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7. Overview

This chapter summarises patterns in the attitudes of Irish and Galician respondents
towards their respective minority language cases and highlights some of the
implications of these findings for the vitality of each language. The second part of
the chapter looks more specifically at the factors which seem to be influencing the
attitudes towards Irish and Galician amongst younger age-groups. These factors are
discussed in the context of existing research and their implications assessed. This
chapter is followed by overall conclusions on the attitudes revealed in the two
sociolinguistic contexts,
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7.1, Introduction

A preliminary exploration of the data collected in this research revealed that over
three-quarters of Irish and Galician respondents described their general attitude
towards their respective minority languages as favourable. While this figure provides
an indication of the general level of support for each language amongst the students
queried in the current study, it tends to conceal the several possible dimensions of
meaning within individual attitudinal responses. A more revealing picture of the type
of attitudes held by Irish and Galician students towards their respective minority
languages was contained within attitudinal items and questions on a range of specific
aspects relating to these languages. From these attitudinal items and questions, two
key dimensions of meaning were identified. These dimensions appeared to be
common to the general attitudinal structure within which dispositions towards these
two minority language cases were defined and understood. The two dimensions
contained within a general scale used to measure attitudes towards Irish and Galician
formed the core dimensions along which the two minority languages could be
compared. Although the identification of subsequent thematic groupings of
individual attitudinal items in the study provides further insights into the pattern of
language attitudes amongst the two student populations, statistical analysis showed
these groupings to be weak and hence they are referred to as ‘attitudinal themes’ as
opposed to attitudinal dimensions. The first part of this chapter provides an overview
of the patterns underlying Irish and Galician attitudes towards their respective
minority languages and highlights some of the implications of these findings in
assessing their future vitality. The second part of the chapter looks more specifically
at the factors identified in Chapter 6 which seem to be influencing attitudes towards
these two language cases amongst younger sectors of the Irish and Galician
population.
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7.2, A Scale to Measure Attitudes towards the Minority Language

Eighteen conceptually similar attitudinal items across Irish and Galician responses
were combined to form a scale (Attitudes towards the Minority Language Scale
(AML Scale)) which was used to measure the strength of support for two minority
languages amongst the two student samples. A factor analysis of items contained
within this scale identified two clear dimensions of meaning on which this support
varied. The first level of meaning was defined by the extent of reported support
amongst Irish and Galician respondents for the general societal presence of their
respective minority languages. This attitudinal dimension combined items related to
the transmission of the minority language to the next generation with more general
issues such as the level of passive support for the language within each society as
well as direct questioning on the future of the minority language. As an attitudinal
dimension it thus represents a broad range of components, incorporating a number of
sub-themes which, it was hypothesised, could be considered important determinants
in the survival of a minority language. The second attitudinal dimension which
emerged from a factor analysis of attitudinal items contained within the AML Scale
measured the role of Irish and Galician as symbols of group or ethnic identity. The
importance of the language and identity perspective as an attitudinal dimension is
based on the already well-established premise that language plays a key role in
defining or symbolising a sense of ‘ethnic’ or group identity, thus making it a
valuable resource to be protected.

71.2.1. *Support for the Societal Presence of the Minority Language’ Dimension

The strongly held belief that the future of each of these languages should be ensured
through its transmission to the next generation and through government intervention
forms the key dimension within which Irish and Galician respondents organise their
attitudes towards their respective minority languages. When attitudes towards Irish
and Galician are interpreted in this way, dispositions towards these languages tend to
be favourable. The results clearly highlight the high level of good-will towards each
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minority language amongst these members of the younger generation within both
societies.

However, it must also be noted that many of the items contained within this
dimension measure passive support for the minority language amongst these
students. As previous research has indicated, such support does not necessarily lead
to increased language use. Nevertheless, it is generally recognised that passive
support is needed to ensure the continued vitality of a minority language as it can
provide a form of moral support for those who speak and/or are promoting the
language. Mac Donnacha (2000) also makes the point that in order to sustain high
levels of investment on the part of language planners or governments over long
periods of time, to maintain or revive a minority language, positive attitudes such as
those expressed by the Irish and Galician student samples are necessary.

It is, for example, significant that over three-quarters of Irish students disagree with
any reduction in financial support for the language from the state. This finding would
seem to confirm existing trends in the Irish context where according to the ITE report
(see O Riagain and O Gliasain 1994: 22) on language attitudes amongst the national
population, views about public and state support for Irish appear to be consistently
and increasingly positive. Because of differences in the way in which the attitudinal
statement was worded in the current study, direct comparisons with the findings of
the ITE national survey are not possible. Nevertheless, it is reasonable to conclude
from the responses presented in Table 64 that the positive attitudes towards state
support for the Irish language displayed by the younger age-groups in the present
study reflect national trends.
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TABLE 64 Attitudes in ITE National Survey (1993) and Dublin Student Sample
(2009)

No
Attitudinal Statements N Agree  Opinion  Disagree
Far less money should be spent reviving 193 34 9 b7

Irish, no matter what effect this has on the
language

The government should spend less money in -~ 2003 15 iV, 13
the promotion of Irish

In the Galician context, more direct comparisons can be made between responses to a
similarly-worded statement included in the present study and in Iglesias-Alvarez’s
(1998) study of second-level students in Vigo (see Table 65). On a scale of one to
five, where one represents most negative attitudes and five the most positive, the
high attitudinal ratings of the adolescent groups queried in Iglesias-Alvarez (1998)
show remarkable similarities with the late adolescents/young adults queried in the
current study. From this comparison, some tentative conclusions can be reached
about the high levels of support for the language at the two consecutive life-stages,
namely adolescence and the transitional stage to adulthood.

TABLE 65 Attitudes amongst Early and Late Adolescents in Vigo

E una perda de tempo e cartos intentar conserva- lo galego Standard
Mean  Deviation Mode
Adolescents (Iglesias-Alvarez 1999) 4.54 8 5
Young Adults (2003 study) 444 NG 5

While there does seem to be a general sense of passive support for each minority
language, Irish and Galician students tended to display less positive attitudes towards
contexts which required more active participation with the language. Additionally,
the instrumental value attached to knowing and speaking these languages was found
to be lower. It can be noted that, although clear majorities of Irish and Galician
respondents explicitly support the societal presence of their respective minority
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languages, sizeable minorities adopted a more neutral or negative stance. This is
particularly striking in the case of Irish students, one-third of whom showed
consistently more negative attitudes towards the societal presence of the lIrish
language. Of the remaining two-thirds, only one-fifth of these students displayed
clearly positive attitudes and almost half tended to adopt a more neutral stance
towards the language.

Comparatively, over three-quarters of Galician students had more strongly positive
attitudes towards the societal presence of the Galician language and negative
attitudes were expressed by less than five per cent of students. Nevertheless, while
the proportion of students with explicitly negative views about the societal presence
of the minority language is clearly smaller than in the Irish context, it can also be
highlighted that sizeable minorities of these young Galicians displayed a more
neutral attitude towards their autochthonous language.

1.2.2. ‘Language and Identity’ Dimension

The second dimension of language attitudes contained within the AML Scale
encompasses beliefs about the value of the minority language as a symbol of ethnic
or national identity. The language and identity perspective as an attitudinal
dimension is based on the well-established premise that language plays an important
role in defining or symbolising a sense o f‘ethnic” or group identity, thus making it a
valuable resource to be protected. Almost two-thirds of Irish students and over four
fifths of Galician respondents value their respective minority languages as a means
ofjustifying their sense of difference from other ethnic or national groups.

The three national surveys on the Irish language in Ireland carried out at ten year
intervals between 1973 and 1993 indicate that the symbolic role of the Irish language
in ethnic identification has continued to be an important element within the Irish
people’s attitudinal system regarding Irish. However, while differences in the
responses between the three surveys are not significant statistically, overall they tend
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to register somewhat lower support in the most recently held survey in 1993 (O
Riagain 1997: 175). In the 1973 and 1983 surveys 72% and 73% respectively agreed
with the statement that ‘No real Irish person can be against the revival of Irish’ with
the level of support dropping to 66% in the 1993 survey. However, the most
significant change is the increase in the proportion who disagree that ‘to really
understand Irish culture, one must know Irish’, from a third (36%) in 1973 to a half
(51%) in 1993 (O Riagain 1997: 175). Thus what Fishman (1987) refers to as the
‘indexical’ link between the Irish language and Irish culture would seem to be
progressively declining.

While acknowledging methodological differences in the way in which data were
collected in the current study compared with national surveys on the Irish language, a
comparison of responses to attitudinal items used to measure the language and
identity dimension in the Dublin student sample and the 1993 national survey can
provide some indication of possible changes in attitudinal trends amongst the current
generation. Table 66 shows the responses given to similarly-worded statements
relating to the role of Irish in ethnic and cultural identification in the 1993 national
survey and the findings from the 2003 Dublin student sample.

TABLE 66 Comparison between Attitudes towards Irish in National and
Student Samples

No
Attitudinal Statements Year ~ Agree  Opinion Disagree
Without Irish, Ireland would certainly lose its 1993 61% 3% 36%
identity as a separate identity 2003 61% 4% 35%
Ireland would not really be Ireland without 1993 60% 3% 31%
Irish speaking people 2003 62% 4% 3%
No real Irish person can be against the 1993 66% 3% 31%
revival of Irish 2003 56% 9% 35%
To really understand Irish traditions and 193 46% 3% 51%
culture, one must know Irish 2003 41% 4% 55%
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As can be seen from Table 66, the ethnic dimensions of meaning within the
attitudinal system continues to be important for Dublin students and no significant
changes in the dispositions held by these young people towards the language seem to
be taking place. It is worth noting, however, that support for the statement ‘No real
Irish person can be against the revival of Irish” amongst these students shows a drop
of ten percentage points from 66% in 1993 to 56% in 2003. While the number of
students who disagree with the statement shows a four per cent increase compared
with the national average, the proportion of respondents who have ‘no apinion’ on
the subject increases from 3 to 9 per cent amongst these younger informants. O
Riagéin and O Gliaséin (1984) have previously identified this trend in response types
to other attitudinal items included in national surveys on the Irish language. The
trend has led the Advisory Planning Committee to conclude that ‘a growing number
of the population can no longer articulate or easily understand the rationale for
particular policy measures directed to maintaining Irish’ (APC 1988: 69). Thus, what
IS seen as an increasingly worrying trend by language planners in Ireland is not that
attitudes are becoming explicitly negative but that public opinion is moving towards
a passive stance in relation to the Irish language. Indeed, it is evident from index
scores discussed in Chapter 5, that although the students surveyed in this study
continue to regard Irish as a symbol of identity, attitudes tend to be ‘mildly positive’
or ‘neutral’ rather than ‘strongly positive’. Finally, very similar to the trend which
has emerged in national surveys between 1973 and 1993, whereby the ‘indexicaF
value of Irish seems to be weakening, student responses in this study show a 5 per
cent drop in support for the statement that ‘To really understand Irish culture and
traditions, one must speak Irish’ compared with most recent national results (46%).

Because of differences in the way in which questions were worded, direct
comparison is not possible between the findings from this Vigo student population
and the most recent large-scale survey of the Galician population (see Fernandez
Rodriguez and Rodriguez Neira 1994, 1995, 1996). However, the general themes
contained within certain questions included in both studies allow for some level of
comparison. In the Mapa Sociolingiiistico de Galicia (MSG), the relationship
between language and ethnic identity amongst Galicians was tested by asking
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respondents if they thought that Galician culture would be lost or maintained if the
Galician language ceased to be spoken. As Table 67 shows, a clear majority (72%) of
the Galician population agree that loss of the language would also mean loss of their
identity. While acknowledging possible differences in responses because of the way
in which the statement was worded in the questionnaire distributed to the Vigo
student population, it seems at least reasonable to conclude from trends in student
responses that the ethnic dimension within these young people’s attitudinal system
regarding Galician is being maintained given that 88% agree that “Sen o galego,
Galicia perderia a sUa identitidade propia’. The MSG (1996) also asked Galicians
about the relative importance of the language compared with two other factors in
defining a Galician identity. Galicians were asked ‘;Quen é mais galego?” and given
three options to choose from: ‘quen vive e traballa aqui’, ‘o que naceu en Galicia’ or
‘0 que fala galego’. While a minority (16%) relates a sense of Galicianness to
language, the report also shows that this figure increases to 30% amongst the
younger generation (MSG 1996: 376). This would perhaps explain high levels of
support amongst the Vigo student population for the statement that ‘A lingua € a
compofiente mais importante da identidade galega’. Thus, the fact that 70% of Vigo
students consider language to be the most important part of a Galician ethnic identity
reflects an already existing trend towards a heightened level of identification with the
minority language amongst the younger generation of Galicians.
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TABLE 67 Attitudes towards ‘Language and Identity’ in MSG and Student
Samples

No
Attitudinal Statements Agree  Opinion  Disagree

Se se deixase de fala-lo galego, aculturae aidentidade de~ 72% 6% 22%
Galicia perderianse (MSG, 1996)

Sen o0 galego, Galicia perderia a sta identitidade propia =~ 88% 3% 11%
(Vigo stuclent sample, 2003)

Quen & mais galego (o quen fala galego) (MSG, 1996)

All Galicia 5% 8% 11%
16- to 25-age-group 30% 10%

A lingua & a compofiente mais importante da identidade ~~ 70% 7% 23%
galega (Vigo student sample, 2003)

1.3, Attitudinal Themes in Irish and Galician Students’ Response Patterns

While the two dimensions contained within a general scale used to measure attitudes
towards Irish and Galician formed the core dimensions along which the two minority
languages could be compared, a number of other more minor thematic groupings
provide further insights into the pattern of language attitudes amongst the two
student populations. As already highlighted in Chapter 5, statistical analysis showed
these groupings to be weak and hence they are referred to as ‘attitudinal themes’ as
opposed to attitudinal dimensions.

7.3.1. Perceptions about the Minority Language, its Future and its Speakers

An explicit desire to maintain the language and a strong link between language and
identity expressed in the two core attitudinal dimensions discussed above, clearly
contrasts with a general sense of pessimism amongst students about the eventual
survival of their respective minority language. This sense of pessimism is highlighted
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by the fact that two-thirds of Vigo students and over three-quarters of Dublin
students believe that their respective autochthonous language is in danger of dying
out. More particularly in the Irish context, although students are both personally and
ideologically committed to the continued survival of the Irish language, many of
them seem to be under the impression that this support is not shared by others. A
common feature of perceptions about each of these minority languages amongst Irish
and Galician students alike is that their respective languages are perceived as old-
fashioned.

The presence of such attitudes reflects a trend which has been identified in the three
national surveys on the Irish language between 1973 and 1993. As pointed out in the
discussion of attitudes towards the language and identity dimension, while
acknowledging methodological differences in the way in which data were collected
in the three national surveys, a comparison between these results and the sample
taken in this research can serve as an indication of possible changes in attitudinal
trends within the younger generation. Table 68 shows the responses given to two
similarly-worded statements in the 1993 national survey and the current findings
from the Dublin student sample. There were some minor differences in the wording
of the third item included in the table which need to be considered when comparing
results.
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TABLE 68 Comparisons between Attitudes towards Irish in National and
Student Samples

Attitudinal Statements Agree  No Opinion  Disagree
% % %

Most people don’t care one way or the other 1993 65 3 RY)

about Irish 2003 65 4 kil

Most people view all things associated with 1993 4 4 55

Irish s too old-fashioned 2003 53 7 40

| nothing is done about it, Irish will 1993 66 5 29

disappear ina generation or two

|f nothing is done to prevent it, Irishwill 2003 12 4 il

disappear over the nextfifty years

As can be seen in Table 68, the perceptions about low levels of societal support for
the Irish language amongst the Irish students” sample seem to fairly accurately reflect
the findings of the national survey conducted in 1993. However, the proportion of
students agreeing that ‘Most people view all things associated with Irish as too old-
fashioned’ shows a twelve-point increase compared with the 1993 survey. Finally,
although direct comparison cannot be made with the final statement in Table 68
because of slight differences in the way the two statements were worded, in general
terms, the strongly pessimistic view about the future of the Irish language amongst
students in the present study would seem to reflect national trends.

From an analysis of language attitudes amongst Galician students, the findings of the
current piece of research would seem to confirm those of the MSG (Fernandez
Rodriguez and Rodriguez Neira 1996) which has drawn attention to the increasingly
positive attitudes towards the language across all sectors of the Galician population
as well as the absence of explicit prejudices towards it or its speakers. However,
although explicitly negative attitudes towards the language were not detected
amongst Vigo students, there was some evidence of more implicit prejudicial beliefs
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about the Galician language. As can be seen from responses to the two attitudinal
statements in Table 69, despite the explicit recognition amongst Galician respondents
of the suitability of Galician for the modem world, it would seem that some of the
former stigmas associated with the language continue to exist and are brought to light
through the more implicit questioning of respondents about the way others around
them view the language.

TABLE 69 Galician Students’ Expressed Beliefs Compared with the Perceived
Beliefs of Others

o Agree No Disagree
Attitudinal Statements Op(l)?lon
0

% %
0 galego non & axeitado para 0s negocios, a ciencia e 7 1 8
a tecnoloxia
Para a maioria da xente as cousas relacionadas co 4 10 49

galego estan pasadas de moda

The contrast between explicitly positive views about the language on the part of
young Galicians and their perceptions about the way other Galicians view the
language is further confirmed in comments volunteered by students themselves
during more in-depth discussions about the language. Adjectives such as ‘bruto’
(rough) “feo” (ugly), ‘inferior’ (inferior), ‘inculto” (lacking culture), ‘tonto” (stupid)
were among the adjectives which frequently appeared in the discourses of these
students as the following examples show:

Eva Y0 supongo que la ?ente_ en las ciudades ..yo creo que lajuventud

...aI?unos no les gusta el idioma por lo del acento...el acento gallego
_ %ue enemos..que es mas bruto..

Interviewer oI _

Eva .,y 85i...Y que eso es negativo ;no?

Interviewer 3. _ ,

Eva Pues lo que se considera mas gallego que solamente es feo ¢no? lo ven
como tonto _ N _

[Eva | suppose that the people in the cities.. L think that the young people...

some of them don't like the language because of the accent... the
_ Galician accent that we have...it is rogher
Interviewer Yes

Eva ..and that way...and that is more negative
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Interviewer Yes
David . Yo creo que el castellanoesta ganando..pero muy rapido ..
Interviewer  Sisi ..y ¢por qué esta ganando ? o
David No sé..supongo que sera por lotipico..lo que esinferior...nablar
gallego..no se..es como mas inculto .es asi:..de gente menos
_ preparadas y no sé ..tienes una vision asi de ..
David |'think that Castilian is w,mn_mg).. Jvery fast...
nterviewer Yes, yes.and why is |twmn|ngl_. o
David | don’t know,..l suppose ftishecause of the usual..that it s
mferlor...speakmq Galician...| don’t know...it is more cultured...and
like that...associated with _EeoRIe who are less educated and | don't
know...you have a vision like that...]
Ana Pues no lo sé...yo creo que piensan que el gallego es una lengua como
, para gente de pueblo...tonta que..
Interviewer (SI?7 .
Ana Ue no tiene estudios y tal y que::
Interviewer ;Y hay mucha gente que piensa asi?
Ana 0 Creo 8ue S| _ _ o
[Ana Well 1don’t know...I believe that they think that Galician is a
_ |language for country people...stupid...
Interviewer Do you think so? _
Ana People who do not have an education and that and who...
Interviewer  And are there many people who think like that?
Ana Yes, | think there are]

Eliminating these more negative underlying beliefs about the language would seem
to be the greatest challenge facing language planners in curbing the ongoing trend of
language shift to Castilian amongst the younger generation. The stigmas associated
with the language identified in the present study would seem to mirror those
identified in previous research on the language attitudes amongst the younger
generation of Galicians (see Gonzélez et al. 2003; Bouzada et al. 2002; Iglesias-
Alvarez 2002b).

It can be argued that the perceived lack of societal support for these languages
amongst younger people in Irish and Galician society as well as negative
stereotypical images associated with their speakers have important repercussions on
the possible development of a sense of shared action and co-operation which is
necessary in order for collective change to occur.
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1.3.2. Case-Specific Attitudinal Themes

A separate group of items was identified from the Irish and Galician data sets
containing levels of meaning which appeared to be specific to either Irish or Galician
sociolinguistic contexts. Although the future of the language was viewed
pessimistically by the majority of Irish students, over three-quarters would seem to
believe that, if the Irish language is to survive it will depend on the continued
existence of the core Irish-speaking communities of the Gaeltacht. This coincides
with a belief also identified in national surveys on the Irish language (see CILAR
1975, O Riagain 1997: 176) and a comparison between national findings and those in
the present research (see Table 70) shows a 16 percentage point increase in this
belief amongst Dublin students compared with national trends. While not explicitly
expressing negative attitudes towards the Irish language, dependence on the
Gaeltacht arguably removes people’s own sense of personal responsibility for the
language.

