10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

Between duty and neglect: language ideologies and stancetaking among Polish adolescents
in Norway

1. Introduction

This article explores how adolescent Polish transnationals in Norway orient towards
questions of language practices and language maintenance through stancetaking (Du Bois,
2007; Jaffe, 2009) in interviews. As a result of the recent economic and political changes in
Europe, the mobility of Polish people has increased significantly. To a large degree, Poles in
Norway can be seen as the representatives of economically motivated migration from
eastern Europe after the 2004 EU enlargement, which is still associated with, and often
stereotyped and stigmatised as, blue collar labour and work migration (cf. Baba & Dahl-
Jargensen, 2010). Such stereotypes may in particular affect the relationship of young Polish
transnationals towards the heritage language and, in the long run, also influence the
maintenance of Polish in diasporic communities.

Since young people are often seen as the barometers of social and linguistic change (cf.
e.g. Nortier & Svendsen, 2015), the main objective of this article is to investigate how
adolescent Poles in Norway discursively construct Polish language use and maintenance
and what language ideologies they activate in these constructions. The data stem from semi-
structured interviews with 10 Polish teenagers living in Norway (see section 4). Firstly, based
on a content analysis of the entire data set, the paper maps out how the young people in this
study conceived of the use and maintenance of Polish in a transnational context, then it
illustrates the development of metasociolinguistic stances in chosen interview excerpts, and
finally it discusses the ideological implications of the participants’ accounts. Methodologically,
this paper argues for an interactionally-oriented analysis of interview data, and points, in line

with Morgan (2017), to the usefulness of the stance framework for analysing how (young)
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people experience and relate to language and language use in the sociolinguistic
complexities of the 21st century.

2. Polish transnationals in Norway

Following Hua & Wei (2016), | use the term ‘transnational’, rather than ‘migrant’, to stress
the importance of the interconnectivities across and beyond national boundaries in the
participants’ experiences. This is particularly relevant in the case of Poles - a nation with a
long emigration history (Okolski, 1999), constituting one of the 20 largest diasporas in the
world (cf. UNO, 2015). With the opening of EU’s inner market in 2004, the transnational
mobility of Poles increased even more and according to the Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
there were 18 million Poles living outside of Poland as of 2013 (MSZ, 2013). Due to the
geographical proximity and favourable working conditions, many Polish people have chosen
Norway as the country of destination.

At present, Poles are the largest ‘immigrant group’ in the country, constituting almost 14%
of the total number of immigrants, with 95 700 Polish people registered in Norway (Statistics
Norway, 2016). In spite of being the largest immigrant group in Norway, they remain a rather
under-researched population from a sociolinguistic perspective (Bygdas, 2016; Kraft, 2016;
Palm, Svendsen, & Sollid, 2014). The existing linguistic research on the Polish diaspora
elsewhere has focused on language choice in bilingual interactions (Ogiermann, 2013),
features of heritage Polish (Kozminska, 2015), language maintenance and ethnic identity
(Laskowski, 2013), as well as language shift (Clyne, 2003). Adding to this conversation, this
article specifically examines stances vis-a-vis Polish language produced by adolescent Poles
living in Norway, as an example of how a new generation of a diasporic community relates to
questions of language maintenance and use.

3. Language ideologies and stancetaking
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Conversations on language use and maintenance often lead to disclosures of people’s
beliefs and values regarding languages, their speakers, as well as normative prescriptions on
how languages and linguistic forms ought to be used. In sociolinguistic and linguistic
anthropological work such beliefs, values and prescriptions are referred to as /anguage
ideologies (e.g. Blackledge, 2000; Kroskrity, 2000; Woolard, 1998; Woolard & Schieffelin,
1994). Kroskrity (2010: 192) defines language ideologies as a set of ‘beliefs, feelings, and
conceptions about language structure and use which often index the political economic
interests of individual speakers, ethnic and other interest groups and nation states’. These
views and beliefs represent ideas about particular forms of language to be used in specific
contexts, such as the ‘appropriateness’ vs. ‘inappropriateness’ of certain ways of speaking,
and statuses of different languages and linguistic forms (e.g. Blommaert, 1999). As such,
they are highly evaluative in their character (cf. Morgan, 2017) and can have a significant
influence on individual language practices, as well as language policies and management by
social groups and institutions. In transnational contexts they have been described, for
example, as the driving forces influencing decisions regarding language practices at home
among transnational families (e.g. Curdt-Christiansen, 2009; Lanza & Svendsen, 2007).

The evaluative character of language ideologies links them to the notion of sfance
(Morgan, 2017) understood here in accordance with Du Bois’s model (2007) as ‘a public act
by a social actor, achieved dialogically through overt communicative means, of
simultaneously evaluating objects, positioning subjects, and aligning with other subjects, with
respect to any salient dimension of the sociocultural field’ [163]. As pointed out by Jaworski
and Thurlow (2009), the relationship between stance and ideology is dialectical. /deologies
refer to sets of shared, general and abstract social representations, whereas sfances are

situational deployments of these representations. Thus, by taking stances, speakers, on the
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one hand, say something about themselves and their relationship to the world and, on the
other hand, through the act of evaluation, activate certain aspects of wider ideologies.
Frequent deployment and constant repetition of stances contribute in turn to their reification
and solidification into personal sfands and, eventually, through widespread adoption and
conventionalisation, into collective ideologies (cf. Jaworski and Thurlow, 2009: 221).

In research on stance a common distinction is made between epistemic and affective
stances (Du Bois, 2007; Jaffe, 2009; Ochs, 1990, 1996). According to Ochs (1996: 410), an
affective stance refers to moods, attitudes, feelings, dispositions and emotional intensity
towards a particular object or focus, whereas an epistemic stance denotes knowledge and
beliefs, as well as degrees of certainty and commitment to the truth of a proposition.
Linguistically, an affective stance may be marked by diminutives, augmentatives, quantifiers,
verb voice, sentential adverbs and changes in intonation, volume or pace of speech (Ochs
1996: 413, 426), whereas an epistemic stance may be manifested through the use of
sentential adverbs, hedges, cleft structures, modal verbs, intonation or sentential mood.

Instead of focusing on different kinds of stances, Du Bois’s framework (2007) unites
the evaluative, epistemic and affective dimensions of stancetaking acts. This three-fold
model stresses the intersubjective and co-constructed character of stance by outlining how
expressing evaluative, epistemic and affective orientations towards sfance objects, i.e. the
referential targets of speakers’ propositions, shape the relations between the interactants.
Hence, in Du Bois’s framework stance is a three-in-one act in which speakers make
judgements or express opinions (evaluation) and, by doing so, orient divergently or
convergently to what has occurred previously in the interaction (alignmeni), and take up
certain epistemic and/or affective positions, which in consequence affect the subject

positions of their co-interactants (se/f and other positioning).
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When language becomes the stance object and speakers display positions towards
language hierarchies, ideologies or the assumed connections between language and identity,
they take a metasociolinguistic stance (Jaffe 2009: 17) or a metapragmatic stance as
Juffermans, Blommaert, Kroon, & Li, (2014) label it. Recently, stances towards language
have been investigated in sociolinguistic work on language ideologies (re)constructed in
interviews. For example, Nylund (2017) shows how speakers of African American origin
address essentialised ideas of language, engage critically with wider social discourses and
contest dominant language ideologies by taking metasociolinguistic stances in interviews.
Applying the framework of stance to investigate post socialist language ideologies in Albania,
Morgan (2017) shows how language ideologies as explicit or implicit evaluations in
metalinguistic talk are implicated in the interactional acts of positioning and alignment and, as
such, play a fundamental role in how identities and context are negotiated in interviews. As
noted by Morgan (2017), through its primary focus on evaluation, Du Bois’s stance model is
particularly useful for investigating language ideologies in explicit metalinguistic discourse, an
example of which are sociolinguistic interviews. In addition, through incorporating the acts of
positioning and alignment into the analysis, the framework of stance allows the analyst to
shift focus from the sole performance of the interviewee and allows for a more interactionally-
oriented approach to the interview data.

