuatsl ahis change contributed both to their loss of
religiosity and to their linguistic assimilation i@val, 1988). At the beginning of WWII,
many emigrated and during the war most of those wlib not, perished in German
concentration camps. There was another wave ofratioag when the Communist Party took
power in 1948, and these population movementsolefy some 3,500 people to enter the
1990s (Rkny, 1993).

This brief survey of “other communities” does ma¢ntion many other groups. There
are, for example, refugees from various parts efvtirld, e.g., Armenia. The study of Turks
and Arabs has only begun. There are quite a fewidthls from societies which were a part
of the Soviet Union, such as the countries of tlidasus, or which maintained friendly
relations with the Soviet block, such as CubansAfiicans, who settled in the Czech
Republic after WWII. There is a Chinese communityfe than 1,500 people with Chinese
citizenshipg®. There are Mongolian migrant workers in a numtiefactories. In Blansko, a
town of 20 thousand inhabitants, they even formual25 per of the local population. The
1991 census registered 413 people with Austriani@tis, while the 2001 census does not
speak of this group at all; however, the most recensus noted 1,000 people with Austrian
citizenship. Furthermore, there are student comtiasnithat deserve special treatment.
Neustupny (2003) reports on communication problefiapanese students in Prague, but his
paper represents only a limited contribution tcaatvarea. Tourists have not been mentioned
at all.
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