TABLE 70 Comparisons between Attitudes towards lrish in National and
Student Samples

Attitudinal Statements Year ~ Agree  NoOpinion Disagree
% % %

|fthe Gaeltacht dies out, Irish will die out 1993 62 6 32

also 2003 8 4 18

A thematic grouping of items particular to the Galician context relates to perceptions
amongst students about the changing profile of the Galician speaker in contemporary
Galicia. Because all young Galicians have heen exposed to hoth Galician and
Castilian through Galicia’s bilingual educational policies in place since the 1980s,
use of Galician amongst the younger generation can no longer be associated with an
inability to speak Castilian or a lack of education, as had been the case in the past.
Many of the older stigmas associated with the language can no longer be used to
discriminate against young, well-educated Galicians such as those queried in this
study, who are presumed to have equal competence in the two official languages of
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the Autonomous Community and perhaps even more especially in the dominant
language, Castilian. However, new stigmas would seem to have emerged and in
certain social contexts for these students, speaking Galician continues to be
stigmatised. Use of Galician amongst younger age-groups, in what have up until
recently been regarded as Castilian-speaking spaces such as the city or a job
interview, for some students continues to constitute marked or deviant behaviour,
associated with a political ideology and support for the Galician Nationalist Party
(Bloque Nacionalista Galego (BNG)). The following extract from an interview with
Eva, one of the students who participated in the study, further highlights this point;

Interviewer Si .y ¢en la universidad cuanta gente habla el gallego ? 5

Eva Mas gente .aqui hay mas gente bueno aqui hay muchos también
_ .galequistas ¢no?

Interviewer (51?7 o .

Eva amhién ..un poco nacionalistas quizas

Interviewer Si ..mas gente que habla gallego

Eva Sisl _ _ _

Interviewer Y los que no son galeguistas ..;quienes son ..sabes quienes son los que

hablan gallego? o

Eva . pues los que van por las asembleas o muchashistorias de
_ huelagas..manifestaciones asi ..y hablan siempre en gallego

Interviewer S

|
Eva Y son estos del Partido..del Bloque del BNG N
Enterwewer Yes..and in the university, how many people speak Galician?

va More people..here there are more peoplewell herethere  aremany

_ supporters of Galician nationalism
Interviewer I that s0?

Eva Als..a bit nationalistic perhaps
Interviewer Yes..more people who speak Galician
Eva Yes yes

Interviewer And ‘those who are not Galician nationalists..who are they?..do you
know who speaks Galician? S
Eva .. Well those who go to meetings and other things like strikes..protests
_ like that..and they always speak Galician
Interviewer Yes
Eva And they are from the Party..from the Bloque from the BNG]

According to Bouzada (2003: 325), historically, Galicia's disadvantaged socio-
political position within Spain (which was described in Chapter 3) meant that the use
of Castilian in public spheres in Galicia had become a neutral act and as a
consequence a much freer act than speaking Galician. Key factors governing the use

210



or non-use of the minority language are as Dorian (1981) has highlighted in the case
of the variety of Scottish Gaelic spoken in East Sunderland, not so much linked to
the rewards associated with speaking the dominant language but the ‘costs’ which
are incurred through the use of the minority or subordinate language. Similarly,
factors governing the use of Galician amongst Vigo students were not explicitly
linked to the rewards associated with speaking Castilian but to the ‘costs” which
could result from the use of Galician in certain social contexts. One such context
described by a student in this study was that of ajob interview. Although Alexandra
was brought up speaking Castilian by her Galician-speaking parents, like an
increasing number of young Galicians, she had made a conscious decision to switch
to Galician during her adolescence. Despite the fact that Galician has now become
her habitual language, there continue to be contexts in which on a simple cost/reward
calculation, for her, speaking Galician appears to cause more problems than it
resolves and thus prompts a conscious decision to shift to Castilian:

Alexandara ...eu maiia vou a unha entravista de traballo o pensaria moito antes de
_ facer a entravista en galego

Interviewer  Si..;por que ? _ _ _ _

Alexandra  Pero non porgue non o poderia facer sino porque Sei que a actitude a
IS persoa co respecto ao giale%o ..(E)ara empezar vou estar maracada iso
va ser..nacionalista radical, o BNG ou que sexa,..xa.non sei como me
miraria .0 punto numero dous que ese seflor igual non, lie gusta que
fale asi eu e se traballa para atencion 6 publico vai dicir non porque
non quere que atendas a unha persoa en gaIePo . ‘pero cando chegas a
mifia tenda ou mifia ...0 restaurante ou iso falas en castelan”

[Alexandra ...if | had a job interview tomorrow | would think twice before

_ speaking Galician in the interview

Interviewer Yes..why?

Alexandra  But not hecause | wouldn’t be able to but because | know that the
attitudes of that person towards Galician..to b_e?m with | would be
branded that ‘would be.radical nationalist, the BNG or
whatever..then..| don’t know how they would see me..the second point
is that that man might not like me sBeaklng that way and if | have to
deal with people he would say no because he wouldn’t want me to
serve somebody in Galician.,” ‘but when you come to my shop or
restaurant or that you speak Castilian’].

The perceived link between speaking Galician and nationalism identified in
Alexandra’s remarks was confirmed in the questionnaire survey in which almost
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three-quarters of all respondents associated the use of Galician amongst young
people in an urban context with an explicitly nationalist ideology.

7.3.3. Attitudes towards Interpersonal Use of the Minority Language

Responses to items relating to attitudes towards the use of the minority language
point to generally less favourable support when understood within this level of
meaning. Despite displays of ideological support and a sense of good-will for these
languages, generally respondents were not committed to putting their respective
minority language into actual use. Neither Irish nor Galician respondents seemed to
be favourably disposed to initiating a conversation in the minority language, despite
an explicit desire for increased personal use of the language. The responses given to
statements used to measure behavioural intentions in the 1993 ITE national sample
and the 2003 Dublin student sample are presented in Table 71. The findings from the
current study fairly accurately reflect the generally low levels of commitment
towards the use of the Irish language found nationally. However, the desire to use the
language more often is considerably stronger amongst the Dublin student sample
where almost two-thirds express a desire to put the Irish they know into practice.
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TABLE 71 Attitudes towards Interpersonal Use of Irish: Comparisons between
1993 National Survey and 2003 Student Sample

Attitudinal Statements Year Ag/ree

0

| am committed to using Irish as much as | can 1993 19
2003 23

| wish | could use the lrish | know more often 1993 4]
2003 64

| do not like to begin a conversation in Irish 1993 5
| like to begin a conversation in Irish (disagree) 2003 1

It might also be argued that the perceived ability to speak the minority language may
be affecting behavioural intentions towards the language as much as attitudes per se.
This is perhaps more relevant to the Irish context than to the Galician, given that the
use of Irish is restricted by the small proportion of the population possessing high
enough levels of competence in the language to engage in conversational interaction.
It could be suggested that the comparatively higher levels of reported ability in the
Galician language amongst Vigo students would have a much less constraining effect
on linguistic practices.

In explaining the lesser support for the more behaviourist component of language
attitudes towards the Irish and Galician languages, many of the items relating to
perceptions about the minority language and its speakers might also provide
important insights into the social norms which are possibly at work and influential in
determining use or non-use of each minority language. It could be hypothesised that
the perception amongst hoth Irish and Galician students that their respective minority
languages are viewed as old-fashioned may be significant deterrents to the
conversion of generally strong levels of personal and ideological support for these
languages into language use. Similarly, the widely held association made by Galician
respondents between speaking Galician and Galician nationalism would appear to
introduce a social norm which is seen to limit the use of the language in certain
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social contexts. Further research would be required, however, to ascertain the
validity of these hypotheses.

74, Factors Influencing Young People’s Attitudes towards Galician and Irish

In Chapter 6 the factors affecting attitudes towards Irish and Galician were outlined
and the profile of students with most favourable and least favourable attitudes
towards each language case was identified. The following section will begin with a
summary of these factors, which will then be followed by a discussion of the current
findings in the context of existing research on language attitudes towards Irish and
Galician as well as their overall implications for the vitality of the two language
cases.

74.1. Factors Influencing Young People’s Attitudes towards Galician

Overall, differences in the way in which Galician students define their ethnic identity
were found to be most predictive of differences in attitudes to Galician on the first
attitudinal dimension, ‘Support for Societal Presence of the Minority Language’. The
more strongly respondents defined their identity in terms of a Galician national
collective, the more positive the attitude. The next most predictive factor was
political ideology. Those supporting the Galician Nationalist Party, Bloque
Nacionalista Galego (BNG) were found to be more supportive of the language than
those who supported Galician branches of Spain’s main political parties or those
declaring no political allegiance.

Other factors were also found to be related to language attitudes but to a lesser
degree. Students who defined their social class background as working- or middle-
class were slightly more favourable towards Galician than those reporting a higher
socio-economic hackground. Attitudinal differences were detected between students
who during their formal school years had attended either a public or a private school,
with the former displaying more favourable attitudes towards the Galician language.

214



Support for the language also differed according to the career path being pursued by
students, measured as the general area or academic discipline within which students
were currently pursuing degree courses. Students taking degree courses in the field of
humanities displayed strongest levels of support for the language.

The most predictive background linguistic variable was the degree to which Galician
formed part of respondents’ ‘habitual” linguistic behaviour. It was generally found
that the higher the reported habitual use of Galician, the more favourable the attitude
tended to be. The next most predictive linguistic variables were closely related to use
of and attitudes towards the Galician language within the home domain. Differences
in the level of perceived parental support for Galician and usage of the language in
the parental home were key influencing variables. The more supportive parents were
perceived to have been when respondents were growing up, and the more Galician
that was used in the home, the more positive the attitude. Independently of the
passive support for the language in the home was the effect of respondents’ ‘initial’
language, defined as the language which they first learned to speak. Students
reporting ‘Galician’ as the language which they first learned to speak displayed
significantly more positive attitudes towards the Galician language. The positive
effect of intergenerational mother-tongue transmission of the language was also
confirmed in an analysis of a separate variable which identified attitudinal
differences on the basis of where respondents reported first learing the language.
Galician students who reported language reproduction in the home were found to
have more favourable attitudes than those who learned the language primarily
through formal schooling. However, there were small differences across attitudinal
responses based on the intensity of the Galician programme while at school,
especially during second-level schooling. Those whose exposure to the language was
restricted to Galician as an academic subject only, were found to display somewhat
less support for the language than those who had received a more intensive Galician
programme in which all or several subjects were conducted through the medium of
Galician. Overall, however, the effect of school as a socialisation agent compared to
the home was found to be much weaker. While reported ability to understand, speak,
read or write in Galician appeared to have a relatively small distinguishing effect in
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terms of language attitudes, differences according to whether spoken ability was
higher in Galician compared with the contact language, Castilian, were found to be
better predictors.

From a combination of general hackground and linguistic variables it was found that
the way in which Galician students defined their ethnic identity as a group, their
political ideology and the language used ‘habitually’ by respondents together
explained forty per cent of the variance in students” attitudes. These three variables
together were found to be most predictive of and to have the most influential effect
on students’ attitudes towards Galician, when understood as general levels of support
for its societal presence of the language.

A broadly similar set of background and linguistic variables showed significant
variations in Galician students’ attitudes towards the ‘Language and Identity’
dimension. As in the case of *Support for the Societal Presence of the Minority
Language’ dimension, habitual language and ethnicity were found to be the most
predictive variables. However, unlike the first attitudinal dimension where political
ideology was also found to be strongly predictive, it was not found to have a strong
effect on the attitudinal ratings displayed towards the second dimension. Moreover,
many of the background linguistic variables which were found to have minor effects
on language attitudes when understood within the first attitudinal dimension of
meaning did not have an effect on the ‘Language and Identity” dimension.

74.2. Discussion of Factors Influencing Attitudes towards Galician

The role of nationalist movements and the conscious organisation of language loyalty
resulting from such movements have been credited with upgrading the value of
minority languages in many parts of the world (e.g. Roberts and Williams 1980 for
Wales; Woolard 1989 and Paulston 1994 for Catalonia). Strong identification with
and recognition of a Galician ethnic or national identity amongst Vigo students
would seem to have significantly increased the value they attach to the language
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compared with those who define their sense of collective identity, partially or fully,
in the context of the Spanish State. Moreover, more favourable attitudes towards the
language as a result of a strongly-held nationalist sentiment often take on what
Smolicz and Secombe (1988) refer to as a personal positive evaluation whereby
language commitment is put into practice.

The combined link found in this study between ethnicity, habitual language and
language attitudes amongst sectors of the younger generation of the Vigo population
confirms  Iglesias-Alvarez’s (1998) finding in her analysis of attitudes amongst
second-level students in the city of Vigo. While allowing for methodological
differences, a comparison between Iglesias-Alvarez’s study of 17-year-olds in the
city of Vigo, in their final school year and the 18-24-year-old university students in
the current study, provides a basis on which at least tentative conclusions can be
drawn in relation to attitudes towards Galician at two different life-stages, namely,
late adolescence (Iglesias-Alvarez’s study) and the next life stage, which is the
transitional stage to adulthood, analysed in the current study. Baker (1992) highlights
the importance of such longitudinal research in the area of language attitudes as it
helps identify the stages in people’s lives during which support for the minority
language declines or increases. Identification of these stages provides language
planners with more detailed information on the different types of measures needed to
maintain language use throughout the life-cycle of individual speakers. It would
seem from the findings of both Iglesias-Alvarez’s (1998) study and of the current
piece of research, that a heightened sense of national consciousness constitutes a key
influencing factor in stimulating language loyalty and increased language use
amongst both adolescents and young adults in the city of Vigo.

The fact that attitudes are more strongly predicted by students’ *habitual’ use of
Galician as opposed to the “initial’ or first language in which these Galician students
learned to speak in the home is also significant. This finding would seem to indicate
that support for the language and loyalty towards it are not necessarily strongest
amongst young Galicians whose mother tongue is Galician. Instead, what appears to
be more important is the degree to which the language forms part of students’
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‘habitual’ linguistic repertoire, with those reporting predominant or exclusive use of
Galician showing most favourable attitudes. This finding points to a possible trend in
language shift amongst those brought up speaking Castilian in the home, a trend
which is possibly being influenced by the conscious organisation of language loyalty
through an ideological orientation towards Galician nationalism.

Along with ethnicity and habitual language, which were identified as the most
influential variables in lglesias-Alvarez’s (1998) study, in the present study a third
variable was found to play a key role in predicting variability in young people’s
attitudes towards the Galician language. The findings in the current study revealed
that attitudes are also strongly influenced by political ideology and that supporters of
the politics of the Galician Nationalist Party (BNG) were most favourable towards
the language. It is possible that because of the more advanced age of students in the
current study compared with respondents who participated in lglesias-Alvarez’s
study (1998), respondents’ political ideologies are more consolidated as these
students reach maturity. It is possible also that the context of the university itself and
social contacts with a wider range of students which this generates, further explain
the more important influence of political ideology on the language attitudes of young
Galicians in their transition from late adolescence to adulthood.

In explaining the relationship found in this study between identity, habitual language,
political ideology and language attitudes, Paulston’s (1994) conceptual model for the
prediction of maintenance or loss of a minority language provides a particularly
useful framework. This conceptual framework has also been used by Del Valle
(2000) as a means of understanding the trend towards the substitution of Castilian for
Galician in contemporary Galician society as a whole. Paulston’s (1994) model,
which was discussed in Chapter 1, characterises different types of social mobilisation
adopted by minority groups on a four-point continuum ranging from ethnicity to
geographic nationalism. Paulston (ibid.) uses the concept of social mobilisation to
describe firstly, the level of recognition amongst members of a minority group of
certain cultural features (including language) particular to the group and secondly,
the perception that the minority group has of its relation with some dominant ‘other’.
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In the Galician context, that dominant ‘other” is the Spanish State of which Galicia,
as one of Spain’s Autonomous Communities forms a part. Over one-third of Vigo
students defined themselves as Galician compared with the remaining two-thirds
who defined their identity partially or exclusively in the context of the Spanish State.
The type of social mobilisation which characterises the latter group can be defined as
ethnicity which, within Pauslton’s (ibid.. 30-31) framework, constitutes a form of
social mobilisation based on learned behaviour associated with a common past and
common cultural values and beliefs but in which there is no perceived power struggle
with another ethnic group, which in this case is the Spainish State. Instead they see
themselves as part of that political entity. Paulston predicts that the closer a minority
group’s social mobilisation comes to ethnicity the more likely they are to lose the
minority language and to assimilate to the dominant group. This interpretation was
supported by comments such as the following which were frequently volunteered by
students who defined themselves in terms of a dual identity, as both Galician and
Spanish:

Iria Porque..jolin porque Galicia pertenece a Espafia y considero que
_ derberia ser igual unas que otras [las dos lenguas]

Interviewer S S _ _

Iria Completamente |Pua_| $i.0 sea me parece imprescendible como el

_ hecho de Boder relacionarnos con el resto del pais.

[Iria Because..necause Galicia belongs to Spain and | consider that the two
, should be equal [the two languages]

Interviewer Yes _ _ _

Iria Completely equal yes..that is for me it seems to be essential to be able

to relate to the rest of the country]

The stance taken by the majority of these Vigo students reflects what Del Valle
(2000: 117) regards as the predominant type of social mobilisation adopted by
contemporary Galicians. This also explains the ongoing shift in the direction of
Castilian,

However, language use as an aspect of identity increases for minority groups where
ethnicity turns ‘militant’ (Paulston 1994: 32) and where the form of social
mobilisation adopted resembles that of ethnic movement, the second point on
Paulston’s continuum. In addition to identifying with common cultural values such
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as a specific language, the members of minority groups who fall into the ethnic
movement category see themselves competing with another ethnic majority for scarce
goods and resources. As a result, language becomes symbolic of the power struggle
between the minority and the dominant group. Vigo students who define themselves
as ‘galego’ would seem to more explicitly recognise their participation in a power
struggle with another ethnic group. This type of social mobilisation incorporates the
demand for territorial access on the part of the minority group and a possible move
towards independence. In this group, Del Valle (2000: 117) includes Galician
nationalists, a group which he sees as being well articulated around a political
coalition of parties which include the Bloque Nacionalista Galego (BNG). Vigo
students who define themselves as ‘galego’ and who are also supportive of the BNG
would seem to recognise more explicitly their participation in a power struggle with
another ethnic group. As was highlighted in Chapter 3, up until 1993 bi-party politics
had been the dominant trend in Galicia, oscillating between Galician branches of
Spain’s two main political parties - the centre-left Partido Socialista Ohrero Espanol
(PSOE) and the conservative centre-right Partido Popular (PP), with the latter
attracting most support amongst the population. Since 1993 however, support for the
Bloque Nacionalista Galego (BNG) has significantly increased, especially amongst
the younger generation and this has brought a third party into the political arena in
Galicia and has added a new dynamic to language issues in Galicia.

The more politically idealised sub-group of the Vigo student population appears to
move beyond the passive position of ethnicity and towards a more militant stance,
whereby ideological support for the language is converted to language use. In effect
therefore, this sub-group expresses a personal positive evaluation (Smolicz and
Secombe 1988) of the minority language whereby language commitment is put into
practice. This interpretation is also supported by the comments made by students
such as Alexandra from the city of Vigo who was brought up speaking Castilian but
who, like an increasing number of young urban Galicians, had made a conscious
decision to switch to Galician as a result of a heightened sense of national
CONSCIoUSNess:
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[]D cando vas adquirindo _consciencia de onde vives, . dos
Pro lemas que sufrieron historicamente, te das conta da situacion e
e das_conta que non & normal...que non & loxico que se perde a
nosa lingua, a nosa cul/tura..ﬂue Ves que por todas partes se estan
metendo cousas de fora..enton dices t0 pois igual habra que
cambiar de algln xeito enton se ves que a tla lingua se esta
erdendo que podes facer para evita-lo..pois jusa-lo!

when you begin to become aware of where you live, of the
problems that they suffered historically, you realise what the
situation is and you realise that it is not normal..that it is not logical
to lose our language, our culture..you see everywhere that we are
being bombarded with things from” outside of Galicia..then you say
well “perhaps things will have to change in some way theri if you
see that your language is being lost what can you do to prevent
this..well use it!]

It is not always clear, however, ifthe increased value attached to a minority language
as a result of nationalist movements is primarily in terms of the status of the language
or the identification of the language as a symbol of group solidarity (Woolard 1989:
122). However, it does seem significant that the ‘Support for the Societal Presence of
the Minority language’ dimension being discussed here contains some ‘status-
related” aspects of language attitudes. These include attitudes towards the importance
of the minority language in the process of social mobility and perceptions about its
suitability for the functions of the modem world (see section 5.4.2.1). Significantly,
it does not include the more explicitly ‘solidarity-related’ aspects of language
attitudes measured in the second attitudinal dimension of ‘Language and Identity’.
Nevertheless, the explicit ‘solidarity’ link between nationalist movements and
language loyalty is also confirmed hy the fact that ethnicity and habitual language
together are most predictive of attitudes towards Galician as a symbol of ethnic or
group identity. Significantly, however, political ideology was not found to be
strongly predictive of variation in the ethnocultural value of the language amongst
Vigo students and thus reduces what could be regarded as the more militant aspects
of social mobilisation found in the ‘Support for the Societal Presence of the
Language’ dimension discussed above.