4. Method, data and participants
The data for this study consist of a series of semi-structured interviews with ten Polish
teenagers (6 girls and 4 boys) living in Norway: Kaja (18), Diana (16), Viola (17), Ana (17),
Maria (19), Marysia (18), Jan (13), Jarden (15), Greg (17) and Kuba (16). The participants
were between 13 — 19 years of age and had been living in Norway between 1 and 12 years

at the time of the interview. Thus, all of them can be classified as representatives of the post
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2004 migration. All the participants were born in Poland and had lived there for at least four
years prior to migration. At the time of the interviews, they all lived in the capital Oslo or in its
surroundings. The participants were recruited through snowball sampling (see Hoffman,
2013). All of the teenagers participating in this study chose to be interviewed in Polish. The
other options introduced to them were to conduct the interview entirely in English or in a
bilingual mode where the participants would answer in Norwegian and the interviewer would
speak English or Polish (due to a limited speaking competence in Norwegian).

The Language Portrait method (Busch, 2016) was used in the interviews to elicit
narratives on languages relevant in the participants’ lives. The method affords participants
agency and thus shifts ‘classical’ power relations in sociolinguistic interviews where, typically,
the researcher is asking questions and the researched is answering (cf. Holmes & Hazen,
2013). For the purposes of this paper | am treating the method only as a starting point and a
stimulus for the semi-structured interviews. The drawings, which were made by the
participants during the interviews, are not the focus of my analysis here. | also acknowledge
that the method elicits narratives on various languages relevant for the participants; however,
in this paper | am focusing only on the parts of the interviews pertaining to the Polish
language use and maintenance. The semi-structured interview was chosen as the method
due to its flexibility as well as sensitivity in treating feelings and emotions (Mills, 2004), which
might arise in conversations related to personal issues such as migration and language
choices.

The relationship between the researcher and the participant is a complex one and
there are several factors that affect it - for example age, gender, personality and the
researcher’s background (e.g. Mallinson, Childs, & Herk, 2013). Although there were age

differences (10-16 years) between the author and the participants in this study, the rapport
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with the teenage participants was usually established within the first minutes of the interview,
and the conversations flowed easily as shown in the excerpts below. Younger participants
(below the age of 15) were at times more self-conscious in the interview situation than their
older peers, which often resulted in extra-interactional efforts of the interviewer such as acts
of explicit alignment, encouragement and use of colloquial expressions (cf. Excerpt 4 below).
My position as a researcher of Polish origin facilitated, on the one hand, access to the
participants but, on the other hand, it might have influenced the way the participants
responded and positioned themselves as Poles in the interviews. For instance, our shared
background and the use of Polish in the conversations, might have inspired them to bring to
the fore the Polish aspects of their identities and subdue other possible ways of identification.
Since the interviewee’s responses are always influenced by questions and responses from
the researcher, the extracts analysed in this paper take into account the interviewer’s
contributions in order to reflect the interactional and co-constructed character of stance-
taking.

The interview topics included multilingualism in the participants’ families and lives, as
well as migration experiences. The interview guide was followed flexibly to accommodate the
flow of the conversations. Altogether, the corpus consists of 14 hours and 11 minutes of
interviews, each lasting between 30 minutes and 2.5 hours. The complete data set was
analysed in a reflective and cyclical procedure inspired by the qualitative content analysis as
described by Dérnyei (2007): 1. transcribing the data, 2. manual coding, 3. growing ideas
in the form of memos, and 4. interpreting the data and drawing conclusions. The
content-analysis served the purpose of engaging meaningfully with the entire data set and
distilling the common themes and categories across the interviews. It also enhanced the

rationale for choosing certain excerpts at the expense of others in order to illustrate how the
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participants understand the use and maintenance of Polish. The interviews were transcribed
in NVivo program and coded manually. The transcripts were first subject to close reading.
Thereafter, the excerpts containing explicit metalinguistic commentary on the use and
maintenance of Polish in diaspora were identified, extracted and reread repeatedly, focusing
especially on the participants’ rationale for using or not using Polish. All the explanations
given by the participants were listed and assigned codes. In the following process of
secondary-coding | looked for patterns and relationships between the participants’
explanations in order to see connections between the individual accounts. This stage of the
analysis involved the creation of mind-maps illustrating the different ways of how the
participants conceived of the use and maintenance of Polish (see appendix). As a result of
this process, | identified four categories of constructing Polish language use and
maintenance in the interviews: Polish as intent, Polish as a utility, Polish as an obligation and
Polish as unimportant. Here, it needs to be noted that these categories are not mutually
exclusive, as the participants made multiple and at times contradicting statements in the
interviews, which points both to the methodological challenge of self-reporting and to the
epistemological fact that human beings have the capacity to develop and change opinions
and arguments in the course of a co-constructed conversation. Consequently, some pieces
of data were representative of more than one category. For example, the following statement
from an interview with Maria (19) can be assigned both to the category Polish as infent and
Polish as a utility. ‘1 would like to keep using Polish in the future because it is part of me, part
of where | come from so it is important to maintain it. And also, it is useful for talking to my
family in Poland'".

The participants’ perceptions representing the above mentioned categories are

exemplified in the interview excerpts discussed in detail in section 5. The interview excerpts
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focus on the reported and envisioned language practices of the participants, their families
and Polish transnationals in Norway in general. Therefore, they are examples of explicit
metalinguistic commentary, in which research participants are encouraged to share their
beliefs, feelings and opinions on language maintenance and use, i.e. — to take a
metasociolinguistic stance (Jaffe, 2009). The interview excerpts are analysed using the
analytical lens of stance according to Du Bois’ (2007) model, and thus the processes of
evaluation, positioning and alignment are accounted for in each data excerpt.

5. Findings

The analysis demonstrates that the young people in this study have clear beliefs about
why Polish should or should not be maintained in transnational contexts (see below). In
general, the girls advocate the maintenance of Polish both on an individual and on the family
level by pointing to the importance of the language for their sense of self and feelings of
belonging, or by stressing the practical dimensions of knowing Polish and highlighting its
potential role in their future careers and transnational family life. The most prominent
category of constructing Polish in the data provided by the girls was Polish as intent, followed
by Polish as an obligation and Polish as a utility - both equally salient categories in the girls’
data.

In contrast, the boys in the study do not appear to view the maintenance of Polish as
important. All four boys expressed the opinion that Polish would not be of particular use for
their future careers or family life and its maintenance, particularly on the family level, was
considered obsolete. In the two instances in which boys mentioned maintaining Polish, the
language was seen as a potential but not essential tool for communication with other Poles.

Thus, the answers provided by the boys fell into the categories: Polish as unimportant, which
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was the most prominent category in the boys’ data set; and Polish as a utility, which was a
less salient but nevertheless a present category.

Figure 1 below, represents graphically the categories of constructing Polish among girls
(dark circles) and boys (light circles), which emerged as a result of the content analysis (see
section 4). The sizes of the circles reflect the salience of given categories in the data set. In
the next paragraphs, | will closely examine four data excerpts in order to illustrate how Polish
language use and maintenance were constructed by the participants through stancetaking in

interviews.

