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Abstract



The migration process presents the migrants with an opportunity to learn a foreign lan�guage. In fact, the degree to which the migrants learn the language of the host country constitutes an important index of acculturation and integration.

	It was anticipated that the learning of the host language by Greek migrants would depend on both background and sojourn factors, including age at migration, pre-de�parture language courses, the parents’ level of education, the level of urbanization of the place of birth and the place of departure, the level of urbanization of the place of residence abroad, the duration of foreign language training abroad, the political inte�gration (acquisition of citizenship) abroad, the migrant’s level of education and in�come, and finally the duration of residence in the host country.

	The above hypotheses were assessed using data from a random questionnaire sur�vey of 3900 Greek migrants who had returned to Greece during the period, 1971-1985.

	Separate linear regression analysis were carried out for the four dimensions of self-reported language ability (comprehension, speaking, reading and writing) and for the following four sample populations: (a) the total sample of return migrants (b) the sam�ple of return migrants without the foreign student returnees and (c) two cultural-lin�guistic area subsamples - the return migrants from the three English-speaking host countries (U.S. Canada and Australia) and the return migrants from Germany.

	Overall, the most significant factors which had independent effects upon foreign language ability were the migrant’s level of education, his age at migration, the en�rollment in pre-departure language courses and the length of residence in the host country. However, there was some variation of results depending upon the language component in question and the sample of population under consideration.

�	The paper concludes with a discussion of the theoretical and practical implications of the results.





Περίληψη



Η διαδικασία της μετανάστευσης παρέχει την ευκαιρία στους μετανάστες να αποκτή�σουν δεξιότητες στη γλώσσα της χώρας υποδοχής. Επιπλέον, ο βαθμός απόκτησης της ξένης γλώσσας αποτελεί σημαντικό δείκτη πολιτισμικής ένταξης.

Μια σειρά μεταβλητών (π.χ. ηλικία κατά τη μετανάστευση, μαθήματα ξένης γλώσ�σας πριν την αναχώρηση, μορφωτικό επίπεδο των γονέων, βαθμός αστικότητας κατά τη γέννηση, αναχώρηση και παραμονή στο εξωτερικό, μαθήματα ξένης γλώσσας στο εξωτερικό, απόκτηση ξένης υπηκοότητας, μορφωτικό επίπεδο των μεταναστών και διάρκεια διαμονής στη χώρα υποδοχής) αναμενόταν να επιδράσουν στις γλωσσικές δεξιότητες των παλιννοστούντων.

Οι υποθέσεις εργασίας της έρευνας εκτιμήθηκαν με βάση τα δεδομένα από την επι�τόπια έρευνα του Εθνικού Κέντρου Κοινωνικών Ερευνών και με δείγμα 3.900 παλιν�νοστούντων Ελλήνων που επέστρεψαν στην Ελλάδα κατά την περίοδο 1971-1985.

Η μέθοδος της γραμμικής ανάλυσης παλινδρόμησης εφαρμόστηκε ξεχωριστά για τις τέσσερις διαστάσεις της γλώσσας (κατανόηση, ομιλία, ανάγνωση και γραφή) και σε τέσσερα «υπο-δείγματα» παλιννοστούντων: (α) Το συνολικό δείγμα των παλιννοστού�ντων μεταναστών (β) το δείγμα παλιννοστούντων μεταναστών, χωρίς τους παλιννο�στούντες φοιτητές και (γ) τα δύο μεγάλα υπο-δείγματα παλιννοστούντων, τους παλιν�νοστούντες από τις κύριες αγγλόφωνες χώρες και τους παλιννοστούντες από τη Γερ�μανία. 

Γενικά, οι σημαντικότεροι παράγοντες που επέδρασαν στις γλωσσικές δεξιότητες των παλιννοστούντων ήταν το μορφωτικό επίπεδο των ίδιων των παλιννοστούντων, η ηλικία μετανάστευσης, η παρακολούθηση μαθημάτων ξένης γλώσσας πριν την αναχώ�ρηση και η διάρκεια διαμονής στη χώρα υποδοχής. Όμως, τα αποτελέσματα ποικίλουν και συναρτώνται με τη διάσταση της γλώσσας και με το δείγμα των παλιννοστούντων μεταναστών. Το άρθρο καταλήγει σε σχετική συζήτηση για τις θεωρητικές και πρακτι�κές προεκτάσεις των ευρημάτων.





�I.	Introduction: general review of the literature�



The learning of a foreign language - and specifically the learning of a second language - is undoubtedly a complex psychological process, necessitating the presence of certain preconditions regarding aptitudes and motivation. Sociolinguists have identified sev�eral factors which relate to aptitude and motivation. Among these factors commanding role plays the age of the person. Generally, the younger a person is, the more easily he or she learns the second language, although this factor is not necessarily a linear proc�ess. As some sociolinguists suggest there is a need first to consolidate the skills of the first language, in order for the learning of the second language to be more effective�.

	Another important prerequisite for effective foreign language learning but also for the development of healthy cognitive, psychological processes (e.g. cultural and mi�nority identity etc) has to do with the educational policies regarding the language and culture of the migrants and the minorities. In this connection, an «additive» (as op�posed to a «subtractive») approach (where the two languages are seen as supplemen�tary and not as antagonistic or substitutive) may be more conducive to the attainment of proficiency in the second (foreign) language.�

	Crucial role in the learning of a foreign language also play the attitudes of the host and migrant communities toward the minority and dominant languages. The negative attitudes of the host community toward minority and migrant community languages may have a negative impact upon mother tongue competence and the identity of chil�dren of minorities and could in turn influence the learning of the host language� Like�wise, a negative impact on the learning of the majority language by migrant children could, theoretically, have the negative attitudes and associations of the migrant com�munity toward the host language (e.g. fear of acculturation pressures, associations with colonial history etc.).�

	Closely associated with the attitudes of the migrant community are the more spe�cific orientations and motivations toward the second language, i.e. whether they are «instrumental» (i.e. learning the language in order to secure employment, to attain oc�cupational mobility etc.) or «integrative» (i.e. learning the language in order to be accepted or liked by the members of the host language community). Generally, inte�grative motivations have been associated with the attainment of higher levels of lin�guistic competency in the host language.� Some recent research has observed more in�tegrative motivations on the part of female and more instrumental attitudes on the part of male migrants.�

	The socio-economic status (education, occupation and income etc) of the migrants themselves - both in terms of background (family of orientation) and in terms of their own attainments has been seen both as a determinant but also as a consequence of lin�guistic proficiency (the human capital argument).� SES affects the distribution of re�sources and determines access to host contacts. SES may affect both language mainte�nance among migrants but can also affect language shift to the host language. The ab�sence or presence of language shift has also been associated with the possibility of a dual labor market and the relegation of some groups to the secondary labour market.� 

	A final group of factors which may affect the learning of a foreign language are the opportunities presented to the migrants for contact with the members of the host com�munity. This of course has a lot to do with the demographic distribution and concen�tration of the ethnic community, the duration of stay in the host country, the number of generations in the host country, the relative participation in the host and the migrant community, the factor of mixed marriages, etc. Most of these factors (e.g. generation, duration of stay, participation in host country etc.) are anticipated to have a positive impact upon linguistic proficiency,� although it has been suggested that the qualitative aspects of the contacts may be more significant than the quantitative.�





�II.	Methodology: samples, research tools, techniques of analysis



The data for the present article came from a field survey of return migrants and non-migrants that was conducted in Greece during the summer of 1988. The field survey itself was the second phase of the program, «The Emigration and Return Migration of the Greek Population, «which was subsidized by a loan from the» Resettlement Fund of the Council of Europe», was administered by the General Secretariat for Greeks Abroad and implemented by a research team from the National Center for Social Re�search.

	Specifically, the sampling base of the field survey was a microcensus (midcensus) of the Greek population (the first phase of the program) which was conducted in 1985-86 under the supervision of the National Statistical Service of Greece. The principal aim of the midcensus was to determine the level of return migration during the period 1970-1985, as the National Statistical Services of Greece had ceased the collection of in - and out - migration statistics since 1977, in order not to obstruct the free movement of citizens within the European Community. The return migrants included (a) those who returned to Greece during the 15 year period (b) had stayed abroad for more than 12 months and (c) had either a Greek citizenship or a foreign citizenship but were of Greek extraction. A secondary aim was to provide a sampling base from which a ran�dom sample of return migrants could be drawn for a more in-depth investigation of the processes of return migration.

	For the second phase of the project - the in depth field survey - on which this article is based - two random and stratified samples of households (10 regions and three levels of urbanization) were drawn, using the microcensus information. The return migrant sample consisted of about 3.000 households and 4.388 return migrants who upon re�turn to Greece had been at least twenty years of age. Large contingents of the 4388 re�turn migrants came from Germany (2015), the U.S. (405), Australia (317) and Canada (211). Smaller numbers came from the U.S.S.R. (100), Romania (45), Egypt (55), S. Africa (47), Turkey (156), and other countries (1037). The second sample - the non-migrant sample-consisted of about 500 households and 1354 individuals who at the time of the microcensus were also at least twenty years of age. The purpose for in�cluding the non-migrant sample was to provide a comparison group for the return-mi�grants, in order to evaluate more systematically the impacts of emigration.

	Since the SES background of the language users plays a significant role in the ac�quisition of language skills, it would be instructive to give a brief profile of the char�acteristics of the two samples. In addition and since in the analysis the total «return mi�grant» sample is separated from the «return migrants» who were born in Greece, it would also be instructive to give the profile of these two subsamples of «return mi�grants». The profile of the two general samples and the two subsamples of «return mi�grants» may also provide a context for the interpretation of the findings.





�Table 1. Summary profile (%) of the SES characteristics of the two samples, the Return Migrants (N=4388) and the Non-Migrants (N=1354).



Age

RM

NM� 22-39

   13.6

   26.4  �40-59

   59.9

   36.8�60+

   26.5

   36.8����Total

100.0

100.0��Birthplace(urb)a

RM

NM�  Low

  64.4

  59.2�Medium

   16.6

   21.3�High

  19.0

  19.5����

100.0

100.0��Occupation(F)

RM

NM�Prof/adm

    7.4

    4.7 �Cler/com

   13.5

   13.0�Serv.

   5.3

   4.6�Agric.

  51.3

  47.4�Labor.

 22.5

 25.8�otherb

 ------

   4.5�

100.0

100.0��Occupation (R)c

RM

NM�

  11.6

    8.6�

     8.8

   10.5�

  7.8

  4.3�

  10.4

    9.9�

 18.9

 14.5�

 42.5

 52.2�

100.0

100.0��Education (F)d

RM

NM�GS or less

  74.5

  78.6�Hi.Sch.

   13.9

   13.1�Higher

 11.6

   3.6 �   ?



  4.7���

100.0

100.0��Education (M)

RM

NM�

  85.6

  88.6�

     9.1

     7.3�

  5.3

  1.0�



  3.1���

100.0

100.0��Education (R)

RM

NM�

  63.1

  60.0�

   19.4

   28.2�

 17.5

 11.7 ����

100.0

100.0��

a.Level of urbanization: Low=0-10,000, Medium=10,000-5,000,000, high=500,000-5,000,000 + 

b.Includes students, retirees, umemployed, housewives, military personnel, and those living off income.

c.The respondent’s current occupation, after the migrant’s return. 

d.GS or less=6 years or less, Hi.Sch.=9-12 years and Higher = technological and university education.





	In contrast with the non-migrants (See Table 1), the return migrants are concen�trated in the middle ages, they have somewhat lower levels of urban origins, they have somewhat higher levels of professional and educational background. However, except for the age factor, there is general comparability in SES characteristics. The slightly higher levels of higher education among the migrants may be due to the fact that the return migrant sample also included the Greek born foreign students who had studied abroad as well as the second generation Greeks born abroad.

	In contrast to the total return migrant sample (See Table 2), the Greek-born return migrants are younger, have higher levels of rural origins, have shorter stay abroad, are more likely to have lived and worked in Germany, tend to have higher levels of work�ing class origins, and have lower levels of education. The higher levels of education in the total sample of return migrants is due to the impact of second-generation. Also, it needs to be noted that among the Greek-born return migrants are also included the Greek students who studied abroad. If these are subtracted, the level of education of the classical working-class return migrants declines even to levels below that of the non-migrants�





Table 2. Summary profile (%) of the SES characteristics of total sample of return migrants (N=4388) and Greek-born return migrants (N=3600-3860)a



Age

Total

Greek-born�22-39

  13.6

  24.6�40-59

  59.9

  63.9� 60+

  26.5

  11.5����Total

100.0

100.0��Birthplace

Total

Greek-born�Low

 64.4

 71.8�Medium

  16.6

  14.8�High

  19.0

  13.4����

100.0

100.0��Stay abroad(yrs)

Total

Greek-born�1-10

 53.3

 60.0�11-20

  30.2

  33.0�21+

  16.5

    7.1����

100.0

100.0��Host countriesb

Total

Greek-born�U.S.