While a heightened sense of ethnic identity amongst many of the students at the
University of Vigo is leading to an increased sense of loyalty to the minority
language, which may in tumn be converted into actual language use, as was also
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highlighted earlier in the chapter, the link between speaking Galician and a
nationalist ideology can also have negative effects on the minority language. In the
data there were examples of where, because of the link between speaking Galician
and nationalism, use of the language in certain contexts becomes marked or deviant
behaviour. The stereotypical image of the neo-Galician speaker is one which would
seem to be held by the majority of students within the Vigo university. Therefore, on
the one hand, although a nationalist ideology seems to be leading to increased use of
Galician amongst young people brought up in Castilian-speaking homes, on the other
hand, it can also be seen as a factor which may be inhibiting the incorporation of new
speakers and may also be deterring less ideologically minded Galician speakers from
using the language or at least using it in social contexts where Castilian was
traditionally the more ‘acceptable’ language.

These ambiguous views about Galician reflect the broader political debates
surrounding the language and the dichotomy between the linguistic ideologies
promoted by official language policy and by Galician nationalists. The official
language policy promoted by the Galician government supports, albeit implicitly, the
idea of ‘harmonious bilingualism’, that is the non-conflictual co-existence of
Castilian and Galician within the community (see Regueiro Tenreiro 1999 for a fuller
discussion of the concept). In contrast to the official discourse of ‘harmonious
bilingualism’, Galician nationalists tend to view the language contact situation
between Galician and Castilian as conflictual and as one in which Galician speakers
still remain in a dominated socio-economic position. Galician nationalists therefore
tend to be highly critical of official language policy which they see to have been
largely inadequate in reversing the process of language shift towards Castilian. In
reaction to such criticisms, proponents of official language policy in Galicia
condemn what they perceive to be a largely ‘radical’ approach to resolving the
Galician language problem on the part of Galician nationalists. This approach is seen
as ‘radical’ because it supports a reversal to monolingualism in Galician through
positive discrimination in favour ofthe language.
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The politicisation of the language question in Galicia has potentially positive
repercussions for the language in that it stimulates debate alongside other important
social issues such as unemployment, poverty, health services, etc. However, as the
findings of the current research illustrate, the Autonomous Galician administration
and the Galician nationalists’ simultaneous undermining of each other’s linguistic
ideologies in their ultimate pursuit of political power is also having some negative
repercussions on the language. The link between speaking Galician and Galician
nationalism is one of the outcomes of this political confrontation. Arguably, the
promotion of ‘harmonious bilingualism’ by the Galician Administration and its
criticism of the ‘language conflict’ paradigm make the majority of Galicians less
consciously defensive about language issues in Galicia and subsequently more
accepting of Castilian as the seemingly value-neutral language.

Although ethnicity, political ideology and habitual language were found to be most
predictive of variability in attitudes towards Galician, other variables were also
shown to have an effect, albeit a smaller one. As well as having independent effects
on language attitudes, many of these more ‘minor’ background variables were also
found to be strongly related to each other. An analysis of these relationships provided
interesting insights into the complex set of interrelated factors which seem to be both
directly and indirectly influencing attitudes towards the Galician language amongst
Vigo students. The factors which will be discussed here relate to the variability of
attitudes towards Galician on the hasis of the type of school attended by respondents,
distinguishing hetween students who had attended a privately- or publicly-run school
in Galicia.

In explaining why attitudes towards Galician are more positive amongst those who
had attended a public school as opposed to a privately-run one, many of the variables
identified as having an independent effect on language attitudes were also found to
be strongly related to the type of school attended by respondents. One such variable
was place of origin, where socio-geographic differences amongst students from
different school types were found to have a further explicative role. In general,
students who had attended privately-run schools tended to have grown up in more
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urbanised settings such as Vigo or one of Galicia’s other main cities. Therefore, the
slightly less favourable attitudes expressed by students who had attended such
schools can also be related to the fact that they grew up in sociolinguistic
environments in which Castilian was generally the most widely used language. The
dominant language of the schools they attended was in a majority of cases found to
be Castilian with the inclusion of Galician as an academic subject only.
Comparatively, in the case of those who attended public schools, Galician was found
to have been used with more intensity and extended to other academic subjects
beyond that of a language class in Galician. Bouzada, Fernandez Paz and Lorenzo
(2002) recent large-scale study of the extent to which Galician is used within the
Galician primary school education, highlights the different intensity with which
Galician is used in public schools compared with private ones, not only in the
classroom, but in the whole administrative functioning of these schools. It is
significant that while 96% of publicly-run schools reported using Galician for the
purposes of school administration, this figure decreases to 52% in the case of
privately-run ones (ibid. 2002: 133).

The linguistic profile of Vigo students who had attended either school type also
differed in a number of respects. Those who had been educated in a privately-run
institution, for example, were less likely to report having learned Galician in the
home than those who had attended a public school. The relationship between the
home and the school is also evident in the fact that students who attended privately-
run schools tended to perceive the attitudes of their parents towards Galician less
positively as well as reporting lower levels of use of the language than students
educated through public schooling.

What seems clear from the relationship between these variables is the strong link
between linguistic behaviours and attitudes within the home and those at school. It is
difficult to determine whether, on the one hand, the more pro-Galician ethos to which
public schools would seem to be linked, comes about as a result of the linguistic and
demographic profile of its pupils or if on the other hand, such schools are nurturing
grounds for support for the language amongst the younger generation. Less
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favourable attitudes towards Galician on the part of students who attend privately-run
schools may be influenced by the more limited exposure to Galician in their homes
and social environment. The fee-paying nature of privately-run schools in Galicia
draws on more middle- to upper-middle class sectors of Galician society. These
constitute social groups for whom the use of the Galician language has tended to be
lowest (MSG 1995). Therefore, to some extent the socio-demographic and linguistic
profile of those entering these schools may be determining the degree to which
Galician is included in the school curriculum. Bouzada, Fernandez Paz and
Lorenzo’s (2002) study points to the desire on the part of schools to adapt to the
demands of parents, thus suggesting that the home has to some degree a causal effect
on the language of the school. According to Bouzada, Fernandez Paz and Lorenzo
(2002):

[...] neste tipo de colexios [private schools], posiblemente polos
prexuizos das familias do alumnado, ou ‘mesmo P_or decision
consciente do centro, (ﬂue utilizaria este feito para dis mtﬁquuse dos
centros publicos, o galego adoita ten unha presencia cativa, e, en
MOitos casos, non se cumpre a letra, nin moito menos o espirito da
lexislacion (Bouzada, Fernandez Paz and Lorenzo 2002: 274).

[in these types of schools [anate schools] (possmlg because of the
prejudices held by pupils’ families or even Decause of the
conscious decision of the centre and as a means of distinguishing
themselves from public centres) Galician holds a precarious
position and in many instances the legislation is not adhered to].

While language attitudes amongst Galician students were found to differ between
students who had attended a public or a private school, it must be reiterated that these
differences remained secondary compared with the role of ethnicity, political
ideology and habitual language described above. Moreover, the number of students
who had attended a private school accounted for one-third of all students. The
majority of Vigo students surveyed in the current study had attended a publicly-run
school. Therefore the less favourable attitudes expressed by this sub-sector of the
Vigo student population represent a minority trend, albeit an influential one in terms
of the less positive status-enhancing effects it possibly has for the language.
Moreover, as Bouzada, Fernandez Paz and Lorenzo’s (2002) analysis of the presence
of Galician in Galician schools highlights, although the general trend points to the
more favourable position of Galician in public schools, there are also differentiating
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levels of use of and attitudes towards the Galician language within both public and
private schools themselves. These nuances, which are less visible in the quantitative
research method adopted here, tend to be more readily detected through more micro-
level analysis with a more qualitative research focus.

74.3. Concluding Remarks

Recruiting new Galician speakers from the younger generation of urban, educated
Galicians such as the Vigo students in this study, the majority of whom were brought
up in Castilian-speaking homes, poses a serious challenge to language planners and
educators in Galicia. Under the largely voluntary conditions mandated by the official
bilingualism permitted by the central Spanish government and promoted by the
Galician Administration there has been a change in language attitudes, especially
amongst the younger generation, but such attitudes are not being converted into
language use. The analysis of the language attitudes of this sample of students at the
University of Vigo highlights the positive effect that top-down language policies are
having on the language attitudes of young, educated and predominantly urban sectors
of Galician society. Over three-quarters of these students support the societal
presence of the language and almost ninety per cent value the language as a symbol
of ethnic identity. Only a minority of students expressed an explicit lack of support
for the language. Yet the largely favourable dispositions towards the language are not
matched by any marked increase in language use amongst these groups. A closer
analysis of these attitudes indicates that although the majority of students express
positive support for the Galician language, only in the case of less than one-fifth of
students are attitudes strongly positive. The majority of students express a mildly
positive or neutral attitude towards the language. It would seem that the crucial step
towards behavioural change amongst certain young Galicians requires more
consolidated support for the language similar to that expressed by one-fifth of the
students in the current sample.

From the findings of this research it would appear that the increased language use as
a result of more consolidated positive attitudes is strongly influenced by bottom-up
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language movements which are tied up with the ideologies of Galician nationalism.
The ethnic symbolism of the Galician language which has emanated from these
ideologies, would therefore appear to be assisting in the recruitment of some new
Galician speakers amongst respondents from non-Galician speaking homes amongst
the younger generation. The findings of this study indicate that this recruitment
seems to be taking place amongst younger, middle-class, educated sectors of
Galician society, social groups who, as Woolard (1991: 63) points out, are both
socially and psychologically situated to ‘make a leap in identification” and in
establishing a strong Galician identity through their new language behaviour. These
bottom-up movements which are bringing about changes in linguistic practices
would seem to be stimulated by dissatisfaction with the top-down attempts of the
Galician Administration to increase the societal presence of Galician and to curb the
ongoing shift to Castilian.

144, Factors Influencing Young people’s Attitudes towards Irish

A significantly different set of factors appears to be influencing attitudes towards the
minority language in the Irish context. Overall, career path, which was found to have
a more ‘minor’ effect in the Galician context, was in fact most predictive of
differences in attitudes towards Irish as measured by the first attitudinal dimension,
‘Support for the Societal Presence of the Minority Language’. Those pursuing
degrees in the humanities were found to have more positive attitudes than students
pursuing studies in the three other academic disciplines of technology, business and
science. Other factors were also found to have an effect on language attitudes but to a
lesser degree. These included political ideology, where those who supported the
politics of the more nationalistically-oriented Sinn Fein party were found to be more
strongly supportive of the Irish language than those who supported any of Ireland’s
other main political parties. Finally, gender differences also played a minor role
where female students were found to be slightly more favourable towards the
language than male students.
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Overall, and in contrast to the Galician context, in the case of Irish students
background linguistic variables seemed to be more strongly predictive of attitudes
towards the minority language. As in the Galician sample, however, the degree to
which the minority language was spoken habitually tended to be strongly predictive
of attitudes related to support for the presence of the Irish language within Irish
society. Students reporting the inclusion of the language to some degree in their
linguistic repertoire displayed more favourable attitudes than those reporting
monolingual behaviour in English. The attitudes of parents and the degree to which
Irish was used with them while the respondent was growing up had a substantial
effect on language attitudes, with those reporting favourable attitudes on the part of
parents displaying highest levels of support for the societal presence of the language.
Also important, but to a lesser extent, was respondents’ perceived ability in the
language, the intensity to which Irish was included in the school curriculum, and
academic performance in Irish while at school.

The most predictive model of attitudinal variation in the first attitudinal dimension
amongst Irish students contained four variables: habitual language, the career path
being pursued by respondents, parental attitudes and academic performance at
school. Together these four variables explained 3L per cent of the variance in
attitudinal responses amongst Irish students.

Many of the background variables which were shown to have an effect on language
attitudes, measured according to the first attitudinal dimension, also had significant
effects on the ‘Language and ldentity’ dimension. However, some variables which
had been found to be highly predictive of attitudes towards support for the societal
presence of language had a much more minor effect on attitudes towards Irish as a
symbol of ethnic identity. For example, the intensity of the school programme in
Irish while at school was found to be predictive of attitudes towards Irish on the first
dimension but had no significant effect on the second. Career path, habitual language
and ability to speak Irish constitute the three most salient variables and together
account for only seven per cent of the total variance in student ratings of this
attitudinal dimension.
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74.5. Discussion of Factors Influencing Attitudes towards Irish

While ethnicity and political ideology were found to be most predictive of attitudes
towards the Galician language, these variables were shown to have a small effect in
the Irish context. As we have seen, amongst Vigo students, ethnicity was a key
distinguishing variable in terms of language attitudes where the minority language
was symholic of tensions between the Spanish core and the Galician periphery. This
is not the case, however, amongst Irish students where it could be said that the need
to express their identity through cultural symbols such as language is weakened by
the undisputed status of the Irish Republic as an independent political entity which
has been an independent state since 1922. Although political independence did not
prevent the continuation of strong economic and cultural influences from Great
Britain and above all England, it removed the more explicit elements of the non-
autochthonous centre of power. Paulston (1994) suggests that political independence
in the Irish context removed the sense of urgency surrounding the Irish language
question. The potential houndary demarcating function of the Irish language as a
means of distinguishing ‘us’ from ‘them’, which had been reinforced by Irish cultural
nationalists at the end of the nineteenth century, was therefore weakened. This
perhaps explains why the perceived need of what Eastman (1984) refers to as the
Language use identity function of Irish only becomes important when, as one Irish
student volunteered:

[...]Fifyou go abroad and if you speak to anybod?/ say like you are
In France and you are speaking French and they’d hear your
accent...they’d all_...hey you are n%llsh...no I’m Irish...it’s & bl%
thing you know...it"s your culture...it’s your henta%e...llke | don
know™ it would be much better like because it separates us
like...like down in Corsica...supposed to speak French but loads
speak Corsican because they want to speak to themselves like....

Thus it is only when ethnic distinctions become blurred and when a specifically Irish
identity expressed through the English language is confused with that of the former
dominant ‘other’ that the demarcating function of Irish is drawn upon.
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Even though, on a political level, statehood has been consolidated in the Irish
Republic, discourses of uncompleted nationhood continue to circulate in- Irish
society, albeit in @ more implicit way. These underlying discourses take the form of
claims on the Six Counties of Northern Ireland. Despite the official abandonment of
such claims at a political level, references to these claims still exist in both the
Republic of Ireland and among certain sectors of the population of Northern Ireland
explicitly voiced through Sinn Fein, the political wing of the Provisional .R.A. The
appropriation of cultural symbols, including the Irish language, by the more radical
elements within Irish nationalism especially in the violent events in Northern Ireland,
brought nationalism as an ideology itself into question, as well as one of its key
constituent symhols, the Irish language (Tovey et al. 1989; Watson 2003). However,
the ceasefire and positive peace initiatives which have followed, according to Mac
Greil (1996) explain an improvement in attitudes towards Sinn Fein, and support for
the political party amongst voters in the Republic of Ireland which has increased over
recent elections (see Maillot 2005). Of the sample of students queried in this
research, seven per cent supported the politics of Sinn Fein, close to the ten percent
or o level of support for the party at a national level.

Of particular interest for our current purposes is the finding that respondents who
support Sinn Fein are shown to have significantly more favourable attitudes towards
the societal presence of Irish than respondents who support any of the other main
political parties. The more positive attitudes of the latter sub-group could be
allocated the category of ethnic movement, or ethnicity turned ‘militant’ within
Paulston’s (1994) continuum for the prediction of maintenance or loss of minority
languages, which has been discussed in the Galician context above. The move
towards ethnic movement or even ethnic nationalism, in which there are demands for
political independence on the part of the ethnic group, is closely linked to the role of
Sinn Fein in the politics of Northern Ireland where the explicit presence of the
dominant ‘other’ has increased the role of language as a symbol of political tensions
with the British government and as a more important demarcating function. This
support does not lead, however, to a higher positive evaluative function of the
language (Smolicz and Secombe 1988) found amongst Galician students, whereby

290



positive attitudes are converted to active language use. Students who support the
politics of Sinn Fein were not any more likely to report some use of Irish than
supporters of other political parties.

It is also interesting to note that, although over forty per cent of respondents in this
study saw no political party as being supportive of the Irish language, almost as
many students identified support for the language with the more nationalistically-
oriented Sinn Fein party. This would seem to suggest some level of association
between the political aims of Sinn Fein and the Irish language amongst a substantial
number of these students. It must, however, be reiterated that, although real
differences were found in the level of support expressed by supporters of Sinn ¥6\n
amongst the students queried in the current piece of research, these differences were
found to be small and more detailed investigation would be required to further
substantiate these claims,

Quite generally, and particularly when compared with the Galician context, language
is not a political issue in Ireland. The Advisory Planning Commission (APC) for the
Irish language has previously remarked that despite a continuing high commitment to
ethnic and cultural valuations of Irish, the language is not an issue of great
significance to most Irish people in their everyday perceptions of politics and
political goals (APC 1988: 68). The general absence of political debate about the
Irish language question also helps explain the fact that when asked about what they
thought were the attitudes of other people they knew, over half of the Irish
respondents described attitudes as neutral or were simply unable to comment on
other people’s views on the language. Unlike the Galician context where language
issues play a more significant political role, it would appear that issues related to the
Irish language are not the subject of debate or discussion for the majority of these
students. This fact in turn explains the increase in the proportions of respondents
within the Irish student sample who ‘don’t know’ or have ‘no opinion’ on many of
the issues relating to Irish, reflecting an emerging trend also noted in national
surveys on the Irish language (see O Riagain and O Gliasain 1984; O Riagain 1997:
191). This lack of debate leads to a paradoxical situation in which despite strong
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personal and ideological commitment to the Irish language amongst respondents in
the study, many seem to be of the opinion that such commitment is not shared by
others. This of course limits the potential for organised interest groups to take root
and the collective pressure for action which could be subsequently brought to bear on
the state.

One such group in the Irish context which acted collectively in favour of the Irish
language and which appears to have brought about changes for the language was the
Gaelscoil or all-Irish language school movement. While, in the majority of schools in
Ireland, the Irish language is taught as an academic subject only, three per cent of
schools offer immersion-type programmes in which classes are taught through the
medium of Irish with English as an academic subject only. The earlier generation of
all-Irish schools was established as part of national language policy in the 1930s and
1940s. However, Irish-immersion schools which were established since 1965 were as
a result of initiatives on the part of interested parents. Therefore, the ethos of these
schools is also different to that of the majority of schools in Ireland where Irish is
taught as a subject only. Of the students queried in the current research, seven per
cent had attended one of these all-Irish schools, therefore exceeding national
proportions who attend these schools. The higher than average presence of
individuals who attended one of these schools in the present study can perhaps be
attributed to the fact that university students in Ireland tend to be predominantly
middle-class. As was already pointed out, these social sectors have also tended to be
most closely associated with Irish-language schooling, although there is also some
evidence that this might be changing.

As a sub-group, students who attended all-Irish schools were found to have more
strongly consolidated positive attitudes towards the Irish language than those who
had attended mainstream schools where Irish was taught as a subject only. This
confirms Kavenagh’s (1999) study in which she found that students in all-Irish
schools were more optimistic regarding the future of Irish than those attending an
‘ordinary’ school where Irish was taught to them as a subject only. The impact of the
home on language attitudes is also significant in that a strong link was found to exist
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between strongly positive home attitudes and having attended an all-Irish school. A
strong relationship was also found between the intensity of the Irish programme at
school and the degree to which the Irish language forms part of respondents’ habitual
language practices. For example, those who had attended an all-Irish school were
more likely to use some Irish than those from mainstream schools where Irish was
taught as a subject only. Therefore, there is a positive evaluative value use (Smolicz
and Secombe 1988) given to Irish where positive attitudes amongst those who
attended a Gaelscoil or all-Irish school are converted to language use, something
which is achieved to a much lesser extent amongst those who had attended a
mainstream school. The findings of the present study confirm those of CILAR (1975)
and point to the importance of all-Irish schools in building community use of the
language. The report emphasises that:

Such schools not alone serve as instruments for_incr_easin([; ability
levels, they also serve a social function in growdmg important foc
for the families they serve (CILAR 1975: 339-40).