OBLIGATION

UNIMPORTANT

INTENT

POLISH

UTILITY

Figure 1. Categories of constructing Polish use and maintenance by adolescent girls (dark) and boys
(light)

5.1 Polish as intent

Polish was constructed as intent solely in interviews with adolescent girls, who
frequently mentioned their own willingness and purposeful actions aimed at maintaining the
language. Typically, Polish was constructed as intent through the use of the verb chciec (to
want) and its conjunctive and future forms, e.g. chciatabym uczyc moje dzieci polskiego ('l
would like to teach Polish to my kids’). Other ways of expressing this orientation included the

phraseological construction miec nadzieje (literally ‘to have hope’), e.g. mam nadzieje, Ze
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polski bedzie jednym z jezykow w mojef roazinie (‘| hope Polish to be one of the languages in
my family’), and the promissive use of the future tense in conjunction with adverbials such as
zawsze (‘always’) and nigdy (‘never’), as in: Nigdy nie zapomne, Ze polski jest moim
Jezykiem ofczystym (‘| will never forget that Polish is my mother tongue’).

In the excerpt below Kaja, an 18-year-old girl, takes a metasociolinguistic stance
towards imagined language practices in her future family. At the time of the interview Kaja
had been living in Norway for 6 years and reported very good knowledge of both Norwegian
and Polish. In the interview, Kaja mentioned that the move to Norway at the age of 12 was
emotionally difficult and made her feel alienated and homesick. At the time of the interview,
the girl was very happy with her life and felt that she had ‘two homes’ — one in Poland and
one in Norway. In the course of the interview she explicitly and repeatedly identified herself
as a ‘Polish girl’ and declared to speak solely Polish with her family and friends. She reported
to associate mainly with Polish teenagers, and at the time of the interview she had been in a
long-term relationship with a Polish boy living in Norway. Nevertheless, the girl also intends
to continue living in Norway in the future, thus Norwegian comprises an important part of her
linguistic repertoire.

Extract (1)

1Researcher: /... Jjakbys miata swoja rodzine (.) w przysztosci(.), e:m to jak, jakie jezyki bys

[...] if you were to have your own family in the future, u:m then how, what languages
2 chciata miec w tej rodzinie?
would you like to have in this family?

3Kaja:  no na pewno bym chciata podirzymywac mdj ojczysty polski, kidry jest ze mng caly

czas
Well, for sure | would like to maintain my Polish mother tongue, which is always with
me

4 [ mam nadzieje, Ze bedzie ze mng do korica Zycia. | chciatabym, Zeby wiasnie ten jezyk

11
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and which | hope will be with me until the end of my life. | would like this language to be

5 byt gfownym jezykiem. Tak samo jak i norweski. Zeby to byty dwa jezyki, ktorymi () ja i
the main language. Just like Norwegian. So that these would be the two languages

6 moja rodzina bysmy sig posfugiwali dobrze.
which | and my family could use well.

7 Researcher: Mhm a dlaczego jest to dla ciebie, nie wiem, istotne, Zeby utrzymac ten polski?
Mhm and and why is it, | don’t know, important for you to maintain the Polish language?

8 Jezeli miatabys mieszkac tutaj?

If you were to live here?

9 Kaja: Poniewaz byt on ze mna od (.) matego i chciatabym, Zeby on byt przekazywany dalej,
Because it has been with me since | was small and | would like it to be transferred
further,

10 dalejr..]

Further[...]

My initial turn in extract one invites Kaja to take a stance on family languages in her
imagined future family (cf. Purkarthofer, 2017 on projected family language policies). In
response to my question Kaja initially constructs Polish as a desirable family language. She
explicitly states her willingness to maintain Polish by the use of the stance verb bym chciata
(‘would like’) in line 3, modified by the emphatic prepositional phrase na pewno (‘for sure’),
which epistemically suggests high level of certainty and commitment to the proposition.
Through the use of the possessive pronoun mdjin the phrase ‘my Polish mother tongue’ in
line 3, Kaja takes ownership of the language and expresses her identification with it while
also constructing the language as a continuum accompanying her in her life. The expression
of hope in line 4 is also indicative of Kaja’s stance towards the maintenance of Polish, as it
renders the language desirable and worth keeping, at the same time positioning the girl as a
dedicated speaker of Polish. However, in line 5 the stance object changes when Kaja

mentions Norwegian as one of the ‘main’ languages for her future family. This also shifts
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Kaja’s position as she now constructs herself as a bilingual individual and her future family as
an inclusive space where two languages can co-exist.

In my next turn, in line 7, | acknowledge Kaja’s stance and shift the stance object from
bilingual language practices in the family to the reasons for maintaining Polish. My question
both ascribes a stance to Kaja by spelling out the importance of the maintenance of Polish,
and implicitly challenges the motives of her projected language practices, thus implying
disalignment. My turn is softened by the epistemic hedge nie wiem (‘I don’t know’), which
shows that | am not very strongly committed to the divergent alignment and also encourages
Kaja to provide further explanations. In line 9, Kaja takes up the stance | ascribed to her and
while providing additional explanations, she continues with the construction of Polish as a
continuum, arguing that it has been accompanying her since her childhood. At the same time,
by expressing the wish for Polish to be transferred to future generations, she activates the
national language ideologies circulating in Poland which frame the language as a common
good which needs to be maintained and protected (“The Act on the Polish Language,” 1999)
and again takes up the position of a dedicated Polish speaker.

Kaja and other girls who expressed the desire to maintain Polish often emphasised
the permanence and stability of its presence in their lives as the rationale for keeping the
language. In these accounts Polish was seen as a constant, and the reported and projected
language practices stemmed here from the perceived need of keeping this status quo. Very
often expressing the wish for Polish was accompanied by reports on conscious choices and
efforts aimed at maintaining the language (e.g. reading Polish books, visiting Polish websites
and seeking contact with other Polish speakers). Thus, the desire to keep Polish in the future
came hand in hand with the discursive construction of own agency (Ahearn, 2010; Al Zidjaly,

2009) in language maintenance. Moreover, by constructing Polish as intent, the adolescent
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girls engaged and aligned with the Polish national language ideologies imposing protection
and maintenance of the language as unquestionable necessities (Polish Bishops’
Conference, 2010; Polish Language Council, 2005; “The Act on the Polish Language,” 1999).
5.2 Polish as an obligation

In the interviews Polish use and maintenance was constructed as an obligation only by
adolescent girls. The obligation to maintain Polish was typically expressed through the use
of deontic constructions such as frzeba mowic po polsku (‘one must speak Polish’), nie
mozna zapominac jezyka ojczystego (‘one cannot forget the mother tongue’), nie da sie
przestawic (‘it is impossible to switch [to other languages]), powinno sie podtrzymywac
polski (‘one should maintain Polish’); through the use of imperative verbs, epistemic
adverbials: oczywiscie (‘of course’), przecieZ (‘obviously’) and evaluative adjectives such as
wazny (‘important’) and /sfotny (‘essential’).

The excerpt below illustrates how maintaining Polish is constructed as an obligation in
my conversation with 16-year-old Diana. Diana had been living with her family in Norway for
two years at the time of the interview and had been very happy with her migration experience.
The girl speaks Polish at home and Norwegian with her friends. Diana plans to stay in
Norway in the future and reported to consciously focus on practising Norwegian ‘as much as
possible’ to improve her skills and ‘achieve perfection’. Nevertheless, in the interview she
strongly advocated the maintenance of Polish in transnational contexts.

Excerpt (4)
1. R (..)jak uwaZzasz czy jak przyjezdzaja Polacy tutaj,
(-..) what do you think when Poles come here,
2. e. to: jakimi powinni mowic jezykami miedzy sobg?

u:m the:n what languages should they speak with each other?

