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Abstract

This article focuses on the lan-
guage identity of young Russian-
speaking immigrants in Finland.
The concept ’Russian-speaking’
is used to refer both to the de-
scendants of Ingrian Finnish re-
turnees as well as to other young
immigrantsfromtheformer Soviet
Union whose mother tongue is
Russian. The phenomenon of lan-
guage identity is considered with
referenceto identification with the
Russian and Finnish languages
and the speakers of these particu-
lar languages. It is assumed that
attitudes towards the languages
and their speakers, language use,
and language of communication as
well as perceived language profi-
ciency are connected to one'slan-
guage identity. These issues, as
well as ethnic self-identification
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and ethnic identity, will be ex-
plored.

The methods for gathering data
were survey and interviews. The
survey datafor the study were col-
lected during spring 2000. These
data were complemented with in-
terviews in the spring 2001. The
subjects of the study consisted of
256 Russian-speaking immigrant
students studying at the upper
secondary level or in vocational
educationin 13 citiesin Finland.

The preliminary findings of the
study indicate that the language
identity of the Russian-speaking
immigrant studentsis mainly Rus-
sian and that the Russian lan-
guage identity is more stable and
more distinct in its character that
the Finnish one. The attitudes to-
wards the two languages, lan-
guage use and contacts with the
speakers of the languages seem to
be connected with language iden-
tity. Ethnic identity, in turn, ap-
pears to be closely related to lan-
guage identity. Positive Russian
language identity supports Rus-
sian ethnic identity and, in con-
trast, positive Finnish language
identity supports Finnish ethnic
identity. It also appears that a pos-
itivebilingual and biethnicidentity
is possible.

I ntroduction

Finland is considered a fairly mo-
nocultural country with a small
number of foreigners. Proportion-
aly, the number of immigrantsis
the smallest in Europe, even
though it has grown rapidly since
1990's. At the moment, there are
some 97 600 foreigners living in
Finland, constituting about 1,8%
of the population (October, 2001).
The largest group of immigrants
have come from the former Soviet
Union. These groups constitute,
according to some estimates (see
of the total foreign population.
The large number of immigrants
from the former Soviet Union fol-
lows partly due from the fact that
Ingrian Finns, i.e. citizens of the
former Soviet Union who are of
Finnish origin, were officialy
granted aright to remigrateto Fin-
landin1990".

The older generation of those
Ingrian Finns who immigrated to
Finland can speak some Finnish
and they usually identify them-
selves as Ingrians or Finns. The
younger generation, however, is
mainly Russian-speaking, and fre-
quently identify themselves as
Russian or Estonian, depending
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on their cultural growth milieu

(2001), it would be more correct to
speak about Russian or Estonian
children and adolescents than In-
grian Finns, because of their
monolingualism in Russian lan-
guage and their Russian (or Esto-
nian) identity. Finnish authorities,
however, expected that the remi-
grants from the former Soviet Un-
ion were Finns and spoke Finnish.
Unavoidably, this misapprehen-
sion caused problemsin many are-
as, for example in minority educa-
tion, language teaching and in so-
cial and psychological adaptation
in general. At the moment, thereis
an extensive debate going on
about making theremigration poli-
cy more stringent. According to
some statements of the ministers,
the special status of Ingrian Finns
in the Aliens Act should be abol-
ished. There is aready an outline
for ademand for acertain level of
Finnish proficiency inthe new Al-
iens Act. Especially the language
proficiency of theyounger genera-
tion has given rise to a lively de-
bate, because with poor skills in
Finnish it is difficult to integrate
into the Finnish society. L anguage
training courses are important for
them to succeed in finding a place
to study and getting through with
studies, and later on, to integrate
intoworkinglife.

The question of identity and in-
tegration of the younger genera
tion of immigrantsfrom theformer
Soviet Union raises specia con-
cerns because of their education
and future in Finland. There is a
continuingincreaseintheremigra-
tion and migration of speakers of
Russian (see e.g. Kyntgja & Kulu

1998) and, at the sametime, the at-
titudes of Finnish people towards
immigrants from Russia and other
countries of theformer Soviet Un-
ion are becoming increasingly
negative (Jaskkola1999). Y ounger
Finns, in particular, have negative
attitudes towards Russians, which
presumably makes both relations
and negotiations of identity and
cultural space between Finnish
and Russian adolescents more
complicated, especially in schools
(seee.g. Keskisal02001).