Higher levels of reported use amongst students who had attended an all-Irish school
are also likely to be related to their higher levels of spoken ability in the language.
Almost two-thirds of respondents who had attended an all-Irish school reported high
levels of spoken ability in Irish compared with approximately one-tenth of students
who had attended a mainstream school, where Irish was taught as a subject only.
There is a body of evidence showing that all-Irish primary schools, for instance, have
higher levels of achievement in terms of reading and speaking abilities in the
language compared with ‘ordinary’ schools (see Harris 1984) which are as high as
similar age-groups in core Irish-speaking Gaeltacht schools (Harris and Murtagh
1987). This trend was already identified in CILAR’s (1975) national survey.
Kavenagh’s (1999) comparison of second-level pupils in all-Irish and mainstream
schools also confirms this general pattern. Murtagh (2003: 15) concludes that a
combination of high levels of confidence in their ability to speak Irish as well as
more positive attitudes towards the language, may be important factors in helping to
maintain high levels of motivation in the long term amongst those exposed to all-
Irish schooling.
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It is significant, however, that the ‘Gaelscoil effect’ is cancelled out in the case of the
second attitudinal dimension, ‘Language and Identity’ where the ethnocultural value
attached to Irish does not differ between students who had attended a Gaelscoil and
those exposed to Irish as a subject only. Therefore, it does not seem to be language
loyalty hased on the ‘solidarity’ value which is necessarily prompting many students
who had attended all-Irish schools to use the language. The value of Irish as a
national symbol seems to be shared by all students, irrespective of the intensity of the
Irish language programme at school. Moreover, the ‘solidarity” function of language
amongst Irish students was found to be only weakly related to any level of use of
Irish. What emerges from an analysis of some of the discourses produced by a
sample of students who had attended an all-Irish school is that a positive disposition
towards the minority language which is converted into language use has as much to
do with the construction of an individual identity on the part of these students as with
a collective Irish ethnic identity as the following excepts would seem to suggest:

Respondent 4 Deanann se tu a sheasamh amach do na daoine eile na daoine on
nﬁnath 0 na colaisti eile agus cuireann se beim ar...
[It makes you stand out from others ..from the ordinary from other
coIIe%es_ and |tempha3|ses.._.a< o o

Respondent 1 Yeﬁl Iﬁ abhar speise e—Ilike is ceist eile a bheidh siad ag cur san
agallam . : o :
[Yeah it’s an interesting topic ...like it’s another question that they
can ask you in the interview

Respondent 4 Taispeanann se o bhfuil tu ag iarraidh i a fhoghlaim duit fein
[It shows that you want to leamn it for yourself]

Respondent 1 Breathnaionn daoine air go bhfuil se deacair ..oh bhi se sin an deacair
S0 gur
[Pegople see it as something difficult ..oh that was difficult and that. ]

Respondent 6 | mo thuairm taim an-bhroduil go bhfuilim in ann labhairt as
Gagilge... taitnionn an taobh sin you know_like nuair a smaoinionn
daoine ort na ‘ta Gaeilge aid’. like bhi clann mor agam like
colceatharacha agus mar Sin de.. agus nuair a bhionn siadsan ag pie
orm like ceisteanna faoi leith.. so like seasaim amach mar gheall ar an

haeilge agus taitnionn se sin Horn... _ _ _
ilthm that | am very proud that I can speak Irish .. .1 like that side of
it you know like when other people think about you or ‘she has Irish’.,
like | come from a big family and like cousins and tth{s like that.
and when they’re des_cnbmg me like questions like that,, so like |
stand out hecause of Irish and | like that.(.l]
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In the Irish context where English has become the language of the majority of the
population, the minority language would seem to he used by this sub-group of
students to symbolise an authentic individuality, allowing them to ‘stand out” and as
an expression of difference, reflecting a heightened concern about self-realisation
and identity. Tovey and Share (2003: 334) see this concern about identity as a trend
which is characteristic of late modernity where *...individuals ... pursue a ‘project of
the self (Giddens 1991) and look for distinctive ways to express and symbolise
individuality’.

Comparatively, however, the discourses which took the form of a group discussion
with students who had attended a mainstream school, suggest that the Irish language
i functioning as what Eastman (1984) terms an ‘associated language’ in that it is of
high symbolic value but rarely if ever used. The discourses of students who had
attended an all-Irish school seem to move beyond the high-ground ideological
discourse which predominated the discourses of students who had attended a
mainstream school and thus beyond the predominantly ritualistic function of the
language.

While many of the background variables discussed thus far provide important
insights into the interplay between some of the factors which seem to be affecting
attitudes towards Irish, the most predictive variables of language attitudes were,
however, found to be contained within a combination of four key variables. These
include the career path being pursued by the respondent, the habitual use of Irish,
parental attitudes towards the language and academic achievement in the language as
a school subject. Students pursing degrees in the humanities were found to be most
supportive of general societal presence of the Irish language. More negative attitudes
were expressed by students within the area of technology, business and science.
Students reporting high academic performance in the language while at school
differed significantly in their attitudes from those who had taken a less academically-
demanding syllabus in Irish as an examination subject at the end of their formal
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second-level schooling. Positive attitudes on the part of parents tended also to be
related to higher levels of support amongst those respondents, pointing to the effect
of home socialisation on attitudes towards the language. This confirms findings for
CILAR (1975) in which a correlation was found between home support for the
language and attitudes towards it. Harris and Murtagh (1999) have also shown higher
levels of parental encouragement to be associated with more positive pupil attitudes
or motivation to learn Irish. Finally, positive attitudes towards Irish were also related
to higher levels of inclusion ofthe language in students’ habitual repertoire.

While the strong predictive power of ethnicity and political ideology would seem to
point in the direction of attitudes being shaped from bottom-up nationalist
movements in Galicia, attitudes towards Irish are more directly influenced by top-
down linguistic policies, specifically language policies in the area of education. In
this respect it is significant that attitudes towards Irish are heavily influenced by
examination performance in the language as an academic subject at school. Those
reporting highest levels of support for the language were students who had achieved
high academic grades in Irish as a school subject. As outlined in Chapter 3, the
majority of post-primary school students in Ireland are required to take two public
examinations - the Junior Certificate (formerly the Inter Certificate) and the Leaving
Certificate. The first is generally taken mid-way through post-primary school at the
age of fifteen and the second is taken at the end of second-level schooling around the
age of seventeen. In the case of the Leaving Certificate, students have the choice of
following a ‘Higher’ level syllabus (which is considered academically more
demanding) and a ‘Lower’ level syllabus. Within the conventions of Irish
examinations, only those who sit the “Higher’ level paper and achieve at least a grace
C (corresponding to 55 per cent) can be awarded an ‘Honours’ grade. Survey
research in 1983 and 1993 (see O Riagdin 1997: 197-198) has previously highlighted
the link between ability to speak Irish and examination performance. The findings of
the 1993 ITE survey found that, of those who stay long enough in the education
system to take the Leaving Certificate examination, 53 per cent who had achieved an
‘Honours’ grade claimed high levels of speaking ability in Irish (i.e. ‘native speaker’
or ‘most conversations’). Comparatively, only 12 per cent of those who reported a
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‘Pass’ grade in this examination claimed such levels of spoken ability in the
language.

In the current study, examination performance in Irish was also found to have a
significant effect on self-assessed ability in the language with over three-quarters of
those who had achieved the higher grade in Irish at school claiming medium to high
ability in the language. Comparatively, these levels of ability are reported by only
one-third of those who had taken lower-level Irish in their final examination in post-
primary school. Again the relationship between examination certification in Irish and
self-assessed ability in the language found in this study mirrors national trends (see O
Riagain and O Gliasain 1984, 1993; O Riagain 1997. 195). Although high
examination performance does not necessarily lead to increased use of Irish, students
who had achieved an ‘Honours’ grade in the language at school were found to be
more likely to include the language as part of their habitual linguistic practices.
Almost forty per cent of students who reported high examination performance in
Irish as a school subject claimed some current use of the language, compared with
only fourteen per cent in the case of those reporting lower examination performance
in the subject. Therefore, a higher level of confidence in their ability to speak Irish,
which is strongly related to their examination performance, tends to produce more
favourable attitudes amongst these students which in turn prompts some degree of
language use.

As might be expected, those who had taken the higher level course in Irish tended to
perceive the language as less difficult than those taking lower level courses in the
language at school. Although under one-third o f*Honours’ students perceive Irish as
a difficult school subject, this seems to be the case amongst two-thirds of those who
had received lower levels of examination certification in Irish. Additionally, those
who perceived the language as difficult at school were also most highly critical of the
way in which the language was taught to them at school as well as the type of
material that was used. While over half of students who reported an ‘Honours’ grade
in Irish were dissatisfied with the type and way in which the Irish language was
taught as a school subject, this proportion increases to eighty per cent in the case of
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students with a ‘Pass’ grade in the language. Therefore, more generally negative
experience of the language while at school through lower levels of academic
achievement in the language, difficulties encountered in learning it and dislike for the
teaching methods and material in the language, were associated with lower level of
support for the language.

Previous research on the Irish language has pointed to the perception of Irish as a
difficult school subject (see Hannan et al. 1983: 34) and, as a result, Higher level
Irish tends to be studied by pupils with high levels of achievement in all subjects,
including Irish (APC 1986: 26; O Riagain 1997: 208). Access to higher education in
Ireland is very competitive and is attained on the basis of grades awarded in
examination results at the end of secondary education. Thus the very fact that
respondents queried in this study have reached higher education highlights their
generally high level of academic ability. However, of these high-achieving students,
it is significant that about forty per cent report lower examination certification in
Irish, two-thirds of whom in turn also report low spoken ability in the language. This
confirms a trend already identified in the report by the Advisory Planning Committee
(1986) which points to a significant proportion of pupils who seem to select lower
level courses in Irish but who do in fact have the academic ability to attain a place at
university. As the current study has found, lower academic performance in the
language at school amongst these students seems to be having an effect on their level
of support for the language, ability and usage.

An important feature of examination performance in Irish which has also been
identified in previous research, is its close relationship with gender. While almost
three-quarters of the female students queried in the current study achieved an
‘Honours grade in Irish, less than half of their male counterparts achieved a similar
grade. When assessed in conjunction with national figures, however, the overall
examination performance of both male and female students in the current study
remains comparatively high. According to the Department of Education Statistical
Reports, only one-tenth of boys who took the examination paper in Irish in 1991
achieved an ‘Honours’ grade while one-fifth of all girls did (see O Riagain 1997:
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205). Murtagh (2003) also points to this continued gender imbalance and notes that
in 2000, 65% of females had taken the Higher level course in Irish compared with
35% of male pupils. Nevertheless, the differences in examination performance
according to gender found in this study would appear to reflect national trends.

High performance in Irish at school was also closely related to the type of studies
currently being pursued by students. Students pursuing degrees in the humanities
were found to have outperformed those in the three other academic disciplines of
technology, business and science. The most striking differences were between
humanities and technology students. While almost three-quarters of humanities
students were found to have taken the most academically-demanding course in lrish
at school, only about one-third of students in the area of technology had done so. The
demographic profile of humanities and technology students also reflects a gender
bias between the two disciplines where the majority of those in the humanities are
female students compared with technology which is predominantly male. This
gender bias (which is common to these academic disciplines quite generally), further
explains the concentration of positive attitudes in the humanities student group and
less favourable support found amongst students within the field of technology.
Arguably, the more positive attitudes of humanities students are strongly influenced
by the fact that, at school, Irish is taught to the majority of students purely as a
language subject and therefore possibly has the connotation of a ‘female’ subject,
associated with language learning in general. Maths, science and technology, have
tended to be classified as more ‘male” subjects. These connotations might further
explain the lower levels of support for the language amongst technology students.

O Riagain (1997: 214) points out that, although the overall numbers in the population
exposed to the Irish language at school have increased as a result of expansion in
post-primary education since the 1960s in Ireland, such quantitative increases have
concealed an ongoing decline in performance in Irish as an examination subject. He
also points out that, because the expansion in post-primary education participation
has now run its course, the continued reliance on current schooling procedures as a
means of generating linguistic competence places Irish in a very vulnerable position.
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As has already been noted in Chapter 4, previous research would seem to indicate
that the declining examination performance in Irish is not confined only to
academically weaker pupils but also includes high academic achievers, as seems to
be confirmed in the current study. This trend highlights a shift in language attitudes
amongst the educated middle-class sectors of Irish society, where support and use of
the language were found to have been highest. These sectors, as the present findings
confirm, now seem to be adopting a more calculating attitude towards Irish (APC
1988) as a school subject. This calculation seems to enter into play in the differences
found between humanities students and those pursuing degrees in the three other
academic disciplines of business, science and technology.

Humanities students as an academic group displayed most positive attitudes towards
Irish, reported highest certification of examination performance in the language and
reported highest levels of language use. At the other end of the spectrum were
technology students who showed least positive attitudes, generally lower certification
of examination performance in the language and higher incidence of monolingual
behaviour with no use of Irish. Humanities students, amongst whom are likely to be
found potential cultural and teaching professionals of the future, seem to be the
single group which recognises some potential use for the language for career
purposes. Although only less than one-fifth of the student sample perceived Irish as a
form of what Bourdieu (1991) terms ‘cultural capital’ which can be used to access
the Irish labour market, half of students taking degrees in the humanities saw some
potential in the language in terms of their future career prospects. This compares
with about one-tenth of husiness, science or technology students.

74.6. Concluding Remarks

Although the expansion in education since the 1960s broadened the class base of
Irish speakers, those sectors of the population reporting high levels of ability in Irish
are still more likely to be found in the higher social classes than the lower. The
university students queried in the current study tended to report higher levels of
ability in the language as compared with national figures, higher levels of
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examination performance in the language at school and higher levels of active use.
The continued existence of social polarisation in language abilities in Irish can be
explained by the fact that the process of social mobility, which since the 1960s has
come to be associated with high educational qualifications, continues to be regulated
by linguistic policies, namely the continued requirement for all state schools to teach
Irish on the curriculum and the requirement for a knowledge of Irish in order to
access the National University of Ireland. These are policies which are likely to have
influenced the generally higher reported ability in Irish and higher academic
performance in the language as a school subject amongst the university students
queried in the current study. However, there are signs that the weakening of language
policies in Irish through the removal of the compulsory passing of Irish in state
examinations and the broader choice of higher education colleges available to
upwardly mobile sectors of the population is reducing the level of support for the
language amongst higher social groups, notably amongst technology students. Given
the existing negative perceptions about the suitability of the Irish language for the
functioning of a modern society which were identified in this research and within
Irish society in general, lower levels of support amongst the potential technological
professionals of the future helps to further maintain such prejudicial beliefs.
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Conclusion

The main aim of this study has been to compare language attitudes towards two of
Europe’s lesser-used languages - Irish, spoken in the Republic of Ireland and
Galician, spoken in the Autonomous Community of Galicia in the north-western part
of Spain. In doing so, the study has attempted to shed some light on the vitality of
each language and its future survival prospects. To fulfil these objectives, a
quantitative sociolinguistic questionnaire was distributed to a sample of 817 Irish and
725 Galician students attending university institutions in the cities of Dublin and
Vigo, Ireland’s and Galicia’s major cities. Through an analysis of these particular
sub-sectors of Irish and Galician societies, insights were gained into the types of
language attitudes held by young, educated and predominantly middle-class groups,
who it was argued would be likely to have an important role in securing the future of
these languages.

The results of the survey confirm general levels of support for these two languages
amongst Irish and Galician students alike. The majority of students queried in the
study expressed high levels of good-will towards their respective minority languages,
supported measures to ensure the continued presence of these languages within each
society and favoured the transmission of these languages to the next generation. The
majority also valued these languages as symbols in defining a sense of ethnic or
group identity. Nevertheless, although clear majorities of Irish and Galician
respondents rate their respective minority languages positively when understood in
the context of support for its presence within society and as a symbol of ethnic
identity, sizeable minorities, particularly amongst Irish students, hold consistently
more negative attitudes towards the minority language. Almost one-third of Irish
students has clearly negative attitudes towards support for the societal presence of
the Irish language and towards the view of Irish as a symbol of ethnic identity. Ofthe
remaining two-thirds, only one-fifth of students show clearly positive attitudes
towards the societal presence of the language and almost half adopt a more neutral
stance. Comparatively, over half of Galician students had more strongly positive
attitudes towards the societal presence of the Galician language, while negative
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attitudes were expressed by less than five per cent of students. Over two-thirds of
these students expressed a strongly favourable attitude towards the Galician language
as a symbol of ethnic identity and just over one-tenth were found to have negative
attitudes. Nevertheless, while the proportion of Galician students with negative views
about the minority language is clearly smaller than in the Irish context, sizeable
minorities of Galician students were found to display a more neutral attitude towards
the Galician language. There was also evidence in the study of more negative
underlying perceptions amongst Irish and Galician students about the viability of
their respective minority language in the modem world and their long-term survival
prospects.

An analysis of the factors influencing language attitudes amongst Irish and Galician
student groups highlighted important differences between the two sociolinguistic
contexts. Most favourable attitudes amongst Galician students were found amongst
students whose political and ethnic allegiances were most closely related to the ideal
of Galician as opposed to a Spanish national identity. Positive attitudes towards
Galician as a result of a strongly-held nationalist sentiment also seemed to be
contributing to changes in language behaviour, leading to some increase in the use of
the language. Nevertheless, despite the positive effect of nationalist movements in
Galicia in recruiting Galician speakers amongst certain younger members of the
population, there was also some evidence from the study that the ethnic signalling
value which has heen attributed to the language may at the same time be limiting its
use by less politicised and ideologically-minded students,

In contrast to the Galician context where the minority language would seem to be
symbolic of tensions between the Galician periphery and the Spanish core, such
tensions were found to be largely absent in the case of Irish, reflecting the undisputed
status of the Irish Republic as an independent political entity and the absence of an
explicit politically dominant ‘other’. Although there was some evidence of more
consolidated support for the Irish language amongst supporters of the more explicitly
nationalist politics of Sinn Fein, this was found to be a minor tendency. The factors
most influencing language attitudes amongst Irish students appeared to be related to
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their experience with the language within the Irish education system. The level of
support for Irish was affected by students’ academic performance in Irish as an
examination subject at school, which in turn was found to govern their ability to
speak and, ultimately, to use the language. School experience with Irish was closely
linked to attitudes towards the language within the home and possibly the importance
of the minority language in the social trajectory which parents encourage their
children to follow. Most positive consolidated support for Irish was found amongst
students pursuing degree courses in the humanities while more negative attitudes
were amongst students of technology, business and science. These differences would
seem to further reinforce existing prejudicial beliefs about the suitability of the
language for the world of business, science and technology.

Although attitudes towards these two language cases have already been extensively
examined from various perspectives and several findings in this research confirm
those of previous investigations, it is our contention that the monitoring of these
attitudes constitutes an ongoing endeavour. This study therefore has sought to
contribute to this endeavour by focusing specifically on the type of attitudes held by
university Irish and Galician students in Ireland’s and Galicia’s largest cities. In
doing so, we have gained insights into the language attitudes of young, educated, and
predominantly urban middle-class sectors of Irish and Galician society in their
transitional life-stage hetween adolescence and adulthood. O’Donnell highlights the
importance of this life-stage in the process of language planning and notes that;

The researchers agree that there exists a “window of opportunlt){”
for recruitment to minority or dominated languages, and we could
associate this with the general age of “courtship”, pair-bonding,
marriage, and living in union libre (to use an eclectic terminology)
(O’Donnell 2000: 240).

However, as many researchers in the area of attitudinal research have also argued,
there is an urgent need for more longitudinal studies. Such studies can help us to
further understand the process of attitudinal change itself, as well as the social
conditions under which such changes occur at different life-stages.
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Through a comparative approach, the current research sought to provide a broader
and more objective framework within which to analyse these languages, than can be
achieved through single-case studies. The comparative approach sought to bring the
dimension of external critique to the discipline which as O Laoire (1996a: 51, 1996h)
points out, acts as a safeguard ‘against a discussion that may be flavoured by an
over-introspective paralysis of analysis’. Further building on the already growing
number of cross-national comparative studies on minority language related issues,
can also be particularly illuminating in identifying the factors affecting attitudes
towards these languages across different sociolinguistic contexts. The contribution
offered in the current study and other comparative research projects can ultimately be
used to develop a typological framework within which such factors can be better
understood.

Because of the macro-analytical and comparative focus of this research, the findings
presented here are discussed in terms of broad attitudinal trends rather than detailed
analysis of specific attitudinal items. In many respects the rather ambitious scope of
what has intended to be rigorous comparative analysis of young people’s attitudes in
two sociolinguistic contexts has made generalisation as opposed to specification
necessary. While this has meant that many interesting facets of the Irish and Galician
contexts could not be fully explored, it is hoped that their identification in this thesis
might stimulate subsequent research. The general attitudinal trends identified
amongst the groups of Irish and Galician students queried in the present study also
provide the basis for further research. Such trends might be tested, for example, in
the case of other student populations within the Irish and Galician contexts and, more
generally, across other sociolinguistic contexts where other minority languages are
spoken.

While it is indeed unrealistic to think that attitudinal support alone is sufficient to
ensure the survival of a minority language, the presence of such support is
nonetheless a critical factor in determining the conditions necessary for its continued
vitality. Knowing about and understanding these attitudes and the factors which are
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determining them provide important guidelines for language planners, educators and
policy makers who are in a position of intervene and stimulate behavioural changes.
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APPENDIX A

IRISH QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION)

IRISH QUESTIONNAIRE (IRISH VERSION)

GALICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE (GALICIAN VERSION)



Questionnaire Number N _

|"am carrying out a Survey ofpeopie’ opinions about Ianlg(;uages and esHeuaII ahout the
Irish languiage. | want tofind out exactly what students think and only the help o peoPIe like
yourselfn answering these questions makes this wark possible.. | Can assure you that all
answers will be treated in the strictest possible confidence. | am interested in the number of
students who think in various ways, not in any individual’ views as such.

Please complete the following questions by circling the answer which corresponds to you.

1. Sex 2. Age
Male........ 1
Female.......2
3. Where did you grow up?
Ireland o1
ot B

u 17}
Northgrn Prelan%j/ 2
QOutside of Ireland 3
4. Which of the 0 best ofthe followin_(tg_ best describes
the place in grew up your family's social, position!
Ci ! Working Class
Town 2 Lower Middle Class
Village/ Countryside 3 Middle Class

Upper Midgle Class

Higher Social Class
6. In the place where you grew up, how much Irish was spoken there?