   9.2

   9.8 �r.  esc.

  13.0

  13.9�FRG

  45.9

  51.6�r. we

  15.6

  16.1�e.e.

  5.9

  3.3�aame

 10.4

   5.3�

100.0

100.0��Occupation (F)

Total

Greek-born�Prof/adm

   7.4

   6.6�Cler/com

  13.5

    8.5�Serv.

   5.3

   5.1�Agric.

  51.3

  58.3�Lab.

 22.5

 21.5�Other�

100.0

100.0��Occup.abroad(R)

Total

Greek-born�

   7.1

   5.2�

   6.1

   4.6�

   8.9

   9.6�

    0.5

    0.0�

 56.5

 61.8�

 20.9

 18.8 �

100.0

100.0��Education (F)

Total

Greek-born�GS or less

  74.5

  81.7�Hi.Sch.

  13.9

  12.7�Higher

  11.6

    5.8����

100.0

100.0��Education (M)

Total

Greek-born�

  85.6

  90.9�

    9.1

    7.1�

    5.3

    2.0����

100.0

100.0��Education (R)

Total

Greek-born�

  63.1

  67.7�

  19.4

  16.5 �

  17.5

  15.8����

100.0

100.0��

a.The size of the sample varied slightly, as the descriptive statistics were based on analysis with different variables.

b.U.S., rest of english-speaking countries, FRG, rest of Western Europe, Eastern Europe, Asia, Africa and the Middle East.



�	The field survey was conducted three years after the microcensus (in the summer of 1988) using 45 trained interviewers and two questionnaires, one for the return migrants and the other for the non-migrant Greeks. The return migrant questionnaire contained questions on (a) the cycle of migration (e.g. date of departure, place of departure, rea�sons for emigration, date of return, etc. (b) demographic characteristics (e.g. age, sex, number and characteristics of children, items regarding parity, etc.), (3) socioeconomic variables (e.g. education, occupation, income, work abroad and upon return, etc.) (4) social policy questions (e.g. state of health, social insurance etc) (5) questions on sev�eral social, cultural and political aspects of life (e.g. attitudes toward division of labour in the home, membership in organizations and trade unions, political ideology, etc) and (6) questions on linguistic competence. The non-migrant questionnaire contained the same questions except for those pertaining to the cycle of migration.

	More specifically and with regard to the assessment of linguistic competence - which constitutes the «dependent variable» in the present report, the respondents were asked to report «how many foreign languages they knew and to what degree they un�derstood, spoke, read and wrote them». They were instructed to record their response on a five-point self-rating scale: «not at all, little, average, good and excellent». These responses were respectively coded from 1 to 5. Some of the respondents reported that they knew more than one foreign language. However, the present report will be re�stricted to an analysis of the data pertaining to the first mentioned language. Table 3 shows some of the languages known to some degree by two subsamples of return mi�grants. Other languages known by the return migrants which had lower frequencies in�cluded Polish, Portuguese, Dutch, Hungarian and Bulgarian.





Table 3. Distribution of languages «known» by two subsamples of return migrants (with frequencies of at least 0,5% in the more inclusive subsample.



Lang-uage�inclusivea�restrictedb�Language�Inclusive�Restricted���    N�  %�   N�  %�  �   N  �   %�   N�  %��English�1,144�31.8�   946� 31.3�Swedish�   51�  1.4�  48� 1.6��German�1,862�51.8�1,793� 59.3�Russian�   33�  0.9�    6� 0.2��French�   183�  5.1�   107�   3.5�Czeck�   23�  0.6�    2� 0.1��Italian�   143�  4.0�     25�   0.8�Romanian�   37�  1.0�  10 � 0.3��Spanish�     23�  0.6�     22�   0.7�Arabic�   27�  0.8�  27� 0.9��

a.Excludes the respondents who were born abroad

b.Excludes the respondents born abroad and the return migrants who had been abroad for study (Greek foreign students)



�	Overall, and among the 3,857 return migrants who had been born in Greece (including the foreign students), 93% reported that they knew at least one foreign lan�guage. A small proportion (6%, N=259) of the return migrants reported that they did not know any language. Among the sample of the non-migrants (N= 1354),� 32% said that they knew at least one foreign language. Although, as one would expect, a higher proportion of the return migrants reported that they knew a foreign language, this does not necessarily mean that they knew it better than the non-migrants. The young return migrants, among whom are also many foreign students, have the comparative advan�tage over the respective age group of non-migrants, and on all dimensions of language competence (Table 4). In the middle age categories, the non-migrants have a compara�tive advantage, also on all the language dimensions. Finally, in the third age group, the non-migrants have the comparative advantage in the first two dimensions while the migrants have a slight advantage in the second two more complex dimensions of lan�guage. The worker migrants (non students) usually learn the language in the context of their work and life abroad, although some of them had pre-departure lessons or lessons organized by employers and other private or public agencies abroad (See footnote 17, p. 14). The non-migrants usually learn the foreign language in private tutorial schools but also in public schools.



�Table 4. The language skills of Return Migranta and the Non-migrants by age of the respondent



Age/Component of Language�Return Migrantsb�Non-Migrantsc���Mean�Std Dev�Cases�Mean�Std Dev�Cases��Younger (22-39 years)��������Understanding�  3.83�  1.12�   907�   3.55�   0.98�   239��Speaking�  3.76�  1.18�   907�   3.41�   1.02�   239��Reading�  3.34�  1.55�   908�   3.33�   1.14�   239��Writing�  3.25�  1.60�   906�   3.23�   1.18�   239��Middle (40-59 years)��������Understanding�  3.20�  1.06�2,308�  3.34�  1.02�   106��Speaking�  3.09�  1.11�2,309�  3.18�  1.04�   105��Reading�  2.37�  1.41�2,309�  2.53�  1.40�   105��Writing�  2.22�  1.41�2,309�  2.46�  1.40�   106��Older (60-88 years)��������Understanding�  2.92�  1.02�   375�  3.27�  0.98�     82��Speaking�  2.84�  1.04�   375�  3.22�  0.97�     82��Reading�  1.99�  1.26�   375�  1.87�  1.23�     82��Writing�  1.89�  1.26�   375�  1.82�  1.26�     82��

a.Excludes the respondents born abroad. 

b.Excludes 259 return migrants who said that they did not know any foreign language at all and 5 who said that they knew some dialects. If these had been included in the calculations of the means, the means of the return migrants would have been lower.

c.Among the 1354 «non-migrants», 426 (or 31.5%) reported that they knew at least one foreign language



	In both the return and the non-migrants, the levels of competence decrease as we proceed from the «understanding» to «writing» linguistic skills. Comparable results have also been observed in other studies, but in the case of minority language learning, in the country of immigration.� Usually, the first types of linguistic skills (understanding and speaking) are developed in the informal social environment, either the home, at work or within a circle of friends, while the latter two types of skills per�tain to literacy skills and require a more formal intervention. In any case, the ordering of the means seems to accord the data construct validity, although the response order was the same as the outcome.