So far, there have been fairly
few studies on identity issues con-
cerning Russian-speaking young-
stersin Finland. For example, Jas-
inskaja-L ahti (2000) hasexamined
ethnic identity, psychological ac-
culturation and adaptation among
Russian-speaking adolescents in
Helsinki. Laihiala-Kankainen
(1999) hascarried out researchinto
the problems of Russian pupilsin
Finnish schools, and Keskisalo
(2001) into boundary making be-
tween Finnish and Russian pupils.

patterns of ethnic identity and ac-
culturation among the Ingrian
Finns.

Further research needs to be
carried out to better understand
the process of identity formation
among young immigrants. In my
opinion, the relationship between
language and ethnicity is worth
exploring more closely, especially
among young immigrants who
have left their country in their
childhood or early youth. With re-
spect to the younger generation of
Russian-speaking immigrants the
juxtaposition between being Rus-
sian or (Ingrian) Finn is in many
ways complicated. Officially, they
are regarded as Ingrians if they

have immigrated to Finland with a
returnee status, they are usually
considered Russians but by the
Finnish majority. This contradic-
tion adds to the immigrants own
uncertainty about their identity.
An important question is to what
extent do the young descendants
of the returnees identify them-
selves as Finns and Finnish-
speaking, and if they do, is it be-
cause of their earlier experiences
and old cultural roots or because
of their present experiences and
aspirations to integrate into the
Finnish society? Russian-speak-
ing immigrants are thus searching
for the meaning of the Russian and
Finnish languages and cultures as
basic tools for their integration
and identity formation in the new
host country. They are faced with
theproblem of havingtofind abal-
ance between their mother tongue
and cultural heritage and Finnish
language and culture.

The present article draws upon
some of the findings of a larger
study on language and ethnic
identity of young Russian-speak-
ingimmigrantsin Finland (seealso
Iskanius 1999, 2001, 2002). The
study is part of my doctoral thesis
in applied linguistics and part of
the Finnish-Russian research pro-
gramme” Languageand Education
inIntercultural Context”, fundedin
1996-2000 by the Academy of Fin-
land and coordinated by the Cen-
tre for Applied Language Studies
at the University of Jyvaskyla
(Laihida-Kankainen1997).

Concept of identity

Language identity is explored in
this study by examining Russian-
speaking students' identification
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with the Russian and Finnish lan-
guages and the speakers of these
languages. Further, attitudes to
the languages and their speakers,
language use and language choice
in different situations as well as
perceived language proficiency
will beexplored. It isassumed that
these factors are connected to a
person’s language identity. Also,
the ethnic self-identification and
ethnic identity of the subjects are
looked at.

Theterms’ linguistic self-identi-
fication’ and ’ethnic self-identifi-
cation’ areusedtorefer to that par-
ticular language or ethnic group of
which the respondents defined
themselves as members when they
were asked about it.

Identity is seen in this study as
amatter for negotiating, arelation
between an individual and other
people. An individuals' own sub-
jectiveidentification with apartic-
ular group is the dominant criteri-
on, but also other peoples’ catego-
risations are part of a person’s
identity, at least to some extent.
(seee.g. May 2001). Thus, anindi-
vidual does not have only one sta-
ble and unchangeable identity.
Rather, the identities are dynamic,
multiple and changing in relation
to social settings, interaction, and
speech contexts. (see e. g. Hall
1999, Bauman 1999). Anindividual
has a sense of belonging to his or
her own group, i.e. to "us’, which
is separated from "them”. With
this juxtaposition, an individua
not only distinguishes between
the groups but also forms an idea
about the features that unite ”us’.
A person’s social identity and his
or her individual identity are not,
however, mutually exclusive but
they interact with and complement

each other.” Them” arealso signif-
icantintheformation of aperson’s
identity, because one’s idea about
oneself and about "us’ is formed
inrelation to outsiderswhileinter-
acting with them.