Ahviays™  Sometimes  Rarely Never  Don’t Know
Inthe Street 1 2 3 4 9
In Shops 1 2 3 4 9
At Church 1 2 3 4 9
7. How long have you been living in 8. During the college year do you live
Dublin? ! ! away frogm home?g y y

Always lived here 1

Since started Unlversnr 2 Yes 1(Goto9)
Since secondary schoo 3 No 2 (Skip to°10)
Do not live In Dublin 4

9. If the answer is ‘yes’, how often do you go home?

Every Week
Every Two Weeks
Oncg a Month
During Holidays
Few Times a Year
Never

OOUT-=CONI—



10. Place in which your

y Father Mother
Ireland , 1
Place name (specify)
County (SPeCI
Northern Irelan
Outside Ireland

_ lowing terms best describes the ws »reelf?
Anglo-Irish
|rish
British .
Northern Irish
European
Other (Specify).
Don’t Know

, g up how inuch Irish was used tetween the following
peonie r rhOmeWhenyOUWere8rOWI _
Irish ~ More Both More ~ English  Dont
Only Irisnthan  Equally ~ English ny  Know
English than Irish
Father & mother
Father & you
Mother & you
Brothers/Sisters & you
Maternal grandparents
Maternal grandparents & you
Paternal 8randparents

n% IS
2
2
2
2
;

Paternal grandparents & you 2

I SO N N N N N N
O1OTOT1O101010101
OO OO O OO O

[ N e R e Y
COLLLLLOLOLLLOLO

are lllmaL Tofopiio” and I'djIItTketotalow whkh ojhlions isagree with,

Agree  Agree DisaPre Disargrfe No  donft
_ _ , strongly mildly emifdly stronigly  opinion  know
|.The Irish language is not suitable 1 2 3 4 5 9

for business science and technology

2. No real Irish person can be 1 2 3 4 5 9
against the revival oflrish
3 To really understand Irish 1 2 3 4 5 9

traditions and culture, one must
know lrish.



4. | fthe Gaeltacht dies out Irish
will die out also

5. Irish will never become the
common means ofcommunication
in Ireland

6. It is betterfor peaple to speak
Irish badly than not at all

7. The ads on TG4 should be in
Irish

8. The measures adopted by the
?o_vernment to promote the use of
rish were afailure

9. 1fnothing is done toprevent it
Irish will disappear over the next
fifty years

10. Most peoplejust don 7 care one
way or the other about Irish

11. Without Irish, Ireland would
certainly lose its identity as a
separaté culture

12 The government should spend
}e_sshmoney in the promotion of
rls

13, It is more useful to learn a
Icqn}t}mental language than to learn
ris

14, Most peoPIe view all thin?s
associated with Irish as too old-
fashioned

15. The Irish language is dying out
16. Ireland would not really be
Ireland without Irish speaking
people

17, Attempts to keep Irish alive are
a waste oftime and money

Agree

1

[E=

—

[N

—

[EEN

—

[EEN

[EEN

_— =

Agree
2

2

G

3

5

4

No

1don't



18, Irish people should speak
more Irish

19, Shap signs should be in Irish

20. The language ofthe Irish is
Irish not Englis

21. Everyone who comes to live
in Ireland should learn Irish

22. Irish is aprestigious
language

23. Language is the most
Importantpart ofthe Irish
identity

24. The Irish spoken in the
Gaeltacht is the real Irish

25. In Ireland more Irish should
be used in advertisements

26. Irish speakers living outside
the Gaeltacht are very
nationalistic

strongly
1

1
1

feeeee

muaiy
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3

4
v

Disagree
strongly

4

4
4

No dont
opinion  Know

5 9

5 9

5 9

5 9

5 9

5 9

5 9

5 9

5 9

14, What is/ was your father’s main profession? (Please be as precise as possible e.g. labourer on

business/farm?
Yes 1(GOTO 16
No 2 (SKIP to 1

16. How many employees does he have.

None
1-10

11-50
More than 50
Don’t Know

OO —



17. How many acres ¢ tie nave?

Under 30 acres |
30-49 2
50-100 3
Over 100 4
Don't know 9

18, What is/ was your mather’s main profession?
|abourer on building site, director of large eompan;

19. Does \gur mother have her own

busifess/farm2- MavedB - empl°yeeS
Yes 1(GOTO 20 None 1
No 2 (SKIPto 2 1-10 2
11-50 3
More than 50 4
Don’t Know 9

21. How many acres of land does she have?
Under 30 acres 1

30-49 2

50-100

3
Over 100 4
Don't know 9

22. Thinking about your earl:y education, how much Irish did you do in primary and
post-primary school?

PRIMARY POST-PRIMARY
All Irish 1 1
Some subjects through Irish 2 2
Irish as a subject only 3 3
No Irish at all 4 4



Secondary School
Vocational School
Comprehensive School
School Outsidle Ireland

Grade C or higher (Honours)
Pass (Honours Parpep

Grade C or higher (Pass Paper)
Pass ( Pass Paper)

al
Did not do the Exam
Do not recall

Famll)r
Schogd
Neighbours
Friends
Others (specify)

OISO —

28, Thinking of your parents’ educati<

school?

No schoolmg ,

Primary Certificate

Left Post-primary without Cert.
Group Cert,

|nter Cert,

Leavm%_Cert.

Some t
National Teacher
University Degree
Other 3rllevel

towardistheTrish nguage?

Strongly in favour
Somewhat in favour
Somewhat opposed
Strongly Opposed
No particular feelings
Don’t Know

ird-level (no qualification)

Lay Run 1
Religious Order 2

Easy 1
Difficult 2
Neither 3
Don’t Know 9
-
ler and father go in
Father Mother
| |
2 2
3 3
4 4
5 5
b 6
I I
8 8
9 9
10 10
| |1 | ents’ attitud
|
2
3
4
5
9



30. Did your parents want you to learn Irish at school? And Sow about yourself, did
you warnit to learn Irish at school?
Fatfer Mother You

1 1
DldntCare 2 2 2
Yes, 50 asto Pet a* ob 3 3 3
Yes, to have [rish for its own sake 4 4 4
Yes, t0 pass exams 5 D D
Don’t know 9 9 9

In generﬁl (lzlurmg your school years, did you like the type of Irish course you were
In school?
Yes |

No 2
Can't Recall 9

32. Why did you like or dislike the courses?

?\;(3. Did you like the wa\l/ in which rish was tauglit to you?
€S

No 2
Can’t Recall 9
34, What did you like or dislike about the way it was taught?

your general attitude to the Irish language
while'still at school?

Stronglﬁ in favour 1 Strongly in favour 1
Somewhat In favour 2 Somew atin avour 2
Somewhato osed 3 omew hat opposed 3
Strongly E)ose 4 Strongly ;P 4
No partlcu [ feelings o No part|cu arfeellngs 5
Can't recall 9 Can't recall 9

c g ,your feelings have changed since your school days, what brought about this



your school years d
(a) Speak Irish frequently outside of school? YES
(b) Spend any time leaming Irish inthe Gaeltacht? ~ YES

39, What language do you think children should learn in e home? And in school?

At Home At School
Irish Onl
More Irrs than English

More En I|s>h than Irish
English

Other Specrfy

Don’t Know

—> CODOTT-ECORNI—
ODOUTECCORNO

Irrsh OnI
More Irish than English
Both Equall

More En Irs than Irish

Ot er ecl
Don't rFr)owfy

OG- ORI —

41. Explain your decision:

42. Would you send vour ere were one located near
Yes No  Don't know

Prrmag 12 9

Secondary 12 9

nu ynurcelf first Ipam to

speak’> ™y d

rish
Both Irish & English
En Irsh
Othe
Can’t Recall

To¥ ~NITT TN



44, What is the title of your current degree 145. Inwhat year of your degree are you?

course? (e.0.) Business Studies..

|6r|TM riv  doyouliveduringthe

Other Famrly Members
Other Studefts

Friends

Partner

Alone

Other (specify)

48, Since you have begun universi

the degree to which you use Irish changed

inanyway?

I use more Irrsh now GO TO 49
| use less Irish now 6

No change (SKIP TO'5

Don’t Khow

50, Since you left school have you done any

Irish language courses ?
Yes 1

)
Can’t Recall 9

52. What does your partner do ?

In employment 1
Student _ 2
Works and studies 3
Unemployed 4
Other

54, What language do you speak together?

Irish Onls)(] 1

More Irish than English 2

Both Equall 3

More En Irs than Irish 4

O?h g fy g
er ecr

Don't ﬁ 9

UL ORI

OO

First year
Second year
Third year
Fourti year

I CORO —

Whanayn2L7(sTLPv sOfeak ?enCe’
Irish Onl¥]

More Irish than English
Both Equa

More English than Irish
English Only

Other (Specrfy)

OGO

[49T1i7our use of Irish has chan ed, what
brought about this change? ’

Influence of friends 1
Change in ideology 2
Influénce of partnér 3
Other (specify) 4

KJOUI urrently ina relationship .

Yes | EGO to 52g
No 2 (SKIP t0 56)
Don't Know 9

53. Where was he/she born ?

Lrleland — 1
aC8 NAME (SPECITY)..vvvvrrrvvvvorrrsrerereeens
County ( sPecrﬁ‘)y .......................................
North rn rel ag 2
QOutside Irelan 3

55. How would you describe your
Partner sattrtude towards the Irish
anguage

Strongly in fayour 1
Somewhat in favour 2
Somewhat opposed 3
Somewhat opposed 4
No particular feelings 5
Can't recall 9



56. Since you left school, have you done the following: often, several times, never
Often  Several  Never

: : : times
Tried to learn or improve your Irish 2
Done any writing in lrish 1 2 3
Used [rish in conversation _ 1 2 3
Participated in any activities or clubs that used Irish | 2 3
Spent time learning Irish in the Gagltacht 1 2 3

57. Do you do any of the following daily, a few times a week, less often or never?

Daily ~ Fewtimesa Less  Never
. . week often
Read a daily Irish newspaper (in English) 1

Read a British newspaper

Read Irish language columns in daily
newspapers
Read Irish language newspapers

Read books in Irish

Watch programmes in Irish on TV
Watch any TV at home

Listen to radio programmes in Irish
Listen to radio programmes in English

RO PO PO PO PO PO PO PO
W W LW LW LWWLW W W w
N S S S S O O S

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

58. Do you go to any activities where any Irish is used?

: R YES NO
Irish music sessions/ concerts 1
Irish dances

Sports events »
Irish language associations
Clubs = .

Private partles

Other (specify)

e e
oo PO

?\%’t Ifoy)ou do not go to activities where Irish is used, what is the main reason that you do
Dongt have enough time

Just ot Intereste

Don’t speak Irish well enough
No such activities in this aréa
ﬁ}/f}\er (specify)

OIS CORO—



60. How important is a knowledge of Irish ~ 66. With these friends used you speak...
In your future career ?

Not important 1 Irish On_I¥ _
Of little importance 2 More Irish than English
Some importance 3 Both Equall _

Fairly important 4 More English than lrish
Very important 5 Enﬁ;hsh nly
Don't know 9 Other (Specify)

62. Do you expect to have a higher or 67. Inwhat Ianguage do you speak to your
lower sacio-economic position than your college friends

COGTECONI

arents ? _
igher 1 Irish Onl _ 1

Lower 2 More Irish than English 2

The same 3 oth Equal _ 3

Don't Know 9 More English than Irish 4
English Only 5
Other (Specify) 9

63. When %/ou finish university where do 68, How would you rate the general

you expect you will live ? attituce of your college friends towards the
Irish language ?

|reland 1 Irish On_I)A _ 1

Northem Ireland 2 More Irish than English 2

Abroad 3 Both Equall _ 3

Don’t Know 9 More English than Irish 4
English Only 5
Otfier (Specify) 9

64. 1fyou live in Ireland will it be in... 69. Thinking of university students in
?eneral, how would you Fate their attitude

o owards lrish ? _

Big city 1 *  They like Irish more than English 1

Town 2 o They like Irish as much as English 2

V|IIa,?e/country3|de 3 «  Don’t care which or

Don'know 9 whether about Irish

3
*  They prefer English to Irish 4
* They don't like Trish
*  Don't know

OO

65. Since you finished secondarg school, 69, Thinking of university students in
how oftert do you see your schodl friends ? ggn%rr?jls }I]ﬁ\% vgould you rate their attitude
W .

Everyday 1 o They like Irish more than English 1
Once a Week 2 *  They like Irish as much as English 2
Once a month 3 *  Doni't care which or
During holidays 4 whether about Irish 3
Fewtimesayear 3 »  They prefer English to Irish 4
Never 6 + They don't like Irish

O Ul

« Don't know



70. Do you think the university as an 71, Since you finished secondary school
institution favours the Irish language ?  have you done anything to improve your

Stronglﬁ in fayour 1 No, | am sufficiently competent in Irish 1
Somewhat in favour 2 No, | am not interested 2
Somewhat 0pposed 3 No, I'don’t need Irish | 3
Somewhat opposed 4 No, would like to but no time 4
No particular feelings 5 Yes, | don’t want to lose it 5

0111 L0017 6

72. Did you use Irish in conversation today? And over the last week?
roday Pait Week
1

Yes

No 2 2
Can't recall 3 3
73, Ifthe answer is yes (in either case), with whom did you use Irish?

0
CQIIege friends

Friends outside college
Lecturers

Relatives

Family

Partnér

0]/

<
e

wn
RO POPrONO RO

74, (), Which of the following political parties do vou most support? (b)Which do vou
think’is most supportive of the Irish language?

~—
~—

Fianna Fail

Fine Gael

Labour

Workers Party

Sinn Fein

Progressive Democrats
Green Party

Other (SPECITY)........erersrsrsrsrens
None speciy)

QOOO\I@(J‘I-DCDI\.‘M_KQ?
QOCD\I@CH-P(DI\JF@



75. What is your 's annual income?

Less than 10,000 Euro
Between 10,000 and 14,000 Euro
Between 15,000 and 20,000 Euro
Between 20,000 and 25,000 Euro
Between 25, 000 and 30,000 Euro
Between 30,000 and 40,000 Euro
Between 40,000 and 50,000 Euro
More than 50,000 Euro

Don’t Know

O OIS CONIh

76. Do you work as well as study? 77, Iksr)l rish ever used in the place where you
WOk’

Studzon(ljy 1(SKIPto 79)  Irish Onl _ 1
Work and" study 2(GOto77)"  More Irish than English 2
Both Equall _ 3
More English than Irish 4
English only 5
Don’t Know 9
79. Which of the following statements is true of you? Answer »@which are
true ofyouand FALSEt0  lich are not.
* | am committed to using Irish as much as | can True 1 False
* [ wish I could use the Irish | know more often True 1 False
* People in my circle of friends just don’t use Irish True 1 False
* | like to begin a conversation in Irish True 1 False
* Idonot like speakm%lrlsh when others are present True 1 False
who do not know Irnsh
* | donot like speaklng Irish with people who may True 1 False
know Irish better than | do
* | prefer to speak English with people who do not Tre 1 False
understand Irish ~ ,
* Idon't like speaking Irish with people whose Irish Tre 1 False
Is different to mine

80. How would you rate your current ability to understand, speak, read and write Irish?

High Abili Medium Ability ~ Low Ability ~ No Abili
Understand Irish 9 1”ty elumz ity 0W3 ity No 4bl ity

Speak Irish 2 3
Read Irish 1 2 3 4
Write Irish 1 2 3 4



81. What language do you speak better? 183, Are you aware of an Irish language
|officer in DCU?

Irish 1 No 1
Both equally 2 Yes, but don’t know his/her functions 2
English 3 Yes, | know his/her functions 3
Don't know 9 Yes, have used the services 4

82. In what language do you usually 84, Compared with secondary school, how
speak? would you rate the use of Irish amongst
university students?

|rish On_I)ﬁ _ 1 Irish used less |
More Irish than English 2 Same 2
Both Equall _ 3 lIrish used more 3
More English than Irish 4 Don't know 9
G 2

er (Speci
Don't Row 9

_?(5. With regard to the future of the Irish lan ‘]'F e, which of the foil  * ‘dyou
like to see happen? Select ONLY ONE of the following.

a. The Irish Ianguage should he discarded and forgotten

b. Irish should be preserved for its cultural valug only

. Irish should be preserved only inthe Gaeltacht |

d. Ireland should be bilingual, with English as its principal language
e. Ireland should be bilingual, with Irish as its principal language

f. Irish shouldbe the principal language

ﬁ' Don’t care

. Don't know

OO UT-=RON) —

PLEASE NOTE ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS YOU WISH TO MAKE ON THE
SUBJECT IN THE SPACE BELOW

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION

XV



Uimhir .
An aidhm ata leis an geeistneoir seo nd eolas a bhailitifaoi dhearcadh gattit,udes) na daoine
faoin ghaeilge. Ta Ieagan bearla agus leagann gaeilge den cheistneoir arfail. Niga ach
ceann amhain a lionadh isteach.

Léigh na ceisteanna thios agus cuir ciorcal timpeall ar cheann amhain de na huimhreacha ata
0s comhair gach abairte

Fireann T

Baineann 2

3. Cénadtinartogadhtws> T
InEirinn , -
Ainm ng haite/ baile (sonraigh).

CONtae (SOMIAIGN)..oovevesrevreee

Tuaisceart Eireann
Thar lear

4 Conas a chuirféa sios ar an ditinar 5. Cad & priomh stédas eacnamaiochta do
togadh thi?

Cathair 1 Lucht oibre (working class),
aile _ 2 |dlir [ucht oibre agus meanaicme
Baile bheag/ faoin tuath 3 _ (lower miadle class
Meanaicme (Midale Class) .
|dir meanaicme agus uasalaicme
(upper middle class)
Uasalaicme (upper class)

NO—

ol B

6. San &it inar togadh tu, an labhartar Gaeilge.....?

o Gofior  Nilabhartar o
Igconai 0 amgoham  hionduil Gaellgebﬁhchorar Ni ?ulmhm

lom
Sna sréide 1 2 3 4 9
Sna siopal 1 2 3 4 9
San eaglais 1 2 3 4 9

1. Cé mhead ama a bhfuil conai ort i mBaile 8.1 rith an chursa an bhfuil conai ort

Atha Cliath? o sabhaile? _ ,

Is as Baile Atha Cliath dom 0 dhiichas 1 T8 1 (Teighar a%ha_udh go ceist 10)
Q thosaigh me an Ollscoll 2 Nil. 2(Teigh ar aghaigh go ceist 9)
O_tho;algh me.an mhean scoil . 3

Nil conal orm i mBaile Atha Cliath 4

9. Mura bhfuil conai ort as bhaile, cé chomh minic a théann tu abhaile?
(Gach seachtain 1

Gach coicis ,

Ualr amhain sa mhi 3

| rith na laethanta saoire 4

Cipla uair sa bhliain _ 5

N1 theim abhaile ar chor ar bith b



10. Ait bhreithe d’athar agus do nihathair?

—  Athair Mathair
InEirinn .~~~ _ 1 1
Ainm na haite/ baile (sonraigh)
Contae (sonraigh)
Tuaisceart Eiréann 2
Thar lear % 3

11. Roghnaigh eeann amhain de na tearmai seo a leafias chun cur sios ort féin

Anga-Eireanach

Eiréanach

Sasanagh

0 thuaisceart Eireann

Eorpaeh

Eile (SON1AIGN)...vovvveervvervreen
Nil a'fhios agam

OSHUT-RRLOPNI—

12. Nuair a bhi 0 6g, eén teanga Ivitlldj «

Gaeilge Niosm0  Andd  Nipsmd Béarla Ni
amhain -~ Gaeiloe chean  béala  amhain  cuimhin

na na liom
o béarla Gagilge

Athair & Méthair le chéile 1 3 4 5 9
D’athar agus tU féin 1 2 3 4 5 9
Do mhéthar agus ta féin 1 2 3 4 5 9
Dearthaireacha, deirfilireacha 1 2 3 4 5 9
agus tu fein
Seanathair, seanmhathair le 1 2 3 4 5 9
cheile (tuismitheoiri do mhathar)

anathair, seanmhathair agus td 1 2 3 4 5 9
éein &uhlsmn ecr}m(ﬁ) mhatﬁar)
Seanathair, seanmhathair le 1 2 3 4 5 9
cheile (tuismitheoir! d’athar)
Seanathair, seanmhathair agus i 1 2 3 4 5 9

fein (tuismitheoiri d’athar)



13, Lgigh na raitjs thios faoin ghaeilge._ Cuir eioreal timpeall ar eheann amhain de na
huimhreacha ata os comhair gach abairte. Sula dtosaionn tU, féach ar an eochair:

|=aontaim amaeh is amach leis an raiteas seo
2=aontaim den ehuid is ma lejs an raiteas seo
3=gasaontaim den ehuid is mo lels an raiteas seo
4=egsaontaim amach is amach leis an raiteas seo
5=nil aon tuairm agam faol

9=nil a fhios agam

L Nil an ghaeilge oirifinach do ghnd, 1 2 3 4 5 9
teicneola%cht nga eoIa|uocht. ’

2. Ni féidir le fiorghael bheith i gcoinne 12 3 4 5 9
athbheochan na Gaellge.

3 Chunnatradisidin agus ancultirgaelacha 1 2 3 4 5 9
thuiscint, is ga Gaeilge a bheith agat’
4 Gan an ghaeltacht ni féidiranghaeilea 1 2 3 4 5 9
chomeéad beo.
5. Ni Usaidfear riamh an ghaeilge mar 12 3 4 5 9
priomhtheanga sa tir seo.
6. Tasé nios fearr an ghaeilge a labhaitgo 1 2 3 4 5 9
lofa ng 0an Ia Iabhalr? ar ch%r ar bith, ;

12 3 4 5 9

1. Ba choir 19(2 mbeadh nios mo fograiocht as
Gaeilge ar TGA,

8. Theip ar an rialtais i bpolasai teangacha.

—
[NG)
wW
s
o
©

9. Mufiandéanfar rud éigin, taobh istighde 1 2 3 4 5 9
50 bliain beidh an ghaeine marbh, !
10. Is cuma le cuid mhor daoine faoin 1 2 3 4 5 9

ghaellge
. Gan an ghaeilge, caillfear ionannas 1 2 3 4 5 9
g%ae?a&.g J

12, Ba chair don rialtais nios 10 airgid a 12 3 4 5 9
chaitheamh ar an nGaeilge.