3. Diana: miedzy sobg fo polskim. ja rozmawiam z Polakami tylko po polsku
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with each other Polish. | only speak Polish with Poles
4, jezeli ktos (.) jakis Polak chce mowic do nas po norwesku (.) fo ja tego nie rozumiem!
if somebody (.) some Polish person wants to speak Norwegian to us (.) | don’t get it!
5. R: mhm
6. Diana: umiemy polski, moZemy rozmawiac po polsku (.) i jeszcze jak jestesmy sami!
we know Polish, we can speak Polish (.) and especially when we are on our own!
7. R mhm
8. Diana. jak jestesmy sami to nie bede rozmawiac z Polakiem po norwesku (.)
when we are on our own then | won’t speak Norwegian to a Pole (.)
9. bo dla mnie fo jest dziwne!
because for me it's weird!
10. R:  aha () a polskie rodziny? Jak przyjezdzajg tutaj?
uhu (.) and Polish families? When they come here?
11. Diana. powinni rozmawiac w domu moim zdaniem po polsku jak sg Polakami.
in my opinion they should speak Polish at home if they are Poles.
12. No niech sie nie przestawiajg na inne jezyki! Bo to jest ich ojczysty jezyk!
let them not switch to other languages! Because it is their mother tongue!

My initial turn in lines 1-2 purposefully elicits Diana’s opinion on language use between
Polish transnationals in Norway and sets these practices as the stance object. In her
response the girl proposes Polish as the preferred language for communication between
people of Polish origin and, across her turns, in lines 3-9, provides a range of arguments and
evaluations to support her opinion. First of all, in line 3 Diana assures me that she only uses
Polish when talking to other Poles. Thereafter, in line 4, she denaturalizes the use Norwegian
in this context by explicitly stating her lack of understanding for such practices using the
exclamative phrase ja fego nie rozumiem (‘| don’t get it’). In her turns in lines 6 and 8, Diana
reinforces this judgment by reaffirming that Polish people should speak solely Polish to each

other, especially in a Polish-only setting, and by evaluating speaking Norwegian to other
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Poles as ‘weird’ (dziwne). Switching between first person singular and first person plural
pronouns and verbs in lines 3- 6 Diana constructs a community (‘we’) whose members are
Polish and thus speak Polish to each other and positions herself firmly within it. Throughout
Diana’s argument, my only contributions are supportive backchannels suggesting alignment
and inviting the girl to develop her stance. In line 10 | shift the stance object to language
practices in Polish transnational families in Norway. In response to my question, in lines 11
and 12, Diana continues constructing Polish as the only appropriate language for
communication between people of Polish origin, and this time she makes an explicit indexical
link between Polish nationality and the expected language practices (‘they should speak
Polish, if they are Poles’). In her final turn she reinforces her statement by the use of the
exclamative imperative construction niech sie nie przestawigjg (‘let them not switch’) calling
on Polish families in Norway not to abandon Polish in favour of other languages. Finally, she
supports her argument by a ‘self-evident’ explanation that Polish is ‘their mother-tongue’
(Jezyk ofczysty), thus reinforcing the link between ethnicity and language. Diana’s use of the
term jezyk ojczysty paired with her vocal support for the use of Polish in transnational
contexts and strong dispreference for other language practices between Poles points to
Diana’s alignment with the Polish national language ideologies promulgating language
protection and maintenance (Polish Bishops’ Conference, 2010; “The Act on the Polish
Language,” 1999). Throughout her turns, Diana consistently positons herself as a ‘Polish
person’ and a determined and dedicated speaker of the language.

Diana and other girls in this study saw the Polish language as an indispensable
marker of identity through which ethnic and national belonging is enacted. As exemplified in
the excerpts of the interviews above, the participants often resorted to the label jezyk

ojczysty (‘mother-tongue’) and attached emotional value to the language. The use of Polish
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by Poles abroad was constructed in the participants’ accounts as the only ‘appropriate’
language practice, while other practices, such as speaking Norwegian, were evaluated as
‘unnatural’. These beliefs are in line with one nation, one language ideology (Piller, 2015;
Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994), in which membership in an /imagined community (Anderson,
1991) requires conformity to linguistic standards and practices associated with this
community.
5.3 Polish as a utility
Polish as a utility was a salient category both among girls and boys participating in this study.
Polish language use and maintenance were constructed as a utility through evaluative lexis:
adjectives, nouns and noun phrases pointing to the usefulness, profitability and advantages
of knowing Polish. In the interview excerpt below, Viola, a 17-year old living in Norway,
constructs personal multilingualism which includes Polish as a resource. At the time of the
interview Viola had been living in Norway for 9 years and intended to stay there in the future.
Her experience of migration to Norway was a very positive one — she was excited to move
and was received very well by the children at school and in the neighbourhood. She reported
to speak solely Polish to her parents and Polish with some Norwegian to her younger brother.
With her friends she uses almost exclusively Norwegian, as she associates mainly with
Norwegian teenagers. In the excerpt below Viola takes a stance towards imagined language
practices in her future family.

Excerpt (3)

1 Researcher: w przyszlosci e: jeZeli miatabys swojg rodzing, to masz jakas wizje a propos tego,

In the future u:m if you were to have your own family, then do you have a vision of what
2 Jakimi jezykami bys sie chciafta postugiwac w tef rodzinie?

languages you would like to use in this family?

3 Viola: jeZeli bede miata meza Norwega, to po norwesku
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18

if | have a Norwegian husband, then Norwegian
4 Researcher: Mhm
5 Viola:  ale bede chciata uczyc mojego dziecka polskiego bo na tym wygra predzej czy pozZnief
but | would like to teach my child Polish because they will gain on it sooner or later
6 Jak bedzie umiafo jezyki ptynnie. E:m no nie wiem, mozZe jak bede z Polakiem, to po polsku.
if they speak languages fluently. u:m | don’t know, maybe if | am with a Pole, then
Polish.
7 ale wydaje mi sig, Ze no tutaj bede mieszkafa, wiec wydaje mi sig, Ze, Ze z Norwegiem bede, nie wiem.
but | think, well, that | will live here. so | think that that | will be with a Norwegian, | don’t know.
8 Researcher: mhm. a: dlaczego chciatabys mowic do swojego dziecka po polsku?
mhm u:m and why would you like to speak Polish to your kid?
9 Viola: m: tez [by to] powodowata rodzina. (.) Zeby oni mogli bo fo nie cata moja rodzina
m: also the family would be a reason (.) so that they can because not all of my family
10 mowi po norwesku, Zeby mogli sie z nim kontaktowac. Ale tez Zeby Zeby Zeby miafo tg tg
speak Norwegian, so that they could contact them. But also, so that that that it has this this
11 Jak fo sie mowi?
how do you say it?
12 Researcher: moZesz powiedziec po jakiemus innemu, jesli ci przychodzi do glowy.
you can say it in some other language if it comes to your mind.
13 Viola: fordel?
14 Researcher: mhm.
15 Viola: jak sie mowi?
how do you say?
16 Researcher: (.) przewage?
(.) advantage?
17 Viola: No, no! Przewage takg, Zeby mieli takg zalete, Ze, Ze bedg po prostu umieli wiecej jezykow.
Yeah, yeah! This advantage, so that they have this asset that they will know more languages.
18 Researcher: Mhm.
19 Viola: 7o zawsze sig przydaje (.) moim zdaniem (.)

This is always useful (.) in my opinion (.)
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My question in line 1 proposes imagined language practices in the girl’s future family as the
stance object. In her response across lines 3-7, Viola frames Polish and Norwegian as the
languages to be used in the family context and gives practical reasons for the imagined
language practices (origins of her potential partner). Unlike Kaja in Excerpt 1, Viola does not
construct a personal relationship to the Polish language. Instead, she sees the language as
one of (many) linguistic resources in her family’s future repertoire. Using the verb wygrac (lit.
‘to win’), she constructs personal multilingualism as a competitive advantage and an asset
which will help her children achieve success in life. By doing so, Viola positions herself as a
success-oriented individual who sees languages as resources (Ruiz, 1984).