Language is one of the major
factors used to categorise others,
andit playsasignificant roleinthe
development of social identity in
general and ethnic identity in par-
ticular (May 2001, Gudykunst &
Schmidt 1987, Liebkind 1999).
However, even though alanguage
may be identified as a significant
cultural marker of aparticular eth-
nic group, there is no inevitable
correspondence  between lan-
guage and ethnicity (May 2001).
The present study aimsto examine
whether the Russian language can
be considered as a salient marker
of ethnic identity among Russian-
speaking students.

M ethodological
consider ations of the study

The methods for gathering data
were survey and interviews. The
survey datafor the study were col-
lected during spring 2000, with the
help of aquestionnaireto Russian-
speaking students (n = 256). This
data was complemented by inter-
viewing 21 students in spring
2001. The respondents were given
the choice of answering the ques-
tionnaire either in Finnish or in
Russian, Russian being the pre-
ferred alternative (74%). Theques-
tionnaire was designed for this
particular study and it contained a
total of 260 itemsthat covered top-
ics such as attitudes to the Rus-
sian and Finnish language, lan-
guage use and frequency of usein

different situations, the perceived
need of Russian and Finnish lan-
guage, ethnic relations, attitudes
to Russian and Finnish people,
and self-assessed proficiency of
Russian and Finnish.
Inthisarticle, | will concentrate
on the language identity of the
Russian-speaking immigrant stu-
dents by presenting some find-
ings, based on the survey data
The questions discussed here are:

1 What aretheethnicand linguis-
tic self-identifications of Rus-
sian-speaking students, i.e., to
which ethnic and language
group do they feel they belong?

2 What is the structure of lan-
guage identity and ethnic iden-
tity of Russian-speaking stu-
dents?

3. What istherelationship between
language identity, language at-
titudes, language of communi-
cation and ethnic identity?

4. What are the relationships be-
tween gender, age, country of
origin, language spoken at
home and with friends, length
of residence, type of education
and frequency of contacts with
the language identity of Rus-
sian-speaking students?

I nformants

A total of 256 Russian-speaking
immigrant students were studied.
The sample consisted of 115 fe-
male and 141 male students who
were aged between 16 and 30, the
mode being 18 years. The re-
spondents had arrived in Finland
between 1989 and 2000 and resid-
edin 13 citiesin Southern, Eastern
and Central Finland and were stud-
ying in 35 upper secondary or vo-
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cational schools. At the time the
datawere collected, they had been
residinginFinland, onaverage, for
4 years and seven months (from
four months to 11 years and five
months; mode 2 years 10 months).
The majority of the respondents
(72%) had immigrated to Finland
fromRussia, 17%from Estoniaand
11% from other partsof theformer
Soviet Union. Asmentioned in the
introduction, many Russian-
speakingimmigrantsareof Finnish
origin. 33% of the respondents in
this study had Finnish roots, as ei-
ther their father or mother was a
Finn (or an Ingrian Finn). It can be
assumed that an even larger part of
the respondents would have had
Finnish roots if their grandpar-
ents' nationality had been asked.

Ethnic and linguistic self-
identification

Ethnic self-identification among
the respondents was assessed by
asking them to express the ethnic
group they felt they belonged to.
The ethnic self-identification of
67% of the respondents was Rus-
sian, while 8% identified them-
selves as Finns and 18% as both
Russian and Finnish. Only onere-
spondent declared an Ingrian
identification. Four percent of the
students identified themselves as
belonging to other nationalities in
the former Soviet Union while
some four percent of the respond-
ents did not identify themselves
ethnically atall.

Linguistic  self-identification
among theimmigrant studentswas
mainly Russian: 90% of the re-
spondents (n = 229) reported Rus-
sian as their mother tongue, two

reported Estonian, and 14 re-
spondents reported bilingualism
in Russian and Finnish, 11 in Rus-
sian and some other language than
Finnish. The analysis of the lin-
guistic background of the subjects
indicated that there was some in-
consistency between the parents
and the subjects’ declared mother
tongue. This may result from dif-
ferent interpretations of the con-
cepts 'mother tongue’ and ’bilin-
gualism’ (seeeg. Wei 2000).