—_
o
w
~
(&3]
©

13, Ta s nios Usdidajgh teanga iasachta a
fhoghaim ng an ghaei?ge a fhoghlaim.



|=aontaim amach is amach leis an raiteas seo
2=aontaim den chuid is mo lejs an raiteas seo
3=gasaontaim den chuid 1s mo lels an raiteas seo
4=egsaontaim amach IS amach leis an raiteas seo
b=ni| aon tuairm agam faoi

9=nil a fhios agam

14 Don chuid is md de na daoine, tagachrud 1 2
ata ag haint leis an ghaeilge sean-nosach no
seandimseartha.

15. Té an ghaeilge ag fail bhais,

16. Ni bheadh an tjr seo Fireannach jna
lomlaine gan Gagilgeoiri/daoine a labhraionn
an ghaeilge

17, Iscurami airigid agus amaanghaeilea 1 23 4 5
choimead bheo

18 Bachoir go labharodh na daoineniosmo 1 23 4 5 9
Gagilge satir'seo

19, Ba cheart go mheach comharthasiopsi 1 2 3 4 5 9
(shop signs) aS Gagilge.

20. Ni hé béarla teanga na nGael ach an 12 3 4 5 9
ghaellge

21, Ba choir dos na dagine a bhfuil conai 1 2 3 4 5 9
orthu sa tir seo an ghaeilge a thoghlaim

22. Taclagus cail ag baint leisanghaeilpe 1 2 3 4 5 9
23. Sian teanga an rud is tabhachtai do 1 2 3 4 5 9

lonnanas Eireannach.

[pS]
w
~
(&S]
©

24. S an_?haeilge a labhartar sa ghaeltachtan 1
fior ghaeilge.

%5. SaHrseo ba cheart go mbeadh nios mo
ografocht as Gagllge.

26. . GO minie, is daoine nios naisiunai .
(nationalist) 1ad na gaelgeoiri taobh amuigh
den ghaeltacht.

14, Cén tsli bheatha atéM(a bh[q,a d’athar? (Sonraigh le do thoil mar shampl
|ONDI I

a .,
BAINISTEQIR SIOPA A, CONRAITHEOIR FOIRGNIOCHTA, MUINTEOIR
MEANSCOILE, INNEALTOIR LEICTREACH, SOIRTHAI FOIRGNEORA agus 11

XIX



15. An bhfuil a ghnd /feirm féin aige? ~ 16. C& mhéad daoine a bhfuil fostaithe aige?

, N|I dume ar bith 1
T4 1Te|ghg 016nd 17) 1-10 2
Nil 2 (Teigh go 18) 11-50 3

Nios m na 50 6

Nil a fhios agam
17. Més feirmeoir nd oibri Teirme &, sonraigh méid na feirme.

Nios 10 na 30 aerai |
1-10 2
11-50 3
Njos md nd 100 4
Nil a fhios agam 9

18, Cén tsli bheatha ata (a bh? aE do mhathar? Sonraigh le do thoil mar sham‘gla
BAINISTEOIR SIOPA MIONDIOLAJCONRAITHEOIR FOIRGNIOCHTA, MU

19. An bhfuil a gno /feirm féin aici? 121, Mas feirmeoir nd oibri feirme f, sonraigh
IE 1(Téigh go 20 6 21) ﬂ]?'dlnat%me"

igh g0 20 n6 ios 10 n 30 aerai
Nﬁ 22T2|8h8 022) %—11%0

Nios mgna 100
Nil a fhios agam

20. Cé mhéad daoine a bhfuil fostaithe aici?

OB ONI—

NiI duine ar hith

f0s mG na
Nil a fh(i)os agam

22. Cén teanga a Usaideadh i do bhunscoil agus do mheanscoil? e

BUNSCOIL MEANSCOIL
Gagiloe ar fad
Roinnt abhair tri ghagilge
Gaeilge mar abhar amhain
Ni raibh aon ghagilge

D CORO—
i SUFCY NCTEN
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23. Cin saghas scoile a bhi ann? 25. San ardteist con grid a fuair tu?

MPanscail _ 1 C n6 nios airde iArdIe|bh"aI) 1

Scoil gairmoideachais / Pas (Araleibh’a _ 2

Scoil phobal 3 C n nios airde (Gndth leibh"al) 3

Scoil Thar lear 4 Pas (Gn&th leibh"al) 4
Thelﬁ orm 5
Nidheama  anscrudu 6

. Ni cuimhin Hom 9

24. An scoil a bhf ann?

Neamheaglaiseach (lay run) 1 Easca, |

Eaglaiseach 2 Deacair _ 2
Nj raibh si ;asca na deacair 3
NI cuimhin Hom 9

217. Conas ,r flio.halim Ib an ,haeil e ?

Sa bhaile 1

As scol 2

Na comharsanna 3

Le mo chairde 4

Eile (16irigh) 5

_ athair mAthair

Gan oideachas 1

Bunoiceachas ,

Gan teastas mednscoile

Teastas grupa

Meanteist

Ardteist o

Triy letbh™al _gach nigr chriochnaigh)

Muinteoir naisiunta (National Teacher)
im Qllscoile

Triu letbhedl eile

29. Nuair a bhi tu 6g, cn saghas dealecah a bhi ag do thnismitheoiri faoin ghaeilge?

Fabharach amach is amach
Fdbharach den chuid is mo
Mithdbharach den chuid Is mo
Mifhdbharach amach Is amach
(Gan aon tuairmal faoi

Nil a fhios agam

Bs©Woo—IoUT1~CONI—
Bswwoo—oo1~woro

COGTECONI—
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30. Ar theastaigh 0 d’athar agus do mhathar an ghaeilge a bheith agat ar scoil? Agus ar
theastaigh uait féin?

) _ Athair Mathair TU féin
Nior theastaigh 1 1 1
Ba chuma liom o

Theataigh uaim chun obair a fhail
Theastaigh uaim mar is i ar teanga i
Theastaigh uaim, le go mbainfmn amach na
scridaithe

Eile (sonraigh)

Nil a'fhios dgam

O (S E=NIS] S}

O [Sa RN J6] ) )
O g1-B=ORY

31.1 rith do bhlianta scoile, ar tilaithin an cursa Caeilge leat?

Thaithin_ . 1
Nior thaithin. 2
NI cuimhin liom 3

32. Minigh cén fath ar thathin no nar thaithin sé leat.

33, Ar thaithin conas ar muineadh an ghagilge leat ar scoil?
Thaithin_ 1
Nior thaithin 2
Ni cuimhin liom 3

34, Minigh cén fath,

35,1 rith do bhlianta scoile cén dearcadha  36. Anois cén dearcadh ata agat?
bhi agat faoin ghaeilge?

Fabharach amach is amach
Fahharach den chuidis mo |
Mithabharach den chuid Is mo
Mifhabharach amach. is amach
Gan agn tuairmal faoi

Nil a fhios agam

Fabharach amach is amach
Fabharach den chuid Ismo
Mithabharach den chuid is mo
Mithabharach amach. is amach
(Gan aon tuairmai faoi

Nil a fhios agam

U CONI
COTT ORI —

37. Sa chas gur athraigh do dhearcadh, Iéirigh cén fath ar athraigh s?



38.1rith do bhlianta scoile.......

(3) Ar labhair ty Gaeﬂgi |abhair 1 nior labhair 2
taobh amuigh den scoil?
&b% Ar chaith ty tre|mhse sa chaith 1 nior chaith 2
ae tacht ag foghlaim na
Gaeilge?
—ac ear cen teangaatﬁs
Sa bhaile | Ar Scoil
Gaeilge amhain 1 1
Nios M0 Gaellge na béarla % %
Nios mo héarla na Gaeilge 4 4
Bearla amhain D H
Eile (sonraigh) 6 6
Nil a‘fhios &gam 9 9
,c& mhéid Gagiigea a | paisti sa
bhaile?
Gaeilge amhain 1
Nios o Gaeilge na béarla %
NI0s mo béarla na Gaeilge 4
Bearla amhain 5
Eile (Sopraigh) 0
Nil a‘thios dgam 9

41, Minaigh cén fath,

42. An geuirfea do leanai chuig scoi Llanghaelat?
_ Sea  Nishea  Nil afhios
Bunscoil 12 9

Meanscoil 1 2 9

43, Cad fan chéad teanga a labhair 1U sa bhaile?

Gagilge

Gaeilge & Béarla 2
Bearla 3

Eile 4

NI cuimhin liom 9

XXiii



4, Cen chéim ata & bhaint amach agat 50, 0 chrlochnal%h tll an mhean scoil an

anois? ndearna tu aon chusa ghagilge?
Rinne 1
Ni dheama 2
45, An bhfuil td sa...... 51. An bhfuil pairti (partner) agat?
Chéad bhliain 1 Ta 1(Teigh go to 52)
Dara bhliain 2 Nil 2 {(Ledn go 56)
Trid bhliain. 3
Ceathrdi bhliain 4

46.1rith an chdrsa cé hiad na dacine ata ~ 52. Cad a dhéanann s/si?

Tuisthmitheoiri 1 Agobair 1

Gaol eile 2 Ina mhac/mac |éinn 2

Micléinn 3 gfo alragus ag staidear 3

Cairde 4 hostaithe 4

Pairti 5 5

Im aonar 9

47 ld "ait chonajthe anois, ¢én teanﬁ a 53 Cad iaait bhréithe?

labhraionn t0 leis na daoine sa teach?

Gaeilge amhain 1 InEinnn 1

NIos Mo Gaeilge na héarla 2 Ainm na haite/ baile

5 3 (sonraigh)

Nios mo héarla na Gaeilge 4 onfae"(sonraigh)

Bearla amhain 5 Tuaisceart Eiréann 2

Eile (sonraigh) 6 Tharlear 3

48.1gcomparaid leis an mhéan scoil, an 54, Nuair a phionn sibh le chéile, cén
teanga a Usaideann sioh

Nios mo Gaeilge anois Téighg 49) 1 Gaeilge amhain 1

Nios Iu Gaeilgg anais ( e|g 0049 2 Nios m0 Gaellge na béarla 2

Gan athrd (LEAN GO™50) 3 5050 3

Nil a fhios agam 9 Niosmd béarla n Gaeilge 4
Bearla amhain H

, , ..., Eile(sonraigh) 6
49. Da mba rud é gur athraigh, léirigh cén 55, Cén dedrcadh ata aige/aici faoin
- ghagilge dar leat?

Comhairle mo chuid cairde 1 Féabharach amach is amach 1

|deolaipcht nua . 2 Fabharach den chuid 1s mo 2

Dearach mo P]hartnew 3 Mithabharach den chuid is mo 3

Eile (sonraign) 4 Mithabharach amach is amach 4
(5an aon tualrmai faoi 5
Nil a fhios agam 9
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56. O chriochnaigh tu an mheanscoil ¢i chomh minie a,
Gominie  Nichomh  Ariamh

minig sin
Rinne iarracht mo chuid ghaeilge a fheabhsii 2 3
Seriobhneoireaeht as ghaeilge 1 2 3
Labhair mE as ghaeilge .~ _ | 2 3
Ghlae m6 pairt’l geunann ina iséidtear Gaeilge 1 2 3
Chaith mE tr&mhise sa Ghaeltaeht 1 2 3

57.Cichomh mimgisadheann tunarudaiseoaleanas. T
Go . Go .. Nichomh Nidhfanaim

Nuzchién Efeamachalamh (e Bear) laethiiil  seachtainitil  minie sin riamh

Nuachtdn Sasanach a teamh

Piosai nuachta as Gaeilge sna nuachtéin

Nuachtan Gaeilge a loamh

Leabhair as Gaeilge a leamh

Teilifis as Gagilge a fheicedl

Teilifis as bearla a theicedl

Eisteacht le raidid as Gaeilge

T e o o o S S S S

[ T e N Y S\ TG T W T
PO PO O PO Y PO PO PO
LW LW LW LW LW LW LW LW ow

Eisteacht le raidid as boarla
58. An nglacann tu pairt in ime;ichtai ina niisaidetear Gagillge?

A glacann ni ghlacann
Seisitin cheoil 1 2
Ranganna rince
Cluithy _
Conradh na Gaeilge
Cumann gaelacha'eile
Coisir

Eile (I&righ)

59. Muna nglacann tu pairt sna himeachtai sin, 16irigh con fath?

Nil an tarm agam
Nil suim agam
Nil Gaeilge liofa agam |
NIl rudai mar sin € fail i mo cheanntar
EII/ le (lairigh)
a

[EEEN EEEY EEEN HEEN Y EEEN
norOo PO
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11
ESEEE T M minie a bhuaileann td le do chairde scoile?

Gachla . _ 1
Uair amhain sa tseachtain 2
Uair sa mhi , 3
| rith na lagthanta saoire 4
Uair sa bhlian 5
Ni bhuailim leo b

61. An bhfuil an ghaeilge tabhachtach 66, Le do chuid cairde scoile cén teanga a
donobairsin?

Nil 1 Gaeiloe amhain -~ 1
Bea%anm 2 Nios mo Gaeilge na hearla 2
TabRachtach go |eor 3 B/ 3
An-tabhachtach 4 Nios mo béarla na Gaeilge 4
Nil a fhios agam 9 Bearla amhain 5

Eile (sonraigh) 6

62. An gcepann til go.mbeich stadas 67, Le do chairde san ollscoil, cén teanga a
eacnamaiochta nios airde agat namar ata  labharionn td den chuid is mo

Nios airde 1 Gaeilge amhain -~ 1
Nios isle 2 NIos Mo Gaeilge na béarla 2
Mar an gceanna 3 5 T 3
Nil a fhios 9 Nios mo héarla na Gaeilge 4
Bearla amhain h
Eile (sonraigh) 6

63. Nuatr a chrigchndigh tu an cursa, cén 68, Gén dearcadh até ag do chairde faoin

it a geeapann tu go mbeidh conai ort? Ehaenge? _

InEifinn° abharach amach is amach 1

Tuaisceart Eireann Fabharach den chuid ismo 2

Thar lear Mithabharach den chuid is mo 3

Nil a fhios agam Mithabharach amach. is amach 4
Gan aon tuairmai faol 5
Nil a fhios agam 9

COTLONI s

64 Da rr]bea%h conai ort satir Seo,
i

b'fhearr leat bheith 1do chona.... _

Cathair 1 |5 fearr leo an ghaell_%;e !

Baile _ 2 IS maith eo an"ghaeilge agus an héalra 2

Baile bheag/ faoin tuath 3 IS cuma leo an ghaeilge 3

Nil a fhios"agam 9 IS fearr leo an bearla 4
IS fuath.leo an ghaeilge 5
Nil a fhios agam 9
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70. O thaobh

Ec,omne n<
abharach amach is amach

Fabharach den chuid smo

Mithabharach den chuid is mo

Mithabharach amach Is amach

Gan agn tuairmai faoi

Nil a fhios agam

71. O chriochnaigh i an

Ni dheama mar 13 Gaeilge liofa agam

Ni dheama mar nil suim'agam saghaeilge
Ni dheama mar nil an ?haenge ag teastail uaim
Ni dheama mar nil an -am agam’.

Rinne, mar ni mhaith liom i & chailleadh

Eile (Sonraigh)

72. Ar labhair t0 as ghaeilge inniu?An tseachtain seo caite?
_ Inniu An tseachtain seo caite
Labhair 1 1

Nior labhair 2 2
73. Arlabhair tu Gaeilge le.

Labhair —

Cairde sa cholaiste )
Cairde faobh amuigh den cholaiste
Leachtoiri
Gaol

Mo chlann |
Mo phairtngar
Eile (sonraigh)

(b)I do thuarim cén phaiti ata ag

. . a
Fianna Fail (f
Fine Gagl 2
An Lucht Oibre 3
Sinn Fein 4
Progressive Demacrats 5
An Comhaontas Glas 6
T COEIT1) B— [
Ceann ar b 9

Nior labhair

DR NN DN
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75. Cé mhéad airigid a tuileann d

Njos |u na 10,000 euro

Idir 10,000 and 14,000 euro

|dir 15,000 and 20,000 euro

|dir 20,000 and 25,000 euro

ldir 25, 000 and 30,000 euro
ir 30,000 and 40,000 euro

ir 40,000 and 50,000 euro

i0s m na 50,000 euro

Il a fhios agam

===

P

Nil 1

18, Cad € dearcadh na ndaoinesa, * °

Fabharach amach is amach
Fabharach den chuid ismo
Mithabharach den chuid is mo
Mithabharach amach.is amach
Gan agn tuairmai faoi

Nil a fhios agam

. Freagair fior nd nach fior do na raitis seo a leanas.

liofa na mise

*  B’fhearr liom Béarla a labhairt le daoine nach

dtuigeann an ghaellge

* Ni mhaith liom an ghaeilge a labhairt e daoine

i LEAN GO 79
Ta 2(TEIGHGO 7

OOO—NUT1UT=CONI—

)

OGP CORNI—

mutheoiri gach bliain?

77.Cén teanga a usaidtear san obair

sin?

Gaeilge amhain

Nios m Gaeilge na héarla
50/50

Nios mo béarla na Gaeilge
Bearla amhain
Eile (sonraigh)

o A e

haeilge .
e daoine ata nios

nach usaideann an Chauntint chéanna liomsa
* Ni mhaith liom an ghaeilge a labhairt le daoine nach

bhfuil liofa sa teanda

Ng e

Usaidim an ghaeilge chomh minic agus is féidir liom

Ba mhaith liom mo chuid ghaeilge & usaid nios mo

| mo ghrupa de cairde ni usaidtear an ghaeilge

Is maith liom tus a chur le comhra as ghaeilge

Ni maith liom an ghaeilge a usaid nuair a bhionn

daoine eile ann nach gtuigeann an

* Ni mhaith liom Gaeilge & labhairt
Z

Fior

1

—

PO
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80. Cén caighdean Gaeilge

Ar Go maith Cuiosach Lag
_ . fheabhas
An Ghaeilge a thuiscint 3 4
An Ghaeilge a [abhairt 1 2 3 4
An Ghaeilge a leamh 1 2 3 4
An Ghaeilge a scriobh 1 2 3 4

81. Cén teanga is fearr a labharionn t0? 83, An bhfuil s¢ ar eolas agat go bhfuil
oifigeach ghaeilge sa choldiste seo?

Gaelloe N 1
Gaeilge & Béarla 2 Taachnilathis 2
Bearlg . 3 agam cad a dhéanann se/si
Nil a fhios agam 4 Taagus taafhios agam
cad & dheanann se/si
, o Bhain me Usaid as o4
82. Cén teanga a labharionn t0 de 84.1eom?ar,a|,d Jeis an mhean scoil, c& mhéad
ghnath ? Gaeilge ata & Usaid ag na mie leinn sa
cholaiste?
Gaeilge amhdin -~ 1 Nios 0 Gaeilge 1
Nios m0 Gaeilge na béarla 2 T4 se maran %Jceanna 2
505 T 3 Nios mo Gaeilge 3
Nios mo hearla na Gaeilge 4 Nil athios agam 9
Bearla amhain H
Eile (sonraigh) 0

85. Cén todhachai ar mhaith leat a fheiceal don ghaeilge ? Romhnaigh ceann amhain

a. Dearmad a dhéanamh ar an nGaeng, L
b. An ghaeilge a choimead mar go bhiuil luach cultrtha aici 2
G A %haenge a choimead sa ghaeltacht amhain 3
d. Tir Uathedngach agus an bearla mar priomh theanga 4
e. Tir datheangach agus an (I;haellge mar phriomhtheanga 5
f. An ghaeilge’ mar phriomhitheanga 6
ﬁ' IS.clima liom [
.Nil'a fhios agam 9

Tuairmi breise: Tabhair anseo thios, le do thoil, aon tuairmi breise ata agat faoin
ghaellge 1 lathair na huaire

(0 raibh maith agat
Cuestionario No.

XXIX



Estou a realizar en Irlanda ¢ Galicia unha enquisa sobre 0 uso das ||,nguas irlandesa e
galega e osfactores que inflien no mesmo. Para a mifia investigacion é de sumg Interese
Conece-las tuas ideas e opinions 0 respecto, Por iso, se es tan amable, agradeceriache que
me contestases as siquientes preg{unta,s (6 importante que contestes con sinceridade; o
cuestionario € anonimo e as respostas so seran utilizadas confines cientificos).

Rodea cun circulo a opcidn escollida.
1. Sexo 2. ldade

Home 1 anos
Muller 2

3. ;Onde te criaches?
Galicia 1

Resto de Espafia 2
Fora de Esparia

4. ;Como describirias o lugar onde te 5. ¢A que clase social dirias que pertenece
criaches? a tua familia?