In my next turn (line 8) | both acknowledge Viola’s stance by the backchannel mAm and
invite her to develop the argument for maintaining Polish in the family. By doing so, | also
shift the stance object from the bilingual family language policy to Polish language
maintenance. In response, Viola further develops her initial stance in relation to Polish and
constructs the language as a useful tool with practical applications, such as enabling
communication and maintaining transnational connections with her Polish speaking relatives.
Constructing Polish in such a way, Viola positions herself as a person caring about the family
ties; however, this position is promptly contrasted with the asset orientation, which Viola
takes up across her turns in lines 10-19.

Searching for the right Polish word in line 11, she asks for help, thus positioning me as a
proficient Polish speaker. In my response, by inviting Viola to use other languages, | open up
space for multilingual communication and position both of us as multilingual individuals. Viola
aligns with my proposal and provides the Norwegian word in line 12, in response to which |
signal understanding and encourage further contributions with the backchannel mAm. Viola

aligns divergently with my invitation by asking for the Polish translation and thus indirectly
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demands to switch to the monolingual mode of conversation (Grosjean, 1985). This changes
the stance focus and serves as an implicit disapproving evaluation of the flexible use of
linguistic resources (at least in the interview situation). By doing so, Viola further develops
her stance towards personal multilingualism and gives it a normative touch. Aligning with
Viola’s request in line 16, | provide the Polish equivalent, which she then takes up to continue
constructing her stance towards a multilingual repertoire (which includes Polish) as an asset
using the positively laden nouns przewaga (‘advantage’), zaleta (‘asset’) and the reflexive
verb przydac sie (‘to be useful’, ‘to come in handy’), signalling the practical value of having
competence in various languages. The phrase moim zdaniem (‘in my opinion’) at the end of
Viola’s turn is a marker of commitment to the proposition and stresses the subjective
character of her judgment.

Through evaluating a bi/multilingual repertoire which includes Polish as an asset and
resource, Viola positions herself as a practically-oriented individual. The girl’'s reference to
languages as assets and advantages may be hinting at her implicit alignment with the global
ideologies of commodified languages (Duchéne & Heller, 2012; Gongalves & Schluter, 2016;
Svendsen, 2009). Indeed, later on in our conversation Viola, like many other participants,
expressed the belief that her knowledge of Polish will give her better chances on the job
market in the future. Thus, Polish becomes here not only a useful communication tool, but
also a form of linguistic capital (Bourdieu, 1991), which can create financial opportunities and
translate into concrete material and social gains.

5.4. Polish as unimportant
Polish was constructed as unimportant solely in the interviews with adolescent boys. The
indifference towards the use and maintenance of Polish was constructed through the use of

negated epistemic phrases such as nie wiem czy bede uzywac polskiego (‘I don’t know if |
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will use Polish’), nie jestem pewien czy polski mi sie przyda (‘I am not sure if Polish will be
useful’) and by evaluative adjectives such as niewazny (‘unimportant’) and nieistotny
(‘'unessential’) used in reference to Polish. It is worth noting that all four adolescent boys
participating in the study constructed Polish as unimportant in the interview situation. The
boys’ accounts lacked expressions of willingness to keep using Polish in the future and often
expressed uncertainty or ambivalence as to the language maintenance.

The excerpt below stems from an interview with Jan, a 13-year-old boy who had been
living in Norway with his mother and stepfather for one year at the time of the interview. Jan
uses exclusively Polish at home and Norwegian at school and during his extracurricular and
social activities. Jan’s family, however, had been pondering using some Norwegian at home
in order to facilitate the language learning process. Jan’s initial experiences in Norway were
difficult, as he felt excluded at school and was bullied by members of his basketball team. By
the time the interview took place the situation had been resolved and in our conversation Jan
stated that he felt positive about his life in Norway. At the beginning of the interview, Jan was
shy and spoke quietly; however, with the time he gradually opened up and shared his
opinions. In the excerpt below the boy explains his language practices and takes a

metasociolinguistic stance towards the value of Polish in his life.

1R: a:inne rzeczy (.) jakies nie wiem (.) na facebooku (.) albo jak cos tam czytasz,

a:nd other things (.) some | don’t know (.) on facebook (.) or when you read something
2 to w jakich jezykach to zwykle jest?

then in what languages do you usually do it?
3 Jan: for instance in games as well?

na przyktad w grach tez?

4 R: no!

yup!
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5 Jan: fo wszystko teraz teZ mam przestawione na angielski juz.
so now | have switched everything to English already.
6 R: aha! wszystko na angielski () a;jak [na przykiad]
ahal everything to English (.) u:m and [if for example]
7 Jan: [tak sobie] podzielifem, Ze wiasnie (.) Ze jeszcze tutaj sobie przypominam polski (.)
[so I] divided it like this that actually (.) that here {at home} | am still refreshing Polish (.)
8 czyli tak w zasadzie polski nie jest az () taki wazny dla mnie,
so actually Polish is not that (.) important to me,
9 wiec bardzief wiasnie skupiam sfe na norweskim i angielskim (.)
so | am focusing more on Norwegian and English (.)
10 R: mhm a: dobra (.) powiedziates, Ze polski nie jest dla Ciebie taki wazny (.)
mhm u:m right (.)you said that Polish is not that important to you (.)
11 fo mi powiedz czemu!
so tell me why!
12 Jan: bo jednak, fjednak w Polsce nie planuje juz, Zeby pracowac (.)
because well, well | am not planning anymore, to work in Poland (.)
13 bo jednak y: tam no (.) mate sg tam zarobki (.)
because well u:m there well (.) the salaries are low there (.)
14 jezeli juz wolatbym wiasnie w Norwegii (.) albo w Stanach (.) w NBA (.)

so if at all then | would prefer in Norway (.) or in the US (.) in NBA (.)

The initial exchange in lines 1-4, on the one hand, serves the purpose of clarifying the stance
object of the conversation and, on the other, initiates the construction of convergent
alignment between the interactants. My use of the colloquial, affirmative particle no (‘yup’) in
line 4 reduces the distance between Jan and I. It also suggests a high degree of familiarity
and positions us as peers, which all together may have inspired the boy to speak freely and
develop his stance towards languages in the ensuing conversation. In line 5 Jan constructs
English as the main language of his online activities and explains the strategies behind his

language practices in lines 7 to 9. In line 8 he explicitly evaluates Polish as not important in
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his life. Epistemically, however, he does not seem to be highly committed to this evaluation
as indicated by the hedges czyli w zasadzie (‘so actually’) and a rather unexpected pause
before the use of the evaluative adjective wazny (‘important’) in line 8, indicating uncertainty.
In contrast to Polish, Norwegian and English are constructed by Jan, in line 9, as languages
to be focused on, and as such, they are implicitly evaluated as more valuable and more
important to him in this period of life.

Signalling alignment by the use of the affirmative backchannel and the colloquial particle
dobra (‘right’) in line 10, | acknowledge Jan’s stance. My request in line 11 explicitly invites
the boy to further develop his stance on Polish and again reduces the distance between us
through the informal interrogative czemu (‘why’). In lines 12-14 Jan explains his private
language hierarchy pointing to the usefulness of the individual linguistic resources for
ensuring access to desirable job markets. English and Norwegian emerge as indexes of
success and affluence, as well as tools which can help access promising career paths.
Polish, on the other hand, is rendered obsolete as it does not guarantee measurable benefits
and indexes low income and poor career opportunities.