Language identity

Russian-speaking students' lan-
guage identity as opposed to their
linguistic self-identification was
assessed by using statements
dealing with Russian and Finnish
language identity. The response
options were represented on a 5-
point Likert-type scale. Factor
analysiswas used to form summat-
ed variables for Russian language
identity and for Finnish language
identity, respectively. The range
for the variables was from 1 to 5.
Scores between 1-2.49 wereinter-
preted to reflect a low degree of
identity, scores between 2.5 and
3.49 neutral degree and scores be-
tween 3.5to 5 high degree of iden-
tity.

Onthebasisof thefactor analy-
sis, the Russian language identity
seemed to be best described by a
one-factor model, explaining
44.5% of total variance. The final
factor, named as 'Russian lan-
guage identity’ (Cronbach’'s & =
.87) consisted of nineitems, and it
characterizes both the importance
of Russian language to oneself
and the perception of one's lan-
guage proficiency (For example,
Russian is the language closest to

me, | like to speak Russian, It's
easy for meto speak Russian, | feel
confident when speaking Rus-
sian).

Items connected with Finnish
language identity formed two fac-
tors, one characterizing the impor-
tance of Finnish language to one-
self (fiveitems) and the other char-
acterizing one’ sown perception of
one’s Finnish language proficien-
cy (five items). The factors were
labelled as’ Finnishlanguageiden-
tity’ (Cronbach’s&=.77) and’ Per-
ceived Finnishproficiency’ (Cron-
bach’s &= .83). These two factors
explained 46.9% of total variance.

The analysis showed that the
language identity of the respond-
ents was mainly Russian. The
mean for Russian identification
was 4.3 (std. dev = 0.6). The Rus-
sian language identity seemed to
include both dimensions, the feel-
ing of closeness and importance of
the language to oneself as well as
the perception of one’'s language
proficiency. This can be expected,
as the mgjority of the informants
had immigrated to Finland in their
early youth, having already adopt-
ed Russian cultural habitsand lan-
guage. It is worth noticing that
there were only a few informants
whose Russian language identity
was weak or neutral. These stu-
dentshadimmigratedto Finlandin
their childhood, and the Finnish-
speaking community and the
school have probably played an
important role on the formation of
their identity. According to teach-
ers, the proportion of children and
adolescents wishing to assimilate
into the Finnish-speaking commu-
nity hasreduced in recent years; in
the early years of immigration to
Finland, assimilation and denying
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ONnEe' s origins were more common
than at present. Teachers and oth-
er gpecialists have been con-
scioudly striving to inform parents
stressing the importance of main-
taining the knowledge of one's
mother tongue and of one's ori-
gins, which obviously has had
positive conseguences in this re-
spect. Nowadays, it is also easier
to find friends and support among
other Russian-speaking people. It
has also been stated that Ingrian
remigrant families with Finnish
identity immigrated to Finland al-
ready inearly 1990’ swhiletoday’s
returnees are to a greater extent
Russian and Russian-speaking.
The mean for the students
Finnish language identity was 3.1
(std. dev = 0.7) and somewhat
higher for perceived Finnish lan-
guageproficiency (mean= 3.3, std.
dev. =0.9). According to these re-
sults, identification with the Finn-
ishlanguage wasweaker than with
Russian language. The majority of
the informants appeared to have
neutral attitudes towards the
meaning and importance of the
Finnish language for themselves
personally. The findings concern-
ing the perception of proficiency
in Finnish suggest that approxi-
mately half of the informants con-
sidered that their Finnish profi-
ciency was intermediate, some
40% that it was on a higher level,
and some 20% that their proficien-
¢y in Finnish was till fairly low.
Thus, the identification with the
Finnish language seemsto include
two different dimensions, one re-
flecting the closeness and impor-
tance of Finnish and the other re-
flecting perceptions of one's lan-
guage proficiency. Theinterviews
of the informants indicated that

they considered Finnish as a tool
for getting a good education and
work, and, consequently, for
achieving a balanced life and fu-
turein Finland (see dso Takala &
Juote 1995). Itisimportant for them
to know Finnish but it is not as
meaningful personally, mentally or
for interacting with close peopleas
Russianis.