Balxa
Mediabaixa
Media
Mediaalta
NSINC

E unha cidade
E unhavila

E unha aldea
Outro

SN JITY CTEIN
(o W NITT NCTIIN

6. No lugar onde te criaches, ?

=

. Sempre As
Na rua 1

Nas, tendas 1
Na Igrexa 1

eCes Raras3 \IECeS Ncha NSéNC
3 4 9
3 4 9

1. ¢Canto tempo levas vivindo en Vigo? ?, (;Déjrante 0 CUIs0 Universitario vives
end | S(_)ra a tla casa?l , "
ende sempre . . | asar 4 pregunta
Dende que%mpece|aun|ver3|dade 2 Non 2((galtarg1 Bregunta 12))
Dende 0 Instituto
Non vivo en Vigo

norOoPrO

=~

9. Se a resposta é “si”, ¢cada canto tempo volves a tla casa?

Cada semana 1
Cada duas semanas 2
Unha vez 6 mes 3
Durante as vacacjons 4
Algunhas veces 0 ano 5
Nunca 0

XXX



Galicia

Lugar

Congello
Provincla_
Resto de Espaiia
Fora de Esparia

11. ;Como definirfas a tua identidade?

Considérome preferentemente espafiol

Considérome Preferentemente galego

Considerome tanto espanol comagalego

Consicerome preferentemente galego-portugues

Consicrome preferentemente £uropeo

O (] L LT
NSINC

OOOOUT-RRLON—

H.Cando eras pequeno/a ¢que ingua utili: 0as da tla familia?

S0 Mais  As Mais SO NSINC
galego galegocd  duas  castelan castelan
_ castelan  iguais  ca galego
Qs pais entre eles 3 4
0 teu paj contigo
Atuanal contigo
Qs teus irmans contigo
Qs teus avgs matemas entre eles
Qs teus avos matemos contigo
Qs teus avos paternos entre eles
Os teus avos paternos contigo

e el Y Y BEEY SR TN
ROROPONIPO NI
[FCTICTINTICTICTICTIN)
e S e G G G Y
CIOTCICICTIOIUT
OO OO O OO

13. Con relacion 0s setquintes enunciados, hati quen esta de acordo con eles e quen esta en
desacordo. En concreto, ;cal é a tua opinioni ¢ respecto? Rodea cun circulo a opcion escolliida.

Totalmente  Bastante ~ Bastante ~ Moi e sen, NS
de acordo dBeacor 0o en desacorgo opinion ~ NC

. desacordo
1 0 galego non é axeitado 1 2 3 4 5 9
para 03 negocios, a clencia e
a tecnoloxia
2 Un gale 0 verdadeiro Hon 1 2 3 4 5 9
pode estar en contra. dun

rexurdimento  da  lingua
galega

XXX



3. Para entende-las tradicions
e a cultural gale?a e
necesario saberfalar galego

4, A desaparicion do galego
esta relacionagla coa _
desaparicion das zonas rurais

5, A extension do galego a
todolos ambitos non &posible

6. E mellor falar galego mal
ca nonfalalo

1 As _é)olltlcas linglisticas
promovidas dende o goberno
da Xuntaforon unfracaso_na
promocion e na recuperacion
social do galego

8 0 goberno galego debe
8ast_ar Menos na promocion
a lingua galega

9. Se non sefai nadapor
remedialo 0 gale?o
desaparacera antes de 50
anos

10. A maioria da poblacion de
Galicia non esta interesada no
galego

11 Sen o galego, Galicia
perderia a sua identidade e a
Slia culturapropia

12. E mellor dedicar tempo a
agrender, unha ||ngua
estranxeira ante c0 galego

13, Para a maioria da xente
as. cousas relacionadas co
galego estan pasadas e moda

14, 0 galego é unha lingua en
extincion/ ameazada

15. Galicia non seria Galicia
sen osfalantes de galego

Totalmente
de acordo

1

Bastante

de acordo

Bastante
en

desagordo

Moi en

desacordo  opinion

XXXIi
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16. E unha Perda de tempo e
de cortos intentar conserva-lo
galego

18. Os letreiros do exterior e
do interior das tendas deben
estar en galego

19. A Iinqua dos galegos é o
galego arites co cadtelan

20. A xente defora de Galicia
que Ven vivir aqui debe
aprender galego

21. 0 galego é unha lingua
prestixigda : :

22, A lingua é a componente
mais impOrtante da identidade
galega

23. A xente nova fias zonas
urbanas que fala ?alego
adoita ser mais nacionalista

24. 0 galego das aldea € o
galego autentico

Totalmente
de acordo

1

Bastante ~ Bastante  Moi en Sen NS/
deacordo ~ en  desacordo opinion  NC
desacordo

3 5 9

2 3 4 5 9

2 3 4 5 9

2 3 4 5 9

2 3 4 5 9

2 3 4 5 9

2 3 4 5 9

2 3 4 5 9

14. ;Cal é/era a profesion do teu pai? (genereta o mais posible; por exemplo: capataz de Citroen,

funcionario do concello, empregado do Sector servicios, ec.)

15. Ten o leu pai 0seu propio negocio?
Non 1 ((saltar A pregunta 17))

S 2

pasar a pregunta 16

16. Se a resposta e si, ¢cantos empregados ten.

Nlngun 1
1-1 2
11-50 3
Mais de 50 4
Non sel

17. ¢ Cal ¢lera a profesion da tla nai? (eenereta 0, mais posible; por exemplo: capataz de Citroen,

funcionario do concello, empregado do Sector servicios, etc.)

XXXIii



18. ;Ten a tUa nai 0 seu negocio? 19, Se a resposta e si, ¢cantos empregados

Non 1(saltar 4 pregunta 20 ngun 1
S 2 (pasar a pregunta 19)  1-1 2
11-50 3
Mais de 50 4
Non sel 9

20, Cando estabas na escola, ¢quequerian os teus pais que fixieras de maior?
Estudiar unha carreira 1
Entrar directamente no mercado laboral 2
Non me lembro/Non sei 3

21. ¢Cal era 0 presencia do galego na
Todoeraengalego 1
Algunhas materias eran en gale_go _ 2
So'era en galego a materia de lingua e literatura galega 3
Non habia ningunha materia en galego 4

22, Despois da escola primaria, ¢Cal foi 0 uso do galfgo fias clases do ins

Todo eraen %alego
Algunhas materias eran en 8a|e_go , 2
So'era en galego a materia 0e lingua e literatura galega 3
Non habia ningunha materia en galego 4
23, Amai
ol nun
Privado 1 — Sobrefaliente
Publico 2 Notable
Aprobado
Non apto/suspenso
Non fixen 0 exame
_ " .. NSINC
24, A maior parte da mifia escolarizacion
foi nun centro....
Laico Facil |
Rel(l;xioso D??IJCiJ_ )
Nin facil nin dificil 8
25, ;Como aprendiches a falar galego? et
Familia (A
Escola 2
Veciftos 3
Amistades 4 B
QOutros 5 (especificar)
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as?

Ningln
Primarios incompletos
Erﬁmanos completos

Bacharelato _
Carreira Grado Medig
Carreira Grado Superior
Outros

SINC

O OIS GTP ORI a5
=
O OISO 5

aI_e?o?UaC88aA W/a Blos teus pais cara 0
o Tavorables

Bastante favorables

Bastante desfavorables

Moi desfavorables

Indiferente

NSINC

OGTECORNI

Pai Nai
1

Non
gndlferente 2
|

NO—
I\)H:!

1 .

para consequir un traballo 3

Bor se-la lingua de Galicia 4
Or OUtras razons 5

(ESPECITICAN.vvvvvvvesrvessssssssssssssssssssssssssinns )

[SpF =N S
o1

%_1. En xera!, durante fs teus anos de escolarizacion, ¢gustaronche as ciases DE salego?
|
Non 2

32. ¢Por qué?

33. ;E a maneira de Imparti esa materia?

Gustoume 1
Non me gustou 2

34, ¢Por qué?

35. ¢E gustouche recibi-las clases de ciencias sociais, matematicas etc. EN galego?

XXXV



37. Eagora ¢como € a tUa actitude?
Loares’ gaega dUran‘e °S te“S a"°S

Moi favorabl 1 Moi favorable |
Bastante favorable 2 Bastante favorable 2
Bastante desfavorahle 3 Bastante desfavorable 3
Moi desfavorable 4 Moj desfavorable 4
Indiferente 5 Indiferente 5
Non sel 9 Non sei 9

38, bSe houbo algun cambio fias tlias actitudes dende enton ¢ cales son as razons deste
cambio?

39. Na tua opinion ;que lingu €« 10

, Na casa Na escola
S0 galeqo \ 1 1
Mais galego ca castelan 2 2
As duas iguais 3 3
Mais castelan ca galego 4 4
S0 castelan 5 H
QOutra 0 0
NSINC 9 9
40. E ti mesmalo, se tiveras fillos ;ciinto galego utilizarias con eles na casa?
S0 galeqo 1
Mals galego ca castelan 2

s (luas |% als 3

Mals cast an ca galego 4

S0 castelan 5
Outra 6
NSINC 1

41, Explica a tla decision:
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42. ;Se houbese unha e se
, e %alego

perto da tUa casa, mandarias 05t

a esa escola?

o S NO
Primaria 1 2

Secundaria

Galego 1
Duas . 2
Castelan 3
Qutra 4
NS/NC 9

eira estas facendo na

45, ¢En que curso estas agora?

Primeiro
Segundo
Terceiro
Cuarto
Quinto

1O —

e,r)1 vives durante o curso
07

Cos meus pars

Con outros familiares

Con outros estudiantes
on amjgos
0a mind parella

0
Qutros (especificar
o (especificar)

Sé\galeqo ) ,
Mais galego cd castelan
50/50

Mais castelan ca galego
S0 castelan

O1=~CON—

Falo mais galego agora
Falo meno galégo dgora
Non cambiou

NSINC

Motivos profesionais
Polos amigos
Pola [deoloxia

Pola influencia da parella

Qutros (especificar)

Si |
Non 2
NS/NC 3

0, ¢por que houbo

1
2
3
5

51. ¢ Neste momento tes parella?

g ~
Non 2 ESaItar a pre;gunta 5;)

52. ¢Que fai a tua parella?

Trahalla

Estudia _
Traballa e estudia
Parado

Outro

53. ;Onde naceu?

Galicia

Resto de Espana
Fora de Espana
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Sé\gale(_io . 1 Sé‘galeglo o 1
Mais galego ¢4 castelan 2 Mais gdlego ca eastelan 2
As dUias iguals 3 As dUas iguais 3
Mais eastelan ca galego 4 Mais eastelan ca galego 4
S0 castelan 5 S0 eastelan 5
QOutra 0 QOutra 0
Moi favorahle |
Bastante fav?rable 2
Bastante desfavorable 3
Maj desfavorable 4
Indiferente 5
Non sel 9

§7.,Cada canto fas as seguintes cousas?
Cada dia Algunhas Conmenor  Nunca

VECES a frecuencia
) semana
Ler un xomal galego (en eastelan) 1 2 3 4
Ler un xoral espafiol _ 1 2 3 4
Ler artigos en galego nos xorais 1 2 3 4
Ler i)_rensa en Qalego 1 2 3 4
Ler libros en galego 1 2 3 4
Ver pro?ramas engaleg na tele 1 2 3 4
\er a tele en casa 1 2 3 4
Escoita-|a radio en galeglg 1 2 3 4
Escoita-la radio en astélan 1 2 3 4
uS Rﬂ bl'lllr? (1113} ] 1 EII ﬂlle

Ningunha 1

Pouca 2

Algunha 3

Bastante 4

Moita 5

NSINC 9
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e 161. ; Cando acahes a carreira onde pensas que vas
mais alta'm mais baixa ca dos teus  vivir?

Mais alta 1 En Galicia 1
Mais baixa 2 Fora de GaI|C|a 2
loual . 3 Fora de Espana 3
0N Sel .9 . NSINC 9
62. ¢Se pensas vivir en Galicia seria
Nunha das cidades galegas 1 Cada dia 1
Nunha vila de Galicia 2 Unhavezasemana 2
Nunha aldea de Galicia 3 Unha vez 0 mes 3
NS/NC 9 Durante as vacacjons 4
Algunhas veces 6 ano 5
Nunca 6
64. Cos amigos do instituto falabas...
Sé,galegio o 1 S galeqo o |
Mais galego ¢4 castelan 2 IMais galego ca castelan 2
As dias Iquais | 3 As (s |gija|s 3
Mais castelan ca galego 4 Mais castelan ca galego 4
S0 castelan 5 S0 castelan 5
NSINC - 9 NS/NC 9
66. ¢ Como describiria-la actitude
lingua galega?
Moi favorable 1 Gustalles m0|too alego, mais ainda co castelan
Bastante favorable 2 Gusta eso ae 0'tanto coma o castelan
Bastante desfavorable 3 usta eso e 0 pero prefiren o castelan
Moi desfavorable 4 ale?O res uItaIIes indiferente
Indiferente D Gusta es moitg mais o castelan ¢ galego
Non sei 9 0 ga %go non lies gusta nada
) liversidade promove o
e nambrto gfue™avorece o galego ou non?
E moi favorable 1 Moito 1
E bastante favorable 2 Bastante 2
E bastante desfavorable 3 Pouco 3
E moi desfavorable 4 ada 4
Indiferente 5 NS/NC 9
NSINC 9
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70. Dende que acabaches o instituto, ¢int ellora-lo tcu falego?

Non porque 0 meu galego é suficiente bo |
Non porgue non me Intéresa 2
Non porgue non vou necesita-lo galego 3
Si porque non 0 quero perder 4

71, ¢ Utilizaches o galego nalgunha conversa onte? E1 ;na Gltima !

_ Onte Na Ultima semana
Si 1 2
Non 1 2
Non me lembro 1 2

anﬁl?iep?e )resposta ési (calquera diis dias), ;con quen utilizaches o galego. (resllosta

Amigos da universidade
Amigos fora da universidace
Profésores

Parentes

A familia

A parella

Qutro

(=213 2 N IUT NCTHIN

13. Das seg;uintesopci6ns politicas, ¢con cal simpatizas mais?

BNG 1
EU-UG 2
PP 3
PSOE 4
Outros )
NSINC 9

74. ;Cal des.tes partidos politicos cres que apoia mais o galego?

BNG 1
EU-UG 2
PP 3
PSOE 4
Qutros 5
NS/NC 9
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»Tgue anfran no Wa naco?

Menos de 300 euros
De 300 a 500 euros
De 500 a 700 euros
De 700 a 1000 euros
De 1000 a 1500 euros
De 1500 a 2000 euros
De 2000 a 2500 euros
Mais de 2500 euros
NS/NC

OO~ UT-=CONI—

S0 estudio lgsaltar apregunta 80;
Estudioetraballo 2 (pasar a preunta 78

78. No sitio onde trabadas, alego.

Sé\galeqo o
Mais galego ¢a castelan
As (Uas iquals

Mais castelan ca galego
S0 castelan

NS/NC

OUTBRON—

79. ; Cales son as actitudes doutros 57

Moi favorable
Bastante favorable
Bastante desfavorable
Moi desfavorable
Indiferente

Non sel

OIS CON—

Non
Non
Non
Non

Uso 0 galego sempre (1ue podo = S
Qgalla pudiera utiliza-lo galego mais a mitdo Si
0'meu circulo de amistades non utiliza 0 galego S
Prefiro falar castelan con persoas que non'enténdeno  Si

e ®© o o o

Non

alego

greﬁro non falar galego cando hai persoas que o fallan S
mellor ca min _
*  GUstame comezar unha conversa en galego S
« Nonme Tgusta falar galego co xente que utiliza unha S
variedade diferente a mifta

Non
Non

—— — — L —

xli
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81. ;Cal & 0 teu dominio do galego? (Pregtintase pola CAPACIDADE e non polo uso)

—Moito——  Bastante Pouco Nada
Entender 1 2 3 4
Falar 1 2 3 4
Ler 1 2 3 4
Escribir 1 2 3 4

82. ¢Dos sequintes colectivos, ;que porcentaxe aproximadamente eres que fala galego?

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% NS/NC
Labregos
Estudiantes
Politicos
Marifeiros
Profesores
Banqueiros
Intelectuals
Avogados
Camareiros
Funcionarios
Xente malor
Xente nova
Xente das zonas rurais
Xente das cidades
Xente das vilas

83, ;Que Ilngua dominas mellor 85. ¢ Tes cofiecemento do Servicio de
actiamente’ \|>I|(era||zaC|on Linguistica da Universidade de
g@i

—

Galego | Non ,

As (lias 2 Si pero descorigzo s silas flncions 2

Castelan 3 Si coftezo as stas funcions 3
Utilicel os seus serviclos 4

;Comparado ¢6 instituto, 6 teu parecer
ccaILe 0, uso do galego entre estudiantes na
Universiciade?

84. ¢Que lingua falas hahitualmente?

Menor 1
|qual 2

alor 3
NS/INC 9

So\galegio L

Mais galego ¢4 castelan
As (Uas iguals |

Mais castelan ca galego
S0 castelan

NS/NC

OIS CORO
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87. ¢ Cal dos siguentes actividades fas durante o teu tempo libre e
nesas actividades? (Marca so as actividades que fas?
SO Méis As Mais  So NS
galego galego dias castelan castelan NC

0 iguais  ¢o
castelan galego
lgrexa B | 2 3 4 5 9
Sjstir a actos culturais 1 2 3 4 5 9
Iroteatro 1 2 3 4 5 9
Ir a clases de baile o 1 2 3 4 5 9
Afiliacion a grupos politicos estudiantis 1 2 3 4 5 9
I 3 concertors 1 2 3 4 5 9
Irocine . | 2 3 4 5 9
Escoitar musica _ 1 2 3 4 D 9
Asistir a cursos e conferencias 1 2 3 4 h 9
Participar fas afuwdades de deportives 1 2 3 4 5 9
Pertenecer 0 voluntariado 1 2 3 4 5 9
Irdefarra 1 2 3 4 5 9
Ir de excurxion. 1 2 3 4 5 9
Qutros (especificar) 1 2 3 4 5 9
a. 0 galego debe ser abondonado e olvidado 1
b. Déberia ser Bre,servado sopolovalor cultural _ 2
¢0 qalego deberia ser preservado Unicamente fias zonas rurais 3
d. Galicidtena que ser bilinglie e 0 galeqo a 53 lingua principal 4
e. Galicia teria que ser bilingle e o Castélan a sta lingua principal 5
. Q galego deberia ser a Unica lingua de Galicia 0
g. Son iniferente [
. Non sel 9

Moitas gracias pola tla colaboracion
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APPENDIX B

FREQUENCY TABLES : ATTITUDES TOWARDS IRISH

FREQUENCY TABLES : ATTITUDES TOWARDS GALICIAN

Xliv



FREQUENCY TABLES: ATTITUDES TOWARDS IRISH (UNWEIGHTED)

13/1. The Irish language is not suitable for business, science
and technology

Valid ~ Cumulative
Lency Percent Percent Percent
65 20,2 20,2

Valid Strongly Agree 1 20,2 , ,
Mildly Agree 255 31,2 31,2 51,4
Don't Know 74 9.1 9,1 60,5
Mildly Disagree 207 25,3 25,3 85,8
Strongly Disagree 116 14,2 14,2 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

13/2. No real Irish person can be against the revival of Irish

Valid  Cumulative

: : Frequency Percent Percent  Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 124 15,2 15,2 15,2
Mildly Disagree 168 20,6 20,6 35,7
Donll Know 68 8,3 8,3 44,1
Mildly Agree 246 30,1 30,1 74,2
Strongly Agree 211 25,8 25,8 100,0

Total 817 100,0 100,0

13/3. To really understand Irish traditions and culture, one
must know Irish

Valid  Cumulative
Frequené:y Percent Percent  Percent

Strongly Disagree 20 25,2 25,2 25,2
Mildly Disagree 238 29,1 29,1 54,3
Don't" Know 31 3,8 3,8 58,1
lg/IiIdIyIAg/&ee E%% 27,1 27,1 18%%
trongly Agree - 8 8 ,
Total 817 1%,0 13_’0,0
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13/74. If the Gaeltacht dies out Irish will die out also

Valid  Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent  Percent
352 43,1 43,1

Valid Strongly Agree 43,1 : ,
Mildly Agree 284 8 8 34,8 1,8
Don't Know 32 3,9 3,9 83E8
Mildly Disagree 99 12,1 12,1 93,9
Strongly Disagree 50 6,1 6,1 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

13/5. Irish will never become the common means of
communication in Ireland

Valid  Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent  Percent
Valid Strongly Agree 4 496y 60,7 60,7 60,
Mildly Agree 223 21,3 27,3 | <
Don't Know 24 2,9 2,9 90,9
Mildly Disagree 63 1,1 7,7 S
Strongly Disagree 11 1/3 1,3 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

13/6. It is better to speak Irish badly than not at all

Valid  Cumulative
Freque%y Percent Percerét Percer%t

Strongly Disagree 5,3 5, ,

Mildly Disagree 92 11,3 11,3 16,5
Don't" Know 43 5,3 5,3 8
Mildly Agree 325 39,8 39,8 %:,6
Strongly Agree 314 38,4 38,4 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0
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Valid

13/7.

Agree Strongly
Agree Mildly
Don't Know
Disagree Strongly
Disa?ree Mildly
Tota

Missing System

Total

13/8

13/9.