	In addition to the self-rating question, the respondents were asked to indicate which language they spoke at mealtime: «the Greek, the foreign language, a combination, or both». Among a subsample of return migrants, which excluded those who were born abroad and the foreign student returnees (N= 3285), 94% (N= 3087) said they spoke Greek, 0.7% (N=24) reported that they spoke the foreign language and 4.8% (N=159) said that they spoke a combination of languages. The remainder 0,5% (N=15) said «other» or gave no answer. It is worth noting that the difference between the exclusive use of the second language and the bilingual response is not large, reflecting perhaps the operation of selection factors in return migration. Although the skewed distribution of the responses and the low frequencies rendered unfeasible an extensive statistical analysis of this question, the responses were compared with those of the return mi�grants to the self-rating question (Table 5). The cross-tabulation analysis revealed a perfect correspondence, in line with expectation, between language use at the table and self-rating ability, in all four linguistic skills, with the highest abilities observed in those who speak a foreign language, the next highest in those who use both Greek and a foreign language and the lowest in those who use exclusively Greek in table conver�sation. These results accord further validity to the self-rating approach to the measure�ment of linguistic competence.



Table 5. Language skills by language spoken at mealtime by the Greek return migrantsa



Language dimension/ language spoken�      Mean�    Std  Dev�     Cases��Understanding�    2.9159b�     1.1131�    3,268��Greek�    2.8690�     1.0973�    3,085��Foreign�    3.8333�     1.2039�         24��Both�    3.6855�     1.0682�       159��Speaking�    2.8182b�     1.1341�    3,268��Greek�    2.7695�     1.1149�    3,085��Foreign�    3.7917�     1.2504�         24��Both�    3.6164�     1.1296�       159��Reading�    2.1061b�     1.2843�    3,269��Greek�    2.0531�     1.2519�    3,086��Foreign�    3.1250�     1.7020�         24��Both�    2.9811�     1.4516�       159��Writing�    1.9672b�     1.2620�    3,267��Greek�    1.9176�     1.2243�    3,084��Foreign�    2.9583�     1.7565�         24��Both�    2.7799�     1.5371�       159��

a.Excludes the respondents who were born abroad and the foreign students. 

b.General mean for all three subgroups.

�III. Results: analysis and interpretation



A.	Introduction - method of statistical analysis. The main data of the present report were analyzed, using the linear regression program (enter method, pairwise exclusion) of the Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences. Both quantitative and qualitative variables were used in the regression analysis, the qualitative (nominal) data being treated as «dummy» variables and taking the values 1,0.

	Regression analyses were conducted on several subsamples (Subsamples I-V, Table 6), the aim being to achieve more homogeneous cultural-linguistic conditions and to look for possible interactions. Nonetheless, in some of these subsample comparisons (e.g. number V, return migrants from the U.S.), circumspection is needed due to the re�duced number of cases and the increasing demand for higher standardized beta coeffi�cients in order to attain statistical significance. It is important in these instances to analyze the trends, and their convergence or divergence with trends in other subsam�ples.





Table 6. Composition and size of subsamples used in regression analysis



Total Sample�Sub-sample I�Sub-sample II�Sub-sample III�Sub- sample IV�Sub-

sample V��Total sample of return migrants, (including �those born in Greece, those born abroad and the Greek foreign students)�Return migrants without those born abroad (including migrants and students born in Greece)�Return migrants without those born abroad and without the foreign students (includes mainly Greekborn migrant workers who returned)�Return migrants from the Federal Republic of Germany without those born abroad and without the foreign students�Return migrants from the English-speaking countries (US, Canada, Australia) without those born abroad and without the foreign students�Return migrants from the USA without those born abroad and without the foreign students��N=4,388�N=3,857�N=3,285�N=1,930�N=822�N=328��

Diagnosis for multicollinearity was applied to the regression, in all the five subsam�ples. In all instances the tolerance levels were above 45%, the level recommended for elimination being 20%. Tests for homoscedasticity of data (homogeneity of variance) were not done and that is a limitation of the present analysis. 



B. Presentation of regression results. Using the literature as a guide, several inde�pendent factors which had to do with age at migration, urbanization, language lessons at home and abroad, duration of stay, acquisition of citizenship, education (background and respondent) and family income were regressed on all the components of language ability and for all the five subsamples of return migrants.

	The above constellation of background and sojourn factors account for a sizable amount of the variance (adjusted R square) - between 40 and 50% in the case of sub�samples 1,2,4 and 5 (See Tables 7,8,10 and 11) and between 30 and 36% for subsam�ple 3 - the return migrants from the Federal Republic of Germany (See Table 9). Sig�nificant contributions (standardized beta coefficients) to linguistic competence are made by age at emigration (the younger the age, the higher the linguistic compe�tence),� pre-departure language lessons (organized by International Committee on Mi�gration mainly for overseas), duration of stay in the host country (see also Table 12 for bivariate comparison), the respondent’s level of education, and the duration of foreign language lessons abroad.� The impact of the parents’ level of education (background factor) and the current family income, though generally in a positive direction - as ex�pected from resource theory - was not significant. Also, contrary to expectation, two other groups of variables - the acquisition of host country citizenship which is an index of legal integration and the level of urbanization - did not have significant impacts upon the linguistic skills of return migrants. The amount of variance accounted for might possibly have been larger if individual aptitude and motivation factors had also been measured and incorporated in the analysis.