According to these results, it
appeared that half of the total
number of Russian-speaking stu-
dents (54%, n = 137) identified
themselves as Russian-speaking
and had a fairly neutral Finnish
language identity (Table 1). Some
21% of the subjects (n =53) had a
strong bilingual identity and 18%
of them (n = 47) had astrong Rus-
sian and weak Finnish language
identity. The proportion of those
withaneutral or weak Russian lan-
guage identity issmall, 7.5% (n =
19). Consequently, they had a
strong or neutral Finnish language
identity. To investigate the rela-
tionship between Russian lan-
guage identity and Finnish lan-
guage identity more closely, Pear-
son’ s correl ations were conducted
using the original scales. Accord-
ing to the results, the more strong-
ly the subjects identified them-
selves with Russian language, the
weaker their Finnish language
identity was and vice versa (r = -
43,p<001).

The other dimension of Finnish
language identity — perceived lan-
guage proficiency — seemed to
have more positive connections to
a strong Russian identity than the
one reflecting closeness to Finn-
ishlanguage (Table 2).

43% of the informants with a
strong Russian language identity
assessed their proficiency in Finn-

ish as being at a high level (n =
101), 39%at amiddlelevel (n=93)
and 18% at a low level (n = 43).
Those with aneutral or weak Rus-
sian language identity appeared to
assess their proficiency in Finnish
asbeingmostly at ahighlevel. The
analysis of Pearson’s correlations
showed that Russian language
identity and perceived Finnishlan-
guage identity were only dlightly
negatively related (r=-.13, p<.05).

Relationship between
language identity, language
attitudes and language of
communication

Attitudes towards the Russian
and Finnish languages were as-
sessed by using a semantic differ-
ential consisting of 11 pairs of ad-
jectives. The adjectives used in
the differential represent opposite
characteristics (e.g. 'useful’ —
'useless’). The informants were
asked to express their opinions by
marking an appropriate point on a
continuum between the adjec-
tives.

Twofactorswereextracted from
the factor analysis, named as’ atti-
tude to Russian’ (Cronbach’'s &4 =
.78, explaining 35.9% of total vari-
ance) and ’'attitude to Finnish’
(Cronbach’'s & = .82, explaining
39.5% of total variance). Theanal-
ysis reveaed that the informants’
attitudestowards Russian (mean =
4.3, std.dev. =0.5) weremoreposi-
tive than towards Finnish (mean =
3.3,std.dev=0.7).

In order to investigate the rela-
tionship between language identi-
ty and language attitudes, Pear-
son’s correlations were conduct-
ed. According to the results, the
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more positive the attitudes to-
wards Russian, the more positive
the Russian language identity (r =
.34, p < .001). The same positive
relation was found between Finn-
ish language identity and attitudes
towards Finnish (r =.35, p<.001).
On the other hand, the more posi-
tive the Russian language identity
was, the more negative were the
attitudestowards Finnish (r =-.12,
p < .05) and, similarly, the more
positive the Finnish language
identity was, the more negative
were the attitudes towards Rus-
sian (r = -.21, p <. 001), even
though these relationships are
rather small. To sum up, it ap-
peared that the Russian-speaking
students seemed to reflect either
Russian or Finnish language pref-
erence in their attitudes which
seemed to be positively related to
their language identity.