On the whole, in the interview, Jan’s stance towards language practices is a highly
pragmatic one: he intends to develop and maintain the linguistic resources that will be useful
for his successful career (where success is measured by salary levels). His stance towards
Polish is marked by indifference - the language is one of the resources in the boy’s current
repertoire but not one that is seen as worth investing in, as it does not seem, from Jan’s
perspective, to create financial opportunities. Jan’s position lacks the emotional and perhaps
sentimental approach towards Polish that was characteristic of the stances constructed by
Kaja and Diana in the excerpts above, and is more akin to Viola’s pragmatic views regarding

linguistic resources. However, unlike Viola, Jan does not see Polish as linguistic capital that
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will yield a good return. Across his turns the boy positions himself as a practically oriented
individual who sees languages as tools useful for succeeding in his professional life.
Constructing the languages as gateways to lucrative jobs, Jan aligns with the ideologies
commodifying languages and constructing them as tradable goods (Cameron, 2000;
Duchéne & Heller, 2012; Gongalves & Schluter, 2016)

6. Discussion

According to (Lanza & Svendsen, 2007) language may be a ‘more crucial core value’ to
some communities of practice than others. In the Norwegian context, research on language
maintenance showed e.g. that Russian women in Northern Norway treasured the Russian
language and saw it as a source of pride, while Filipino women tended to view languages in
terms of their communicative value (Bjugn, 2001). Similarly, (Lanza & Svendsen, 2007;
Svendsen, 2004) researching multilingual Filipino families in Oslo found that Filipino parents
expressed pragmatic views regarding language use and acquisition and thus attached
significant value to learning Norwegian. In the case of the Polish teenagers researched here,
it seems that Polish might be more of a core value for the adolescent girls than for boys.
Future research involving a larger number of participants could shed more light on this trend
and its complexities.

On a general level the girls participating in the study expressed interest in and willingness
to maintain Polish in the future and to transfer it to their own children. Most of them did it
through constructing Polish as intent and stressing their own will as a decisive factor in
maintaining the language, and also through constructing it as a utility and pointing to the
usefulness of knowing Polish. Furthermore, as stated above, some of them tended to see the
maintenance of the home language as an obligation. This picture looks very different when

we look at the data provided by the boys. First of all, all of the boys stated that Polish was
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relatively unimportant to them. In other words, they did not feel very strongly about the
maintenance of the language and were not certain as to whether they will keep using it in the
future. In the two instances where teenage boys did express some wish to maintain Polish,
the language was seen as a tool for communication. This contrasts starkly with the ways
teenage girls constructed Polish use and maintenance who, apart from giving practical
reasons for maintaining Polish, also constructed the language as intent and an obligation.
While it is beyond the scope and purpose of this study to pinpoint correlations or
causal relationships that might have influenced the participants’ accounts, nevertheless it
cannot be ignored that there are differences between the ways adolescent boys and girls in
this study oriented towards Polish. There may be many reasons behind this discrepancy, and
there may be equally many factors influencing the ways participants responded in the
interviews. On the one hand, it could be yet another piece of evidence of the discourses
which construct men and women’s roles differently in relation to preserving heritage
languages and culture (Nesteruk, 2010). On the other hand, it could be a result of personal
experiences of migration. Just like Jan, most of the boys in this study had a history of bullying
or exclusion at school based on their initial lack of Norwegian proficiency and their migration
background. Participants reported, for example, on being called names such as ‘strawberry
picker’ or ‘cleaner’ — jobs stereotypically associated with low skilled and low-paid immigrant
labour - by their fellow students. Consequently, the Polish language and cultural heritage as
a marker of difference and distinction might have become a liability for the boys, and thus
they may be less inclined to maintain it. The small number of participants in this study does
not allow to make generalizations on the interconnections between language bullying and
language maintenance in diasporic communities; however, future research involving more

participants may further illuminate these questions.
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A close analysis of how the metasociolinguistic stances developed throughout the
interview excerpts shed light on the ideological and identificational dimensions of
stancetaking acts. Generally speaking, the participants seemed to be oscillating between the
intertwined discourses of pride and profit (Duchéne & Heller, 2012). As indicated by Duchéne
& Heller, the tropes of pride and profit are often employed as arguments justifying the
maintenance of linguistic diversity. The participants who constructed Polish as an obligation
or intent were aligning with the trope of ‘pride’, while the ones who saw it as a resource or as
an obsolete language displayed a ‘profit’ approach to their linguistic resources. Of course, it
needs to be noted that neither the discourses nor the ways Polish was conceived of by the
teenagers are exclusive, and in the interviews they often came up side by side in the
accounts of the same interviewees.

In general, in constructing Polish as intent the participants positioned themselves as
agentive and willing speakers of Polish who cared about language maintenance of Polish
diaspora. As illustrated in the interview with Kaja, the will to maintain Polish was often tied to
the feelings of belonging and identification with both one’s origins and the language itself.
The accounts rendering Polish as an obligation were similar in this respect. The participants
displayed strong identification with their origins and with the language. However, the
maintenance of the language was seen by them more as a duty and necessity. As showed in
Diana’s account in Excerpt 3 above, ethnicity developed here into an icon of normative
language practices projected as restricting the language choice among Polish transnationals
living in Norway. Both through constructing Polish as intent and as an obligation the
participants activated the Polish national language ideologies to motivate their language
practices and to construct identifications with the place of origin. The participants recreated

the indexical links between language and place of origin based on the assumption that
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language is a fundamental part of their identity. This ideology, produced in public discourses
in Poland (cf. e.g. Polish Bishops’ Conference, 2010; “The Act on the Polish Language,”
1999) and reproduced by the participants, echoes, as emphasised above, the idea of one
nation - one language (Anderson, 1991; Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994), which as part of the
‘pride’ trope sees nations, states and cultures as homogenous monoliths.

The participants who saw Polish as a utility constructed the language in two ways: a tool
enabling communication or a competitive advantage on the job market. Here, like in my
interview with Viola (cf. Excerpt 3), language maintenance was related to the profitability and
usefulness of the language practices. Polish was seen as one of the elements of a
multilingual repertoire understood as a capital (cf. Bourdieu 1991). This perspective is part of
the ‘profit’ trope and aligns with global ideologies constructing multilingualism as an asset (cf.
e.g. Duncan & Gil, 2014; European Commission, 2008). By understanding Polish language
maintenance as an investment (Piller, 2001), the participants constructed their identities of
success-driven members of the society and suggested alignment with discourses
commodifying language.

In constructing Polish as unimportant the teenage boys also called on the discourses
commodifying languages. However, here, Polish was not seen as a resource worth investing
in. The boys constructed Polish as unimportant through erasure and omission — in contrast to
the girls, they showed lack of interest in Polish and did not see the language as part of their
future. As indicated in my interview with Jan (Excerpt 4), the boys did not attach particular
emotional, practical or monetary value to the language and hence erased it from their
imagined future language practices. In addition, as also illustrated by Jan’s account,
constructing ‘Polish as unimportant’ coincided in all cases with the understanding of

languages — but not Polish — as resources enabling communication or ensuring future social
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and economic success. In Jan’s case, constructing Polish as unimportant positioned him as
a success-oriented global citizen who sees his future life (including his language competence
and practices) as revolving around a rewarding career.

My role as the researcher and interviewer was vital in the interactions and had a
significant influence on the interactional development of metasociolinguistic stances in the
interviews. The uptake of the participants’ stances, the conscious and pre-planned lack of
explicit evaluations of their propositions, acts of convergent and divergent alignments
(through backchannels, additional questions, expressions of surprise and encouragement)
and the implicit ascriptions of positions had consequences for how the young people’s
stances towards Polish developed in concrete interviews. For example, in the case of the
interview with Kaja in Excerpt 1, the interviewer’s subtle challenges of the girl's motivation
behind maintaining Polish encouraged her to strengthen her commitment to the constructed
stance. Similarly, the affirmative backchannels suggesting alignment in the interviews with
Diana and Viola in Excerpt 2 and 3, invited the girls to develop their stances towards Polish.
When it comes to the interview with Jan in Excerpt 4, it could have been my convergent
alignment suggested by the use of colloquial lexis that encouraged the boy to open up and
voice his views in spite of his initial shyness. Using the framework of stance for the analysis
of interview data brings to light the interactional importance of interviewers’ contributions and
adds to a more contextualised understanding of interviewees’ performance.