	With regard to the non-significant impact of urbanization, there maybe conflicting processes at work. On the one hand, urbanization is associated with more access to re�sources for languages and with less parochialism or particularism - processes which, theoretically, one would expect to have a positive impact upon the learning of foreign languages. On the other hand, urbanization in the context of immigration is also asso�ciated with the mass society, with the development of ethnic enclaves and possibly with language maintenance and negative impacts upon foreign language learning. In this connection, a comparison was made between «membership in the Greek commu�nity» abroad (Yes, No) and linguistic competency, using a t-test of significance and for subsamples III and IV - return migrants from the English-speaking countries and from the Federal Republic of Germany (See Table 13 for bivariate comparison). Contrary to expectation, the return migrants who had been members of the Greek community while abroad had higher levels linguistic skills, on all components of language, than those who had not been members. Perhaps one needs to consider different types of motiva�tions operating in becoming members of a community (e.g. those who seek security in being with their own, those wishing to demonstrate their success in the host country, social activists with wider contacts, etc.). It is possible that the more successful mi�grants who also have higher linguistic skills become members of the Greek commu�nity. However, incorporating the community factor in a regression analysis (not shown here), along with the other independent factors, did not reveal any independent impact - suggesting that the differences may be accounted for by other independent and sig�nificant factors (e.g. edu�cation level etc.).



C. Interactions of independent factors with subsample populations. The impact of the independent factors depends to some extent upon the host language population. Thus, the impact of the variable, «age of emigration» is not uniform across all the five subsamples for which regressions were done. It is significant for subsamples I,II,IV and V (Tables 7, 8, 10, 11) but not for the subsample of return migrants from the Fed�eral Republic of Germany (Table 9). In the case of the RM’s from the FRG, none of the standardized betas reaches statistical significance. Perhaps the difference has to do with the nature and goals of emigration to overseas, as compared to the FRG. Aside for the differences in the cycles of emigration, emigration to FRG was much more tempo�rary and what has been called target migration; it was organized with the collaboration of employers and governments on the basis of bilateral agreements. Emigration to FRG seems to coincide more with the instrumental and to overseas more with the integrative motivations for language learning. In short, the aim of migration to FRG was not inte�gration in the host country but the achievement of specific economic goals within spe�cific time periods - at least this was the context before the free circulation of workers and the EEC integration process.

	It may also be instructive to take a deeper look at the relationship between age of emigration and the linguistic competence means (see Table 14 for bivariate compari�son) for the RM’s from the two cultural linguistic areas (subsamples 3 and 4). Al�though in both subsamples and for almost all types of linguistic skills the means for the five age groups are inversely and linearly correlated (the single exception being the overseas subsample and writing skills) there are some differences with regard to the range of the competency scores and the corresponding standard deviations. The means which correspond to the return migrants from Germany have narrower ranges of scores and smaller standard deviations than those of their overseas counterparts - differences which may be a function of the differences mentioned above, the differences in the so�cial composition of emigrants and return migrants and/or possibly of the structural-complexity differences in the German and the English languages. 

	Another factor which does not have a uniform impact upon the return migrants from various areas of immigration is the return migrant’s experiences with pre-departure language preparation.  Though the betas are in the expected direction, their impact is significant in the case of return migrants from the overseas areas (Table 10) but not in the case of return migrants from the Federal Republic of Germany (Table 9). The dif�ferences may possibly be attributed to the nature of the emigration (see above) which may, in turn, have affected the organization of pre-departure language preparation. Also, they may be due to possible differences in the demands of two languages which may require different types of language preparation, in order to compensate for possi�ble differences in linguistic complexity. Although it needs further investigation, I have the impression that language preparation in the case of migration to the FRG was not as systematic as that in the case of overseas countries.



D. Interactions with linguistic skills. The variables «age at emigration» and «duration of stay in the country of immigration» have more consistent and significant impacts upon the «understanding» and «speaking» skills and less upon the «reading» and «writing» skills; conversely, the duration of the foreign language lessons abroad as well as the migrant’s level of formal education, have more significant impacts upon the «reading» and «writing» than upon the «understanding» and «speaking» skills. This is probably due to the complexity dimension of language skills. As already indicated, the more complex processes of reading and writing - which correspond to the literacy di�mension - require more formal types of intervention in order to achieve proficiency. The qualitative analysis (see footnote 17) also indicated that the overwhelming major�ity (52%) of those who were enrolled in foreign language lessons abroad had them in the context of public (regular) schools.



E. A note on the threshold hypothesis. According to the linguistic threshold hypothe�sis, the subsequent learning of a foreign language - and especially of the cognitive aca�demic skills - may be facilitated once a strong foundation of skills (structural, seman�tic) in the first language has been established. Although it may be difficult to determine at what age this consolidation is accomplished, it might be assumed that this consoli�dation is achieved sometime during the grade school period and is completed with the onset of adolescence. This means that emigration at an age before this consolidation is completed may be accompanied by more language problems than migration at a later age when the consolidation is completed. This hypothesis presumes a non-linear rela�tionship with age at emigration and cannot be tested using a linear regression model. Neither can it be tested using the gross cutting points for age at emigration shown in the bivariate analysis (See Table 14). To test this notion, the bivariate analysis was re�stricted to the return migrants (subsamples III and IV in Table 6) who at the time of emigration were from 1 to 17 years old (See Table 15). Dividing this subpopulation into three subgroups which incidentally overlap with the Greek school levels, a higher level of linguistic competence was anticipated for the second age subgroup than the first one. However, no such support was noted in either subsample of return migrants (from the English-speaking countries and from the Federal Republic of Germany), or for any of the linguistic skills. In all cases, the results are in a linear direction - the highest scores in foreign language are recorded for the youngest age subgroup and lin�guistic competency decreases gradually as one proceeds from the first to the third age subgroup. It is possible that the threshold hypothesis cannot be fully tested using intro�spective and self-evaluation types of measure which were used in the present study and which do not access the cognitive, academic linguistic skills.





IV. Summary and conclusions



Using the general literature as a guide and the linear regression as a method of data analysis, the relationship between several independent factors to the self-rated lan�guage skills of return migrants was evaluated. The «return migrants» were divided into several subsamples, and those who were born abroad or the Greek foreign students were excluded from the analysis in order to achieve more homogeneity in the return migrants.

	The amount of variance (adjusted R square) explained fluctuated between 30% and 50%, depending upon the composition of the return migrants, with greater amounts of variance accounted for in the case of the total sample and the subsamples from the overseas countries. Significant contributions (standardized betas) to language skills were made by age at emigration, pre-departure language preparation, duration of stay in the host country, the return migrant`s level of education and the duration of the sec�ond-lan�guage courses in which he/she enrolled while in the host country. Such vari�ables, as the parents` level of education (separate indices), the current family income, the acquisition of host country citizenship, and urbanization at different stages of mi�gration did not impact upon the linguistic skills of return migrants.

	A breakdown of the first 17 values of the age of emigration variable into three sub�categories in order to test the threshold-consolidation hypothesis suggested no support. However, it was concluded that the hypothesis may not be tested using self-ratings type of measure which are not accessible to the cognitive academic skills of migrants.