The relationship between lan-
guage identity and the language of
communication was aso exam-
ined. The informants were asked
which language they used when
communicating with family mem-
bers and with friends. The lan-
guage of communication seemed
to be mainly Russian: 85% of the
respondents spoke Russian with
their family members, 14% both
Russian and Finnish and only 1%
spoke Finnish. With friends, the
situation seemed to be somewhat
different: 55% of the respondents
spoke only Russian with their
friends, 39% spoke both Russian
and Finnish, and 6% spoke Finn-
ish. The Russian language identity
appeared to be more positive, the
more frequently the subjects
spoke Russian with their family
members (r = .25, p < .001) and
friends (r = .35, p < .001). In con-

Table 1. Crosstabulation for variables 'Russian languageidentity’ and
'Finnish language identity’.
Finnishlanguage identity

strong neutral weak
identity identity  identty  Total
Russian  strong Count 53 137 47 237
language identity
identity % within Russian 224 578 198 1000
language identity
20,7 535 184 92,6
neutral Count 10 4 14
identity
% within Russian 714 28,6 100,0
language identity
39 16 55
weak Count 1
identity
% within Russian 80,0 20,0 100,0
language identity
1,6 04 20
Total Count 67 142 47 256
% within Russian 26,2 55,5 184 100,0

language identity

Table 2. Crosstabulation for variables 'Russian languageidentity’ and

"Perceived Finnish proficiency’.
Perceived Finnish proficiency

strong neutral weak
identity identity  identty  Total
Russian strong Count 101 B 43 237
language  identity
identity % within Russian 42,6 39,2 181 100,0
language identity
39,5 36,3 16,8 92,6
neutral Count 10 3 1 14
identity
% within Russian 714 214 71 100,0
language identity
39 1,2 04 55
weak Count 4 1 5
identity
% within Russian 80,0 20,0 100,0
language identity
1,6 04 20
Total Count 115 % 45 256
% within Russian 449 375 176 1000

language identity
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trast, the more they spoke Russian
at home (r = -.24, p<.001) or with
friends(r=-.50, p<.001), themore
negative was their Finnish lan-
guage identity.

Relationship between
background variables and
language identity

The subjects were classified into
groups according to gender, age,
country of origin, language spo-
ken at home and with friends,
length of residence in Finland,
type of education and frequency
of contacts. In order to investigate
the relationship between these
background variables and lan-
guage identity, t-tests of signifi-
cance for independent samples
and one-way analysis of variance
(ANOVASs) were conducted and if
the data failed to meet their re-
quirements, their non-parametric
counterparts, Mann-Whitney
Testsand Kruskal-Wallisone-way
analysis of variance, were used in-
stead.

The only background variable
that did not have astatistically sig-
nificant effect on language identi-
ty was the country of origin. The
difference between genders was
dtatistically significant only in
connection with Russian identity:
female students appeared to iden-
tify themselves more strongly as
Russian-speaking than males (Z =
-2.0, p < .05). The difference be-
tween age groups was notable
only when examining the level of
perceived proficiency in Finnish —
respondents aged between 16 and
19 years assessed their proficien-
cy at ahigher level than those over
25(F=5.6,p<.01), whilethediffer-

ence between subjects aged be-
tween 16 — 19 and 20 — 24 was not
statistically significant.

The language spoken at home
and with friends appeared to bere-
lated to the language identity of
the respondents. Those who
spokeRussian at home (Z =-3.1,p
<.01) and with their friends (Z = -
4.7, p <.001) had a stronger Rus-
sian identity than those who
spoke only Finnish or both lan-
guages. Respectively, speaking
Finnish at home (Z =5.3, p<.001)
andwithfriends(Z=7.6, p<.001)
points to a more positive Finnish
identity and higher perceived pro-
ficiency inFinnish (family:t=4.1,p
<.001, friendst=8.1, p<.001).

The maintenance of Russian at
home and with friends is probably
related to the students' tendency
to orient themselves towards Rus-
sian culture and values without an
intention to assimilate into the
Finnish society (see e.g. Garner,
1989). Languageshift to Finnishor
the use of both Russian and Finn-
ish, on other hand, can be markers
for either willingness towards as-
similation into the Finnish society
or they may suggest (Ingrian)
Finnish cultural heritage or mixed
marriages (Russian — Finnish) in
thefamily.