The participant’s linguistic choices in the interviews can also be seen as acts of
metasociolinguistic stancetaking in themselves (Jaffe, 2009). It can be argued that Polish
was chosen by the participants as the language of the interview for practical reasons - in
many cases it was the language in which both the participants and the interviewer had

similar competence. However, in the cases of teenagers who reported to be equally
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comfortable with speaking English, Polish and Norwegian, the choice of Polish was not
necessarily practically motivated and may have had ideological underpinnings. The
participants also expressed reluctance towards multilingual conversations, as the interview
with Viola shows. The girl was not the only participant who preferred a monolingual mode of
conversation, in fact all invitations to have parallel conversations in Norwegian and
Polish/English were declined by the participants. The choice of Polish by these multilingual
speakers in the interviews might be seen as an implicit evaluation of Polish as the most
appropriate language of communication between people of Polish origin.

7. Conclusions

The contribution of this article is three-fold. First of all, it contributes to the understanding of
how adolescents with Polish background relate to questions of Polish language use and
maintenance in Norway, where the Poles represent the largest ‘immigrant group’ and where
hardly any knowledge exists about the language use and maintenance among the young
generation of Polish immigrants. The content analysis of the complete data set revealed four
major ways of constructing the use and maintenance of Polish among the participants, i.e.
Polish was constructed as ‘intent’, ‘obligation’, ‘utility’ and as ‘unimportant’. While realising
that a sample of 10 participants is too small to draw any conclusions as to general trends
regarding Polish language maintenance among Polish teenagers in Norway, the results
discussed above seem to indicate that there may be considerable differences between how
girls and boys relate to the Polish language and how they see its use and function in the
future. This, of course, can have implications for the maintenance of the language in Polish
communities in Norway. A future research project involving a large study could investigate

these questions in more detail.
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Secondly, through the analysis of stance developments in chosen interview excerpts
the article provided evidence of the existing ideological tensions among Polish adolescents in
Norway. Constructing Polish as ‘intent’ and an ‘obligation’ in the interviews activated Polish
national language ideologies which seem to be competing with ideologies of commaodified
languages activated by the participants through constructing Polish as a ‘utility’ and as
‘unimportant’. At the moment, the national language ideology seems to be dominating among
the girls in the study, whereas the boys tend to display more instrumental approaches to
languages. In any case, there seems to be a tension between the discourses of ‘pride’ and
‘profit and between globally and nationally oriented identity claims among the research
participants. The orientations towards the heritage language and the related tensions
displayed by the Polish participants of this study may likely be shared by other transnational
communities of similar migration and socio-economic backgrounds, i.e. by Eastern European
transnationals who migrated due to economic reasons after recent EU enlargements, which

is a topic to be further explored in future studies.

Thirdly, the article argues for a more interactionally oriented approach to analysing
sociolinguistics interviews and uses the framework of stance as a means of approaching
language ideologies in the interview data (Morgan, 2017). Tracing closely the development of
evaluation, alignment and positioning throughout the interview interactions, the analyst
cannot ignore the role of the interviewer/researcher and the way it influences the data
produced as a result of the conversations. This moves the analytical focus from the
interviewee’s contributions and brings to light the performance of the interviewer as equally
important in the interaction. Ultimately, employing stance to analyse interviews leads to a
more nuanced understanding of the data as co-constructed between the interviewer and the

participants in a concrete interview situation.

30



735

736

737

738

739

740

741

742

743

744

745

746

747

748

749

750

751

752

753

754

755

Transcription conventions:

(.) pause

, brief pause

. Falling intonation

? rising intonation

<...> overlapping speech

[...] deleted passage

: elongated sound

{...} author’'s comment

References

Ahearn, L. M. (2010). Agency and language. In J. Jaspers, J.-O. Ostman, & J. Verschueren (Eds.),
Handbook of Pragmatics Highlights (Vol. 7, pp. 28-48). Amsterdam: John Benjamins
Publishing Company. https://doi.org/10.1075/hoph.7.03ahe

Al Zidjaly, N. (2009). Agency as an interactive achievement. Language in Society, 38(2), 177-200.
https://doi.org/10.1017/50047404509090320

Anderson, B. (1991). Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism.
Verso.

Baba, M., & Dahl-Jgrgensen, C. (2010). Work Migration from Poland to Norway: A New Institutional
Approach. Intergraph: Journal of Dialogic Anthropology, 2(2). Retrieved from

http://intergraph-journal.net/enhanced/vol2issue2/2.html

31



756

757

758

759

760

761

762

763

764

765

766

767

768

769

770

771

772

773

774

775

776

777

778

779

780

Bjugn, E. (2001). "Jeg snakker det spraket alle forstar”. Sprakbruk, sprakvalg og sosiale nettverk blant
kvinner med russisk og filippinsk bakgrunn i Kirkenes. Master thesis, Department of
Linguistics. University of Oslo.

Blackledge, A. (2000). Monolingual ideologies in multilingual states: Language, hegemony and social
justice in Western liberal democracies | Blackledge | Sociolinguistic Studies. Retrieved
October 3, 2016, from https://journals.equinoxpub.com/index.php/SS/article/view/2342

Blommaert, J. (1999). The debate is open. In Language ideological debates (pp. 3—38). Berlin and
New York.

Bourdieu, P. (1991). Language and Symbolic Power. Harvard University Press.

Busch, B. (2016). Methodology in biographical approaches in applied linguistics. Retrieved February
25, 2016, from
https://www.academia.edu/20211841/WP187 Busch_2016. Methodology in_biographical
approaches_in_applied_linguistics

Bygdas, M. E. (2016). Fra Warszawa til Oslo: Sprdkvalgog identiteterhos polsk-norske ungdommer.
Unpublished Master Thesis.

Cameron, D. (2000). Styling the worker: Gender and the commodification of language in the
globalized service economy. Journal of Sociolinguistics, 4(3), 323-347.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9481.00119

Clyne, M. G. (2003). Dynamics of Language Contact: English and Immigrant Languages. Cambridge
University Press.

Curdt-Christiansen, X. L. (2009). Invisible and visible language planning: ideological factors in the
family language policy of Chinese immigrant families in Quebec. Language Policy, 8(4), 351-
375. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-009-9146-7

Dornyei, Z. (2007). Research Methods in Applied Linguistics: Quantitative, Qualitative, and Mixed

Methodologies. OUP Oxford.

32



781

782

783

784

785

786

787

788

789

790

791

792

793

794

795

796

797

798

799

800

801

802

803

804

805

806

Du Bois, J. W. (2007). The stance triangle. In R. Englebretson (Ed.), Pragmatics & Beyond New Series
(Vol. 164, pp. 139-182). Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing Company. Retrieved from
https://benjamins.com/catalog/pbns.164.07du

Duchéne, A., & Heller, M. (2012). Language in Late Capitalism: Pride and Profit. Routledge.

Duncan, A., & Gil, L. S. (2014). English learners an asset for global, multilingual future: Arne Duncan
and Libia Gil. Retrieved April 4, 2017, from
http://www.dailynews.com/opinion/20140219/english-learners-an-asset-for-global-
multilingual-future-arne-duncan-and-libia-gil

European Commission. (2008). Multilingualism - an asset and a commitment. European Commission
Communication. Retrieved April 4, 2017, from http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=URISERV%3Aef0003

Goncgalves, K., & Schluter, A. (2016). “Please do not leave any notes for the cleaning lady, as many do
not speak English fluently”: policy, power, and language brokering in a multilingual
workplace. Language Policy, 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-016-9406-2

Grosjean, F. (1985). The bilingual as a competent but specific speaker-hearer. Journal of Multilingual
and Multicultural Development, 6(6), 467—-477.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.1985.9994221

Hoffman, M. (2013). Sociolinguistic Interviews. In J. Holmes & K. Hazen (Eds.), Research Methods in
Sociolinguistics: A Practical Guide. John Wiley & Sons.