	In addition to the general impacts, the data patterns suggested some important inter�actions between the independent factors and either the nature of the sub-population or the component of language skills.

	With respect to the sub-population, the age at emigration and pre-departure lan�guage preparation had a significant impact on the language skills of return migrants from all countries of immigration and those from the overseas countries but not on those from the Federal Republic of Germany. These differences may be a function of the cycle and the nature of emigration (being more instrumental in the case of the Fed�eral Republic of Germany) or of differences in the structure of the languages (English vs. German) in relation to the Greek language. This, of course, is conjecture which needs to be further investigated by technical linguists and sociolinguists.

	In regard to the language component interactions, age at emigration and duration of stay abroad had more significant impacts upon the more simple skills (understanding and speaking) and less of an impact upon the more complex reading and writing skills. Conversely, the respondents educational level and the duration of enrollment in second language courses in the host country had less of an impact upon the simpler skills and more of an impact upon the more complex skills which pertain to literacy and require more formal intervention to achieve proficiency. 

	The results of the study are generally in support of theory regarding the impact of age of emigration and duration of stay in the host country, although these impacts are also contingent upon the sub-population of return migrants and the component of lan�guage skills.

	Moreover, the results demonstrate the significance for linguistic proficiency of spe�cial language courses either before departure or after settlement in the host country. The language proficiency of migrants may have in turn a significant impact upon their working conditions, their safety and their economic progress.

	The second language skills may be especially crucial to return migrants, since a large percentage of them (80% in the present sample) are under 50 years of age upon return and may re-enter the labour market - a labour market which is increasingly in�ternationalised and competitive, in view of the free circulation of workers within the European Union.





�Table 7. Regression analysis of background and sojourn factors on the language skills of Greek Return Migrants (Subsample I)a



Background and sojourn factors�Understanding�Speaking�Reading�Writing��Urban nature of place of birth (6 levels)�

     -0.009�

   0.003�

   0.005�

  0.002��Urban nature of place of departure (6 levels)�

      0.048�

   0.041�

   0.040�

  0.029��

Age at emigration (Years)�

    -0.158**�

  -0.133**�

  -0.063*�

 -0.029��Father’s education (7 levels)�

      0.052�

   0.049�

   0.070�

  0.059��Mother’s education (7 levels)�

      0.058�

   0.068�

   0.059�

  0.073��Foreign language lessons at departure (Yes = 1)�

      0.094**�

   0.087**�

   0.098**�

  0.084**��Urban nature of place of residence abroad (7 levels)�

      0.041�

   0.048�

   0.056�

  0.046��Duration of stay abroad (years)�

      0.257**�

   0.256**�

   0.155**�

  0.128** ��Acquisition of foreign citizenship (Yes=1)�

      0.007�

   0.013�

   0.002�

  0.000 ��Duration of foreign language lessons abroad (in months)�

     0.048�

   0.075*�

   0.143**�

  0.174**��

R’s education (7 levels)�

     0.496**�

   0.503**�

   0.587**�

  0.623**��R’s current family income (7 levels)�

     0.061�

   0.064�

   0.060�

  0.054��

Constant�  

     1.117�  

   0.780�  

  -0.808�

 -1.097 ��Multiple R�     0.742�   0.754�   0.807�  0.819��R square�     0.551�   0.569�   0.653�  0.671��Adjusted R square�     0.539�   0.558�   0.644�  0.663��Standard Error�     0.829�   0.834�   0.898�  0.879��F ratio�   46.787**�  50.241** � 71.585**�77.827**��

a.Excludes those born abroad and includes all other categories (worker migrants, foreign students etc).

*Statistically significant at the 5% level.

**Statistically significant at the 1% level or lower.





�Table 8. Regression analysis of background and sojourn factors on the language skills of Greek return migrants (Subsample II)a



Background and sojourn factors�Understanding�Speaking�Reading�Writing��Urban nature of place of birth (6 levels)�

       -0.017�

  -0.005�

  -0.003�

  -0.010��Urban nature of place of departure (6 levels)�

        0.051�

   0.043�

   0.044�

   0.032��Age at emigration (Years)�       -0.159**�  -0.127**�  -0.038�   0.005��Father’s education (7 levels)�        0.059�   0.055�   0.091�   0.075��Mother’s education (7 levels)�

        0.061�

   0.075�

   0.065�

   0.082��Foreign language lessons at departure (Yes = 1)�

        0.120**�

   0.115**�

   0.138**�

   0.121**��Urban nature of place of residence abroad (7 levels)�

        0.048�

   0.058�

   0.067�

   0.055��Duration of stay abroad (years)�

        0.277**�

   0.278**�

   0.170**�

  0.143**��Acquisition of foreign citizenship (Yes=1)�

        0.016�

   0.023�

   0.013�

   0.014��Duration of foreign language lessons abroad (in months)�

        0.090�

   0.123*�

   0.212**�

   0.245**��R’s education (7 levels)�        0.312**�   0.317**�   0.398**�   0.434**��R’s current family income (7 levels)�

        0.072�

   0.082�

   0.091*�

   0.087*��Constant�        1.134 �   0.758�  -0.871� -1.115��Multiple R�       0.654�   0.669�   0.719�  0.726��R square�       0.427�   0.448�   0.517�  0.527��Adjusted R square�       0.405�   0.427 �   0.499�  0.509��Standard Error�       0.858�   0.859�   0.909�  0.885��F ratio�     19.713** � 21.431**� 28.301**�29.395**��

a.Excludes those born abroad and the foreign students.

*Statistically singificant at the 5% level.

**Statistically significant atthe 1% level or lower.





�Table 9. Regression analysis of background and sojourn factors on the language skills of Greek Return Migrants (Subsample III)a





Background and sojourn factors�Under-standing�Speaking�Reading�Writing��Urban nature of place of birth (6 levels)�

   0.010�  

  0.028�

   0.031�

  0.022��Urban nature of place of departure (6 levels)�

   0.063�

   0.047�

   0.048�

   0.049��

Age at emigration (Years)�

   -0.117�

  -0.078�

 0.009�

   0.077��

Father’s education (7 levels)�

   0.060�

   0.065�

   0.104�

   0.098��

Mother’s education (7 levels)�

   0.046�

   0.061�

   0.050�

   0.066��Foreign language lessons at departure (Yes = 1)�

   0.069�

   0.083�

   0.116�

   0.103��Urban nature of place of residence abroad (7 levels)�

   0.072�

   0.083�

   0.101�

   0.088��Duration of stay abroad (years)�

  0.310**�

  0.307**�

  0.212**�

   0.162*��Acquisition of foreign citizenship (Yes=1)�

   0.040�

   0.047�

   0.050�

   0.043��Duration of foreign language lessons abroad (in months)�

   0.175�

   0.203*�

  0.295**�

   0.383**��R’s education (7 levels)�

   0.215*�

   0.218*�

  0.275**�

   0.291**��R’s current family income (7 levels)�

   0.045�

   0.058�

   0.074�

   0.071��Constant�   0.947�   0.523�  -1.066�  -1.256��Multiple R�   0.605�   0.619�   0.645�   0.654��R square�   0.366�   0.383�   0.416�   0.427��Adjusted R square�   0.294�   0.313�   0.349�   0.361��Standard Error�   0.846�   0.846�   0.887�   0.826��F ratio�   5.056**�  5.443**�  6.238**�   6.525*��

a.Excludes those born abroad and the foreign students.