Also, thelength of residencein
Finland and type of current educa-
tion seemed to be related with the
language identity of the respond-
ents. As expected, students who
had lived in Finland for five years
or longer assessed their proficien-
cy in Finnishto be on ahigher lev-
€l than students who had been re-
siding in the country for a shorter
time (F=37.2, p<.001). A higher
level of perceived proficiency in
Finnish was also reported by stu-

10

dents who were studying in the
upper secondary school, in com-
parison to students in vocational
education (t=2.4, p<.05). Onerea
son for this is that the upper sec-
ondary students have been resid-
ing a longer time in Finland than
students in vocational education.
Aninteresting finding wasthat the
upper secondary school students
also had astronger Russian identi-
ty than those in vocational educa-
tion(Z=-2.2,p<.05).

Ethnic identity of the
Russian-speaking students

In order to investigate therelation-
ship between language identity
and ethnicity, the Russian-speak-
ing students’ ethnic identity as
opposed to their ethnic self-identi-
fication was assessed by using a
scale which consisted of ques
tions regarding ethnic identifica-
tion on the basis of a person’s
background, personality and con-
tacts. The response options were
represented on a 5-point Likert-
type scale, one end reflecting Rus-
sian orientation and the other
Finnish orientation. Factor analy-
sis was conducted to form sum-
mated variablesfor ethnicidentity.
The range for the variables was
from 1 to 5 where scores between
1-2.49 reflected a Finnish ethnic
identity, 2.5-3.49 referred to a bi-
ethnicidentity, and scoresfrom 3.5
to 5 reflected a Russian ethnic
identity.

The items supported a three-
factor solution. The first factor
consisted of seven questions con-
nected with identification on the
basis of personality (For example,
Who understands your thoughts
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and opinions best? Who do you
have the most in common with?
Who do you think you resemblein
character?). The summated scale
wasnamed as’ Personality’ (Cron-
bach’sa=.92). The second factor,
named as ’'Background (Cron-
bach’s a = .84), consisted of four
guestions and characterized iden-
tification based on views about
ones ethnic background (For ex-
ample, Who do you think you are?
What are your ethnic origins?).
Thethird factor, ’ Contacts' (Cron-
bach’'s a = .77), consisted of four
guestions related to friendship
and contacts (For example, Who
are your closest friends? Who are
the people you admire?).

The means for ethnic identity
based on personality, background
and contacts ranged from 3.7 to
3.9. By persondlity, 75% of the
subjects identified themselves as
Russians, 6% as Finns, and 20% of
them had a biethnic identity. The
structure of background and con-
tact-based ethnic identity ap-
pearedto bequitesimilar: approxi-
mately 67% of the students identi-
fied themselves as Russians, 6%
as Finns, and 27% declared bieth-
nic identity. It seems that the sub-
jects regarded themselves as Rus-
sians mainly with regard to their
personality, whiletheir originsand
contacts played a somewhat less
important role. There were some
students whose ethnic identifica-
tion with Russians was very
strong or, respectively, weak with
Russians and strong with Finns.

In order to investigate whether
language identity was related to
Russian-speaking students' eth-
nic identifications, Pearson’s cor-
relationswere conducted. Accord-
ing to the results, the stronger the

students identified themselves as
Russian-speaking, the higher was
the degree of all dimensions of
their ethnic identity: personality (r
=.56, p<.001), background (r=.53,
p <.001) and contact-based identi-
fication (r = .54, p<.001). In con-
trast, the Finnish language identi-
ty was related to a stronger orien-
tation towards Finnish ethnic
identity on all dimensions of their
ethnic identity (personality: r = -
.58, p<.001, background: r=-.55, p
<.001, contacts. r=-.59, p<.001)2.

Conclusions

The findings of this study indicat-
ed a wider variation in the ethnic
self-identification and ethniciden-
tity of Russian-speaking immi-
grant students than in their lin-
guistic self-identification or lan-
guageidentity. The most frequent-
ly declared ethnic self-identifica-
tion was Russian. The ethniciden-
tity was composed of three com-
ponents, reflecting ethnic identifi-
cation on the basis of personality,
background, and ethnic contacts.
The personality-based identifica
tion was most often Russian. The
background and contact-based
identifications al so appeared to be
mostly Russian but the variation
was wider and the proportion of
subjects with biethnic identifica-
tion was somewhat larger.