Holmes, J., & Hazen, K. (2013). Research Methods in Sociolinguistics: A Practical Guide. John Wiley &
Sons.

Hua, Z., & Wei, L. (2016). Transnational experience, aspiration and family language policy. Journal of
Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 37(7), 655—666.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2015.1127928

Jaffe, A. (2009). Stance: Sociolinguistic Perspectives. Oxford University Press.

33



807

808

809

810

811

812

813

814

815

816

817

818

819

820

821

822

823

824

825

826

827

828

829

830

831

Jaworski, A. & Thurlow, C. (2009). Talking an elitist stance: Ideology and the discursive production of social

distinction. In A. Jaffee (ed.), Stance. Sociolinguistic perspectives. New York: Oxford University

Press.

Juffermans, K., Blommaert, J., Kroon, S., & Li, J. (2014). Dutch—Chinese repertoires and language
ausbau in superdiversity: A view from digital media. Discourse, Context &amp; Media, 4-5,
48-61.

Kozminska, K. (2015). Language contact in the Polish-American community in Chicago. International
Journal of Bilingualism, 19(3), 239-258. https://doi.org/10.1177/1367006913509901

Kraft, K. (2016). Constructing Migrant Workers: Multilingualism and communication in the
transnational construction site . Unpublished Doctoral Thesis.

Kroskrity, P. V. (2000). Regimes of language: ideologies, polities, and identities. School of American
Research Press.

Lanza, E., & Svendsen, B. A. (2007). Tell me who your friends are and | might be able to tell you what
language(s) you speak: Social network analysis, multilingualism, and identity. International
Journal of Bilingualism, 11(3), 275-300. https://doi.org/10.1177/13670069070110030201

Laskowski, R. (2013). Jezyk a tozsamosc etniczna. Ksztattowanie sie poczucia narodowego miodej
polskiej diaspory w warunkach wielokulturowosci. LingVaria, (16), 77-93.

Mallinson, C., Childs, B., & Herk, G. V. (2013). Data Collection in Sociolinguistics: Methods and
Applications. Routledge.

Mills, J. (2004). Mothers and Mother Tongue: Perspectives on Self-Construction by Mothers of
Pakistani Heritage. In A. Pavlenko & A. Blackledge (Eds.), Negotiation of Identities in
Multilingual Contexts (pp. 161-191).

Morgan, C. A. (2017). Post-socialist language ideologies in action: Linking interview context and
language ideology through stance. Journal of Sociolinguistics, 21(1), 34—63.

https://doi.org/10.1111/josl.12225

34



832

833

834

835

836

837

838

839

840

841

842

843

844

845

846

847

848

849

850

851

852

853

854

855

856

857

MSZ. (2013). MSZ: ponad 18 milionéw Polakéw zyje za granica, depesza PAP 02.07.2013. Retrieved
March 28, 2017, from
http://msz.gov.pl/pl/aktualnosci/msz_w_mediach/msz__ponad_18 milionow_polakow_zyje
_za_granica__depesza_pap_02_07_2013;jsessionid=C9B7F7A9EFB724796BB44D0O6EB333F5F
.cmsaplp

Nesteruk, O. (2010). Heritage language maintenance and loss among the children of Eastern
European immigrants in the USA. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development,
31(3), 271-286. https://doi.org/10.1080/01434630903582722

Nortier, J., & Svendsen, B. A. (2015). Language, Youth and Identity in the 21st Century. Cambridge
University Press.

Nylund, A. (2017). Constructed Dialogue, Stance, and Ideological Diversity in Metalinguistic Discourse.
In J. Wegner, A. De Fina, & D. lkizoglu (Eds.), Diversity and Super-Diversity: Sociocultural
Linguistic Perspectives.

Ochs, E. (1990). Cultural universals in the acquisition of language: keynote address. In Papers and
Reports on Child Language Development (Vol. 29, pp. 1-19).

Ochs, E. (1996). Linguistic Resources for Socializing Humanity. In J. J. Gumperz & S. C. Levinson (Eds.),
Rethinking Linguistic Relativity (pp. 407—-437). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Ogiermann, E. (2013). On the inclusive and exclusive functions of the ‘other’ language in family talk.
Multilingua, 32(4), 463—484. https://doi.org/10.1515/multi-2013-0023

Okdlski, M. (1999, January 1). Poland’s migration: growing diversity of flows and people [Political
Analyses and Commentaries]. Retrieved August 13, 2016, from
http://pdc.ceu.hu/archive/00001907/

Palm, K., Svendsen, B. A., & Sollid, H. (Eds.). (2014). NOA norsk som andresprak, 30(2). Retrieved
from http://ojs.novus.no/index.php/NOA/issue/view/102

Piller, I. (2001). Private language planning: The best of both worlds? Estodios de Sociolinguistica, 2(1),

61-80.

35



858 Piller, I. (2015). Language Ideologies, Language Ideologies. In The International Encyclopedia of

859 Language and Social Interaction, The International Encyclopedia of Language and Social
860 Interaction. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
861 https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118611463.wbielsi140, 10.1002/9781118611463.wbielsi140

862 Polish Bishops’ Conference. (2010). Bezcenne dobro jezyka ojczystego | Konferencja Episkopatu
863 Polski. Retrieved August 15, 2016, from http://episkopat.pl/bezcenne-dobro-jezyka-
864 ojczystego/

865 Polish Language Council. (2005). Co Polacy sadzg o jezyku polskim - wyniki badania CBOS. Retrieved

866 August 13, 2016, from
867 http://www.rjp.pan.pl/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=96:co-polacy-sdz-
868 o-jzyku-polskim-wyniki-badania-cbos&catid=45&Itemid=55

869 Purkarthofer, J. (2017). Building expectations: Imagining family language policy and heteroglossic
870 social spaces. International Journal of Bilingualism, 1367006916684921.

871 https://doi.org/10.1177/1367006916684921

872 Ruiz, R. (1984). Orientations in Language Planning. NABE Journal, 8(2), 15-34.

873 https://doi.org/10.1080/08855072.1984.10668464

874  Statistics Norway. (2016). Nearly 10 000 Syrian immigrants in Norway. Retrieved July 28, 2016, from
875 http://www.ssb.no/en/befolkning/statistikker/innvbef/aar/2016-03-03

876  Svendsen, B. A. (2004). Sd lenge vi forstar hverandre: sprdkvalg, flersprdklige ferdigheter og spraklig
877 sosialisering hos norsk-filippinske barn i Oslo. Det historisk-filosofiske fakultet, Universitetet i
878 Oslo.

879  Svendsen, B. A. (2009). Flerspraklighet i teori og praksis. In R. Hvistendal (Ed.), Flersprdklighet i skolen.
880 Oslo: Universitetsforlaget.

881 The Act on the Polish Language. (1999). Retrieved November 11, 2016, from

882 http://isap.sejm.gov.pl/DetailsServlet?id=WDU19990900999

883 UNO. (2015). International Migration Report 2015.

36



884

885

886

887

888

889

890

891

892

893

Woolard, K. A. (1998). Language ideology as a field of inquiry. In K. A. Woolard, B. Schieffelin, & P.

Kroskrity (Eds.), Language Ideologies: Practice and theory. New York: Oxford University press.

Woolard, K. A., & Schieffelin, B. B. (1994). Language Ideology. Annual Review of Anthropology, 23(1),

37

55-82. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.an.23.100194.000415