*Statistically significant at the %5 level.

**Statistically significant at the 1% level or lower.





�Table 10. Regression analysis of background and sojourn factors on the language skills of Greek Return Migrants (Subsample IV)a





Background and sojourn factors�Understanding�Speaking�Reading�Writing��Urban nature of place of birth (6 levels)�

       -0.063�

  -0.048�

  -0.027� 

  -0.017��Urban nature of place of departure (6 levels)�

        0.084�

   0.081�

   0.091�

   0.060��

Age at emigration (Years)�

       -0.205**�

  -0.181**�

  -0.092�

  -0.046��

Father’s education (7 levels)�

        0.070�

   0.057�

   0.111�

   0.068��

Mother’s education (7 levels)� 

        0.060�

   0.069�

   0.032�

   0.062��Foreign language lessons at departure (Yes = 1)�

        0.147*�

   0.116�

   0.120*�

   0.084��Urban nature of place of residence abroad (7 levels)�

       -0.006�

  -0.014�

  -0.005�

  -0.015��Duration of stay abroad (years)�

        0.227**�

   0.238**�

   0.137�

  0.111��Acquisition of foreign citizenship (Yes=1)�

        0.077�

   0.074�

   0.055�

   0.056��Duration of foreign language lessons abroad (in months)�

        0.099�

   0.140�

   0.164*�

  0.190**��

R’s education (7 levels)�

        0.279**�

   0.289**�

  0.429**�

  0.474**��R’s current family income (7 levels)�

        0.123�

   0.124�

   0.093�

   0.089��

Constant� 

        1.305�

  1.082�

  -0.439�

  -0.691��Multiple R�        0.709�  0.718�   0.744�   0.742��R square�        0.503�  0.516�   0.553�   0.551��Adjusted R square�        0.457�  0.472�   0.513�   0.510��Standard Error�        0.887�  0.887�   0.948�   0.954��F ratio�      11.112**�11.722** �13.646**�13.492**��

a.Return migrants from the USA, Canada and Australia. Excludes those born abroad and the foreign students.

*Statistically significant at the 5% level.

**Statistically significant at the 1% level or lower.





�Table 11. Regression analysis of background and sojourn factors on the language skills of Greek Return Migrants (Subsample V)a





Background and sojourn factors�Under-standing�Speaking�Reading�Writing��Urban nature of place of birth (6 levels)�

  -0.047�

  -0.038�

  -0.011�

   0.026��Urban nature of place of departure (6 levels)�

   0.018�

   0.022�

  -0.007�

  -0.038��

Age at emigration (Years)�

  -0.339**�  

-0.294**�

  -0.189�

  -0.135��

Father’s education (7 levels)�

   0.117�

   0.095�

   0.105�

   0.068��

Mother’s education (7 levels)�

  -0.002�

   0.030�

   0.019�

   0.064��Foreign language lessons at departure (Yes = 1)�

   0.119�

   0.069�

   0.047�

   0.034��Urban nature of place of residence abroad (7 levels)�

   0.042�

   0.041�

   0.040�

   0.032��Duration of stay abroad (years)�

   0.210�

   0.163�

   0.094�

   0.074��Acquisition of foreign citizenship (Yes=1)�

   0.040�

   0.047�

   0.012�

   0.028��Duration of foreign language lessons abroad (in months)�

  -0.027�

   0.135�

   0.153�

   0.203��

R’s education (7 levels)�

   0.290�

   0.249�

0.416**�

   0.414**��R’s current family income (7 levels)�

   0.139�

   0.173�

   0.179�

   0.181��

Constant�

   1.638�

  1.285�

   -0.237�

  -0.582��Multiple R�   0.738�  0.750�   0.786�   0.781��R square�   0.544�  0.562�   0.617�   0.610��Adjusted R square�   0.393�  0.416�   0.490�   0.480��Standard Error�   1.031�  1.025�   1.043�   1.067��F ratio�   3.587**�  3.854**�4.842**�   4.689*��

a Return migrants from the United States. Excludes respondents born abroad and the foreign students.

*Statistically signficant at the 5% level.

**Statistically significant at the 1% level or lower.





�Table 12. Language skills of return migrants by cultural linquistic area of immigration and duration of stay in the country of immigrationa





Language dimension

/ duration of stay �

Federal Republic of Germany�Predominantly English-Speaking countriesb��

�

  Mean�

Std Dev�

 Cases�

  Mean�

Std Dev�

 Cases��

Understanding� 

  2.75c�

  1.01�

 1,928�

  3.06�

  1.20�

   822��0-10 years�  2.45�  0.95� 1,086 �  2.76�  1.18�   480��11-20 years�  3.11�  0.95�    786�  3.36�  1.10�   267��21-88 years�  3.35�  1.02�      56�  3.93�  1.00�     75��

Speaking�

  2.63�

  1.02�

 1,928�

  2.98�

  1.22�

   822��0-10 years�  2.34�  0.95� 1,085�  2.66�  1.20�   480��11-20 years�  2.99�  0.98�    787�  3.30�  1.09�   267��21-88 years�  3.30�  1.04�     56�  3.93�  0.98�    75��

Reading�

  1.84�

  1.10�

 1,929�

  2.32�

  1.36�

  822��0-10 years�  1.58�  0.96� 1,086�  2.08�  1.30�  480��11-20 years�  2.14�  1.16�    787�  2.52�  1.30�  267��21-88 years�  2.50�  1.41�     56�  3.19�  1.47�    75��

Writing�

  1.70�

  1.03�

 1,029�

  2.17�

  1.36�

  820��0-10 years�  1.49�  0.90� 1,086�  1.96�  1.30�  479��11-20 years�  1.94�  1.11�    787�  2.32�  1.33�  266��21-88 years�  2.20�  1.34�     56�  2.97�   1.51�    75��

a.Analysis excludes those born abroad and the foreign students

b.United States of America, Canada and Australia

c.General mean for all three duration of stay groups





�Table 13. Mean foreign language skills of return migrantsa by «membership in the Greek communities abroad».