The Russian-speaking immi-
grant students identified them-
selves most frequently as Rus-
sian-speaking: some 93% of them
had a strong Russian language
identity. The attitudes towards
Finnish were more neutral as over
half of the subjects declared aneu-
tral Finnish language identity and
some 20% had aweak relationship
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to Finnish. However, a bilingual
identity seemed also to be possi-
ble as some third of the Russian-
speaking students had a strong
Russian and Finnish language
identity and almost half of them
declaredahighlevel proficiencyin
Finnish. Russian is their mother
tongue and important as such,
while Finnish is more an instru-
ment for getting a good education
and work, and for becoming a
member of the Finnish society.
The earlier studies and the inter-
views conducted for this study
also seem to support this conclu-
sion.

These results indicate that a
person is emotionally oriented to-
wards languages in many ways.
Interpretations of the persona
meaning of languages to oneself,
perceived language proficiency,
attitudes towards languages, and
language used for communicating
with family and friends seemed to
be interconnected. Also, the rela-
tionship between language identi-
ty and ethnicity appeared to be
fairly strong, even though further
analyses are needed before more
detailed conclusions can be
drawn. An interesting question is
in what direction do the language
identity and ethnic identity
changein the course of time. Does
the immigrants' language identity
remain more Russian-oriented, as
itisinthe early years of residence
in Finland? Or do they become
more linguistically assimilated
when Finnish becomes more and
more important while Russian re-
mains a "kitchen language”? The
question of ethnic identity is also
important because of the specia
character of ethnic remigration of
Ingrian Finns. The bond of the
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younger generation of Ingrian
Finnsto Finnish language and cul-
tureisoftenwesak. Theofficial con-
siderations and discussions about
the identity of these people do not
seem to coincide with the reality
which inevitably causes all kinds
of problemsin the politics of edu-
cation and labour, to mention but a
few examples.

Maintaining one’'s mother
tongue and culturein the new host
country, the acquisition of a new
language, language use as well as
attitudes towards languages and
their relationship to a person’s

Notes

1 For more detailed information
about historical background of
Ingriaand Ingrian Finns, see. Eg.

De Geer 1992, Takalo & Juote
1995,

2 A low score indicated Finnish
ethnicidentity orientation onthe
scalewhich measured both Finn-
ish and Russian ethnic identity.
For Russian and Finnish lan-
guage identity separate scales
wereused and, thus, alow score
indicated alow degree of identi-
ty and a high score a high de-
greeof it. Thisexplainsthe neg-
ativemark in correlation between
the Finnish ethnic identity and
Finnish language identity.
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Turvapaikanhakijat vuonna 2001

Ulkomaalaisviraston austavien tilastojen mukaan
Suomesta haki vuonna 2001 turvapaikkaa 1 590
henkil6a. M &éraon puolet edellisen vuoden hakija-
maarasta.

Kymmenen suurinta hakijaryhmaa olivat vena
léiset (283), ukrainalaiset (137), irakilaiset (100),
turkkilaiset (89), Jugodavianliittotasavallan kansa-
laiset (86), slovakiaaiset (83), bangladeshilaiset
(60), entisen Jugoslavian passillatull et (60), irani-
laiset (54) javalkovenaldiset.

Turvapaikan sai vuonna 2001 nelja henkil 6&:
kaks afganistanilaista, yks irakilainen ja yksi

myanmarilainen. Oleskeluluvan sai 821 henkil 6a.
Kieltei sen pdéttksen—ei turvapai kkaaeika ol eske-
lulupaa—sai 1083 hakijaa. Raukeami spadtoksen sai
300 hakijaa, koskahejoko peruuttivat hakemuksen-
satal poistuivat maasta.

Turvapaikkahakemusruuhkaa saatiin - viime
vuonna purettua, kun paétoksia tehtiin 618 enem-
man kuin uusiahakemuksiatuli. Turvapaikkahake-
muksen keskimaarai nen kasittel yaikavuonna2001
oli noinvuosi jakolme kuukautta.
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