Language skills/membership in Greek community�Return migrants from the Federal Republic of Germany�Return migrants from English-speaking countriesb��

�Mean�Std Dev�Cases�Mean�Std Dev�Cases��

Understanding�

0.3209c���

0.5865c����Member�2.9860*� 1.073�    499�3.3529*� 1.085�   408��Non-member�2.6650*� 0.970� 1,424�2.7664*� 1.241�   411��

Speaking�

0.3165c���

0.5811c����Member�2.8677*� 1.084�    499  �3.2721*� 1.103�  408��Non-member�2.5513*� 0.986� 1,424�2.6910*� 1.255�  411��

Reading�

0.3439c���

0.4786c����Member�2.0962*� 1.214�    499�2.5637*� 1.341�  408��Non-member�1.7523*� 1.044� 1,425�2.0858*� 1.336�  411��

Writing�

0.3109c �

 ��

0.3930c����Member�1.9299*� 1.160�    499�2.3710*� 1.390�  407��Non-member�1.6189*� 0.974� 1,425�1.9780*� 1.309�  410��

a.Without those born abroad or the foreign students (Subsamples 3 and 4 in Table 6).

b.USA, Canada and Australia

c.Mean difference between the two groups

*The t-values are statistically significant at the 0.000 level (two-tailed test).





�Table 14. Language skills of return migrants by cultural-linguistic area of immigration and by age of the respondent at emigrationa



�Federal Republic of Germany�Predominantly English-speaking overseas countriesb��Language dimension/age at emigration�

Mean�

Std Dev�

Cases�

Mean�

Std Dev�

Cases��

Understanding�

  2.75c�

  1.01   �

 1,927�

  3.06c�

   1.21�

   821��1 - 14 years old�  3.90�  1.08�    100�  4.41�   1.09�     39��15 - 20 years old�  3.07�  0.96�    323�  3.34�   1.03�   167��21 - 30 years old�  2.75�  0.95� 1,019 �  3.24�   1.08.�   359��31 - 45 years old�  2.30�  0.85�    452�  2.80�   1.11�   168��46 - 75 years old�  2.12�  0.93�      33�  1.68�   0.87�     88��

Speaking�

  2.63�

  1.02�

1,927 �

  2.98�

   1.22�

   821 ��1 - 14 years old�  3.85�  1.11�   100�  4.49�   0.88�     39��15 - 20 years old�  2.93�  0.99�   322�  3.28�   1.07�   167��21 - 30 years  old�  2.63�  0.96�1,020�  3.14�   1.11�   359��31 - 45 years  old�  2.20�  0.85�   452�  2.73�   1.13�   168��46 - 75 years  old�  2.06�  0.97�     33�  1.63�   0.82�     88��

Reading�

  1.84�

  1.10�

1,928�

  2.32�

   1.36�

   821��1 - 14 years old�  3.33�  1.46�   100�  4.23�   1.25�     39��15 - 20 years old�  2.10  �  1.11�   323�  2.47�   1.24�   167��21 - 30 years  old�  1.80�  1.02�1,020�  2.51�   1.32�   359��31 - 45 years old�  1.44�  0.81�   452�  1.97�   1.23�   168��46 - 75  years  old�  1.33�  0.82�     33�  1.13�   0.40�     88��

Writing�

  1.70�

  1.03�

1,928�

  2.17�

  1.36�

   819��1 - 14 years old�  3.22�  1.50�   100�  4.21�  1.26�     38��15 - 20 years  old�  1.85�  1.03�   323�  2.25�  1.27�   166��21 - 30 years old�  1.65�  0.95�1,020�  2.32�  1.34 �   359��31 - 45 years old�  1.38�  0.77 �   452�  1.87�  1.23�   168��46 - 75 years old�  1.30�  0.81�     33�  1.09�  0.36�     88��

a.The analysis excludes those born abroad and the foreign students

b.United States of America, Canada and Australia

c.The general mean for all the five age groups.





�Table 15. Language skills of return migrants by cultural-linguistic area of immigration and age at emigration (1 through 17 years)a





Language dimension/age at emigration �

Federal Republic of Germany�Predominantly English-Speaking countriesb��

�

  Mean�

Std Dev�

 Cases�

  Mean�

Std Dev�

 Cases��

Understanding�

  3.59c�

  1.04�

  205�

  3.81c�

  1.17�

   90��1 - 6  years old�  4.56�  1.01�     9�  4.63�  1.06�     8��7 - 12 years old�  4.04�  1.01�   46�  4.45�  1.15�   20��13 - 17 years old�  3.39�  0.98� 150�  3.50�  1.07�   62��

Speaking�

  3.51�

  1.08�

  205�

  3.82�

  1.14�

   90��1 - 6 years old�  4.56�  1.01�      9�  4.75�  0.71�     8��7 - 12 years old�  4.02�  1.02�    46�  4.55�  0.83�    20��13 - 17 years old�  3.29�  1.01�  150�  3.47�  1.10�    62��

Reading�

  2.81�

  1.38�

  205�

  3.27�

  1.47�

   90��1 - 6 years old�  4.56�  1.01�      9�  4.63�  1.07�     8��7 - 12 years old�  3.67�  1.27�    46�  4.30�  1.22�   20��13 - 17  years old�  2.44�  1.23�  150�  2.76�  1.30�   62��

Writing�

  2.58�

  1.41 �

  205�

  3.12�

  1.54�

   89��1 - 6  years old�  4.33�  1.12�      9�  4.50�  1.41�     8��7 - 12  years old�  3.61�  1.29�    46�  4.32�  1.11�   19��13 - 17 years old�  2.15�  1.21�  150�  2.58�  1.36�   62��

a.The analysis excludes those born abroad and the foreign students

b.United States of America, Canada and Australia

c.General mean for all three age groups

�. An earlier version of the present article was presented to the Sociolinguistics Research Committee dur�ing the 14th World Congress of Sociology held in Montreal,  July 26-August 1, 1998. I would like to thank Prof. Evangelos Afendras for reading and commenting on the initial draft of the Congress paper. His comments in regard to theory and terminology were very useful. However, the responsibility for the final draft rests solely with the author.
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