The ads on TG4 should be in Irish

Valid
Frequency Percent Percent
312 38, 38,6
240 29,4 29,7
117 14,3 14,5
102 12,5 12,6
37 4,5 4.6
808 98,9 100,0
9 1,1
817 100,0

Cumulative
Percent
38,6
68,3
82,8
95,4
100,0

. The measures adopted by the government to promote the
use of Irish were a failure

- Valid C
requency Percent Percent
Strongly Agree 1 287y 35,1 35,1
Mildly Agree 305 37,3 37,3
Don't Know 106 13,0 13,0
Mildly Disagree 97 11,9 11,9
Strongly Disagree 22 2,7 2,7
Total 817 100,0 100,0

If nothing

is done to prevent it,

over the next fifty years

Strongly Agree
Mildly Agree
Don't Know

Mildly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

umulative
Percent
35,1
72,5
85,4
97,3
100,0

Irish will disappear

- ) PValid Cumulative

requenc ercent ercent Percent

wepy TRt T 1)
212 33,3 33,3 75,8
55 6,7 6,7 82,5
105 12,9 12,9 95,3
38 4.7 4.7 100,0
817 100,0 100,0
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13/710. Most people don"t care one way or the other about Irish

Valid  Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
211 58 25,8

Strongly Agree 25, :
Mildly Agree 309 8 8 37,8 63,6
Don't Know 34 42 4,2 67,8
Mildly Disagree 192 23,5 23,5 91,3
Strongly Disagree 71 8,7 8,7 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

13/711. Without Irish, Ireland would lose its identity as a
separate identity

Valid  Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 4 121y 14,8 elce, ece14,8
Mildly Disagree 162 19,8 19,8 34,6
Don't Know 28 3,4 3,4 8 =
Mildly Agree 241 29,5 29,5 67,6
Strongly Agree 265 32,4 32,4 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

13/712. The government should spend less money in the promotion
of Irish

Valid  Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent  Percent
48 5,9 9 5

Strongly Agree 5, ,
Mildly Agree 12 sSs 88 14,7
Don't Know 93 11,4 11,4 26,1
Mildly Disagree 232 28 28,4 54,5
Strongly Disagree 372 45,5 455 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0
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13/13. It is more useful to learn a continental language than
to learn Irish

Valid ~ Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
358 8 43,8

|
Valid Strongly Agree 43,8 43, ,
Mildly Agree 305 37,3 37,3 81,2
Don’t Know 23 2,8 2,8 84,0
Mildly Disagree 74 9,1 9,1 93,0
Strongly Disagree 57 7,0 7,0 100,0

Total 817 100,0 100,0

13714 . Most people view all things associated with Irish as too
old fashioned

Valid  Cumulative

_ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Strongly Agree 94 11,5 11,5 11,5
Mildly Agree 339 41,5 41,5 53,0
Donl1l Know 58 7.1 7,1 60,1
Mildly Disagree 212 25,9 25,9 86,0
Strongly Disagree 114 14,0 14,0 100,0

Total 817 100,0 100,0

13/15. The Irish language is dying out
Valid  Cumulative

, Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Strongly Agree 320 39,2 39,2 39,
Mildly Agree 358 43,8 S8 83,0
Don't Know 14 1,7 1,7 84,7
Mildly Disagree 94 11,5 11,5 96,2
Strongly Disagree 31 3,8 3,8 100,0

Total 817 100,0 100,0
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13/716. Ireland would not really be Ireland without Irish

speaking people

Valid  Cumulative
Frequelggy Percent Percent Percent

Strongly Disagree 12,1 12,7 12,7
Mildly Disagree 166 20, = 33,0
Donll Know 33 4,0 4,0 37,1
Mildly Agree 283 34,6 34,6 71,7
Strongly Agree 231 28,3 28,3 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

13/17. Attempts to keep Irish alive are a waste of time and

Valid

Valid

Valid

money

Valid ~ Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Agree 44 54 54

Mildly Agree 70 8,6 8,6 14,0
Don't Know 40 4,9 4,9 18,8
Mildly Disagree 236 &3 3 28,9 47,7
Strongly Disagree 427 52,3 52,3 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

13/18. Irish people should speak more Irish

Valid ~ Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent  Percent
42 5,1 5,1

Strongly Disagree , ,
Mildly Disagree 67 8o 8,2 13,3
Don't" Know 39 4,8 4,8 g@i
Mildly Agree 293 35,9 35,9 4,0
Strongly Agree 376 46,0 46,0 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

13/19. Shop signs should be in Irish

Valid  Cumulative

. Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 116 14,2 14,2 142
Mildly Disagree 217 26,6 26,6 40,8
Don't Know 17 9,4 9,4 50,2
Mildly Agree 204 25,0 = 75,2
Strongly Agree 203 24,8 %8 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0



13/720. The language of the Irish is Irish not English

PValid CquuIative
Frequency Percent Percent ercent
1 80y 9.8 98

Strongly Disagree 9,8 ,
Mildly Disagree 170 20, 8 20,8 30,6
Don't Know 70 8,6 8,6 39,2
Mildly Agree 208 25,5 25,5 64,6
Strongly Agree 289 35,4 35,4 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

live in Ireland should learn Irish

Valid  Cumulative
fency Percent Percent Percent
07 37,6 37,6

Valid Strongly Disagree 3 37,6 : ,
Mildly Disagree 263 32,2 32,2 69,8
Donll Know 44 5,4 5,4 15,2
Mildly Agree 116 14,2 14,2 89,4
Strongly Agree 87 10,6 10,6 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

13/22. Irish is a prestigious language

Valid  Cumulative

_ , Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 59 7,2 1,2 7,2

Mildly Disagree 115 14,1 14,1 21,3
Don't Know 130 15,9 15,9 37,2
Mildly Agree 269 32,9 %@ 70,1
Strongly Agree 244 29,9 29,9 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

13/23. Language is the most important part of the Irish
identity

- PValid Cumulative
requency Percent ercent Percent
eaeY 59%

Valid Strongly Disagree 22,8 22,8
Mildly Disagree 278 34,0 34,0 56,8
Don't Know 52 6,4 63,2
Mildly Agree 193 23,6 86,8

6,4

23,6
Strongly Agree 108 13,2 13,2 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0



13/724. The Irish spoken in the Gaeltacht is the real Irish

Valid  Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
221 2 27,8 21,8

Valid Strongly Agree 7,8 : :
Mildly Agree 248 30,4 30,4 58,1
Don't Know 151 18,5 18,5 76,6
Mildly Disagree 136 16,6 16,6 93,3
Strongly Disagree 55 6,7 6,7 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

13/725. In Ireland more Irish should be used iIn advertisements

Valid  Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
213 82 33 33

Valid ~ Agree Strongly S 5 :
Agree Mildly 273 33,4 33,5 67,1
Don't Know 88 :’F 8 I° 8 17,9
Disagree Strongly 112 3,7 B s 91,6
Dlsa?ree Mildly 68 8,3 8,4 100,0

~ Tota 814 99,6 100,0
Missing System 3 4
Total 817 100,0

13/726. Irish speakers living outside the Gaeltacht are very
nationalistic

- ) PValid Cumulative
requenc ercent Percent  Percent
Strongly Agree 1 96y 11,8 11,8 11,8

Mildly Agree 198 24,2 24,2 36,0
Don't Know 344 42,1 42,1 18,1
Mildly Disagree 122 14,9 14,9 93,0
Strongly Disagree 57 7,0 7,0 100,0

Total 817 100,0 100,0



26. In school did you find Irish as a subject easy or
difficult compared to other subjects?

Valid  Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
248 30,4 31,2 31,2

Valid  Eas , : :
Di fricul}E 355 43,5 44,6 75,8
Neither Easy
nor Difficult 193 23,6 24,2 100,0
Total 796 97,4 100,0

Missing Don't know 14 1,7
Not taken 5 6
Non Response 2 2
Total 21 2,6

Total 817 100,0

30 (@ Did your father want you to learn Irish at school?

- ) PValid Cumulative
requenc ercent ercent Percent
qWensy rereed 78 39

Valid ~ No , ,
Didn't care 111 13,6 15,5 19,3
;{ejsébso as to get 2 2.7 31 22 4
Yes, to have Irish
for its own sake 345 42,2 18,3 10,7
Yes, to pass exams 209 25,6 29,3 100,0

- Total 114 87,4 100,0

Missing Don't know 92 11,3
Not applicable 1 1
Non Response 9 1,1
System 1 1
Total 103 12,6

Total 817 100,0



30 () Did your mother want you to learn Irish at school?

Valid  Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
d 23y 2,8 3,2 3,2

valid No , : ,
Didn't care 83 10,2 11,5 14,7
Yes, so as to get
%jOb h o 17 2,1 2.4 171
es, to have Iris
for its own sake 354 43,3 49,2 66,3
Yes, to pass exams 242 29,6 33,7 100,0
Total 719 82 o 100,0

Missing Don't know 91 11,1
Non Response 4 9
System 3 3
Total 98 12,0

Total 817 100,0

30 (©) Did you want to learn Irish at school?

Valid ~ Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent  Percent
90 11,0 U,3 11,3

Valid ~ No , , ,
Didn't care 98 12,0 12,3 23,7
;(ejsébso as to get 10 12 13 24 9
Yes, to have Irish
for its own sake 373 45,7 41,0 71,9
Yes, to pass exams 223 21,3 28,1 100,0
Total 194 97,2 100,0

Missing Don't know 16 2,0
Not applicable 1 1
Non Response 5 0
System 1 1
Total 23 2,8

Total 817 100,0
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31. In general, during your school years, did you like the
type of Irish course you were taught in school?
Valid  Cumulative
_ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid  Yes 244 29,9 30,2 30,2
No 507 62,1 62,7 92,9
Can't recall 7,0 7,1 100,0
Total 808 98,9 100,0
Missing Not Applicable 9
Non Response 1
System 1
Total 1,1
Total 817 100,0

33. Did you like the way in which Irish was taught to you?

- ) Valid  Cumulative
requenc ercent Percent

Yes ey PEOGERT PeLRRgl  Percsgly
No 507 62, 62,1 91,9
Can't recall 57 7,0 7,0 98,9
Not applicable 9 1,1 1,1 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

35. Attitudes to Irish while at school

Strongly opposed
Somewhat oPposed

No particular feelings
Somewhat in favour
Somewhat opposed

Total

Frequency Percent
| 65y 8,0

116

99
267
270
817

Valid ~ Cumulative

Percent Percent

: 8,0 8,0
14,2 14,2 22,2
12,1 12,1 34,3
32,7 32,7 67,0
53,0 33,0 100,0

100,0 100,0



Valid  Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid Strongly opposed 31 4.5 4.5 4.5
Somewhat oi)posed 47 , 5,8 10,3
No particular feelings 100 12,2 12,2 22,5
Somewhat in favour 280 34,3 34,3 56,8
Strongly opposed 353 43,2 43,2 100,0

Total 817 100,0 100,0

35. Current attitude towards Irish

i) What language do you think children should learn in the home?

- ) PValid C%mulative
requenc ercent rcen ercent

English Only [quengy TeigERt Perge! |

More English than Irish 283 34,6 34,6 50,1
Both _ 335 41,0 41,0 91,1
More Irish than English 58 7.1 7,1 98,2
English Only 15 1,8 1,8 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

39 () What language do you think children should learn in school?

- ) Valid  Cumulative
r n

English Onlgl equeYEy erc8e,gt Perce’nt Perceéral,t8
More English than Irish 256 31,3 31,3 40,1
Both 338 41,4 41,4 81,5
More Irish than English 113 13,8 13,8 95,3
English Only 38 4.7 4,7 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

40. 1T you were starting to raised a family today, how much Irish
would you use with your children in the home?
- ) Valid CquuIative
. . requenc ercent Percent ercent
Valid English Ol | RRUICAEY ¢ MY ¢ 334
More English than Irish 365 447 44,7 68,1
Both _ _ 193 23,6 23, 6 91,7
More English than Irish 56 6,9 6,9 98,5
English Only 12 1,5 1,5 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

\



42 (@ Would you send your children to an all-Irish primary
school if there were one located near your home?

Valid ~ Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent  Percent
469 o/ .4 57,1

Valid  Yes , , 57,1
No 218 26,7 26,8 84,5
Don't know 126 15,4 15,5 100,0
Total 813 99,5 100,0

Missing Non Response 1 1
System 3 4
Total 4 5

Total 817 100,0

42 () Would you send your children to an all-Irish
secondary school if there were one located near your home?

- PValid Cumulative
requency Percent ercent Percent
| 267y 32,1 32,8

Valid  Yes : 32,8
No 370 45,3 45,5 78,4
Don't know 176 21,5 21,6 100,0
~ Total 813 99,5 100,0
Missing Non Response 1 1
System 3 4
Total 4 5
Total 817 100,0

55. How would you describe your partner®s attitude towards the
Irish language?

Valid  Cumulative
_ _ Frequency Percent Percent  Percent
Valid ~ Strongly in favour 55 6,/ 17,6 17,6

Mildly in favour 75 9,2 240 11,7
']?‘gei’ianrgt;‘:“'“ 135 165 43,3 84,9
Mildly opposed 34 4,2 10,9 95,8
Strongly Opposed 13 1,6 4,2 100,0
- Total 312 38,2 100,0
Missing Not Applicable 505 61,8
Total 817 100,0
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61. How important is a knowledge of Irish in your future
career?

Valid  Cumulative
, Frequency Percent Percent  Percent
Not important 467 57,2 5 57,2

Little importance 184 22,5 22, 79,7
Some importance 117 14,3 14,3 94,0
Fairly important 32 3,9 3,9 97,9
Very important 17 2,1 2,1 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

68. How would you rate the general attitude of your college friends
towards the Irish language?

Valid  Cumulative

_ _ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Strongly in favour 64 7,8 7,8 7,8

Mildly in favour 28 26,7 26,7 34,5
?'gefiang;”'“ 37 535 535 88,0
Mildly opposed 67 8,2 8,2 96,2
Strongly Opposed 31 3,8 3,8 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

69. Thinking of university students in general, how would you
rate their attitude towards Irish?

Valid  Cumulative
Frequeqcy Percent Percent Percegt2

Valid Like Irish more 8 2,2 2,2 ,
Like both 80 9, 9,8 12,0
Don't care 200 24,5 24,5 36,5
Prefer English 259 31,7 31,7 68,2
Dislike Irish 54 6,6 6,6 74,8
Don't know 206 25,2 25,2 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0
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70.

71.

Do you think the university as an institution favours the
Irish language?

Valid  Cumulative

_ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly in favour 61 7,5 7,5 7,5

Mildly in favour 250 30,6 30,6 38,1
’]}‘geﬁ’ianrgt;”'“ 374 458 458 = s
Mildly opposed 105 12,9 12,9 96,7
Strongly Opposed 21 3,3 3,3 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

Since you finished secondary school have you done anything
to improve your Irish?

Valid ~ Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

No, sufficiently

competent 113 T8 S 13,8 13,8
No, not interested 189 23,1 23,1 37,0
Don't need Irish 128 15,7 15,7 52,6
No time | 270 83 © 33,0 85,7
?(Oessé ?Itont want to 58 71 71 92.8
Other 59 7,2 T g 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

78. What are the attitudes of your work mates towards the Irish

Valid

language?

Valid  Cumulative

Strongly in Favour

Frequency Percent Percent  Percent
13 1,6 3,0 3,0

1

1

Somewhat in Favour 66 8, i) 18,5
Somewhat Opposed 23 2,8 5,4 23,8
Strongly Opposed 19 2,3 4,4 28,3
o particular 230 282 53,7 82,0
Don't know 11 9,4 18,0 100,0
- Total 428 52,4 100,0
Missing Not Applicable 357 43,7
Non Response 10 1,2
System 22 2,1
Total 389 47,6
817 100,0

Total
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79 (@ 1 am committed to using Irish as much as | can

Valid

_ Frequency Percent Percent
Valid True 195 23,9 23,9
False 576 70,5 70,5

Don't know 46 5,6 56

Total 817 100,0 100,0

Cumulative
Percgnt

944
100,0

79 (@O 1 wish I could use the Irish 1 know more often

Valid

Cumulative

Percent
65,2

94.4
100.0

Cumulative

Percent
72

94.5
1000

Frequency Percent Percent
True 533 65,2 65,
False 238 29,1 29,1
Don't know 46 5,6 5,6
Total 817 100,0 100,0

79 (© People in my circle of friends do not use Irish

Valid

, Frequency Percent Percent
Valid True 593 72,6 12,
False 179 21,9 21,9
Don't know 45 5,5 5,5
Total 817 100,0 100,0

79 (@ I like to begin a conversation in Irish

- Valid

requency Percent Percent

Valid True | 143y 17,5 ,
False 627 76,7 76,7
Don't know 47 5,8 5,8
Total 817 100,0 100,0

Cumulative

Percent
17,5
94,2

100,0



79 (@© 1 do not like speaking when others are present
who do not know Irish

Valid  Cumulative

_ Frequenc4y Percent Percent Percent
Valid True 32 39,7 9, 39,7
False 444 54,3 54,3 94,0
Don't know 49 6,0 6,0 100,0

Total 817 100,0 100,0

79 (@ 1 prefer to speak English with people who do not
understand Irish

Valid  Cumulative

_ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid True 680 83,2 83,2 83,2
False 84 10,3 10,3 93,5
Don't know 53 6,5 6,5 100,0

Total 817 100,0 100,0

79 () 1 don"t like speaking Irish with people whose
Irish is different to mine

Valid  Cumulative

Frequency Percen
True Qugagy Pergeqt Peigeat  Percpt
False 517 63,3 63,3 92,5
Don't know 61 7,5 7,5 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0
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85. With regard to the future of the Irish language, which of the
following would you like to see happen?

Valid  Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent Percent
valid Discarded and for?otten | 12y 1/5 1,5

Cultural value only 178 21,8 21,8 23.3
Galeltach} onIyI h 32 3,9 3,9 21,2
Bilingual English main

language | | 325 39,8 39,8 67,0
Pnguaa st main g 181 18,1 85,1
Irish main language 30 3,7 3,7 88,7
Don't Know/Don't Care 92 11,3 11,3 100,0
Total 817 100,0 100,0

IXii



FREQUENCY TABLES : ATTITUDES TOWARDS GALICIAN
(UNWEIGHTED)

13/71. O galego non e axeitado para os negocios, a ciencia e a
tecnoloxia

Valid  Cumulative

, Frequencg Percent Percent Percent
Valid Strongly Agree 11 11 ,
Mildly Agree 40 55 55 6,6
No Opinion 44 6,1 6,1 12,7
Mildly Disagree 124 17,1 17,1 29,8
Strongly Disagree 509 70,2 70,2 100,0

Total 725 100,0 100,0

13/2. Un galego verdadeiro non pode estar en contra dun
rexurdimento da lingua galega

Valid  Cumulative

_ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 4 57y 7,9 7,9 7,9

Mildly Disagree 59 8,1 8,1 16,0
No Olpinion 101 13,9 13,9 29,9
Mildly Agree 199 27,4 21,4 57,4
Strongly Agree 309 42,6 42,6 100,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0

13/3. Para entende-las tradicions e a cultura galega é
necesario saber falar galego

Valid  Cumulative

Frequen Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 4 128y 16,6 16,6 16,6
Mildly Disagree 249 34,3 34,3 50,9
No Opinion 23 3,2 3,2 54,1
Mildly Agree 242 33,4 33,4 87,4
Strongly Agree 91 12,6 12,6 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0
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13/4. A desparacion do galego esta relacionada coa desaparicion

das zonas rurais

Valid  Cumulative

_ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree b4 8,8 8

Mildly Disagree 133 18,3 18,3 21,2
No Olpinion 30 4,1 4.1 31,3
Mildly Agree 406 56,0 56,0 87,3
Strongly Agree 92 12,7 12,7 100,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0

13/5. A extension do galego a toédolos ambitos non é posible

Valid

Valid  Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Agree 23 3,2 3,2 3
Mildly Agree 81 11,2 11,2 14,3
No Opinion 21 3,7 3,7 18,1
Mildly Disagree 234 32,3 =] 50,3
Strongly Disagree 360 49,7 49,7 100,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0

13/6. E mellor falar galego mal ca non falalo

Valid  Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
105 14,5 14,5 14,5

Strongly Disagree 0 , : ,
Mildly Disagree 146 20,1 20,1 34,6
No Olplnlon 94 8 13,0 47,6
Mildly Agree 249 34,3 34,3 81,9
Strongly Agree 131 18,1 18,1 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0
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13/7. As politicas linglistica promovidas dende o goberno da
Xunta foron un fracaso na promocidn e na recuperacioéon social do
galego

Valid  Cumulative
_ Frequency Percent Percent  Percent
Valid Strongly Agree 169 23,3 23,3 23,3

Mildly Agree 258 35,6 35,6 58,9
No Opinion 159 21,9 21,9 80,8
Mildly Disagree 106 14,6 14,6 95,4
Strongly Disagree 33 4.6 4.6 100,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0

13/8. 0 goberno debe gastar menos na promocién da lingua galega

Valid ~ Cumulative

_ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Strongly Agree 18 2,5 5 ,
Mildly Agree 26 3,6 3,6 6,1
No Opinion 61 8,4 8,4 14,5
Mildly Disagree 211 29,1 29,1 43,6
Strongly Disagree 409 56,4 56,4 100,0

Total 125 100,0 100,0

13/9 . Se non se fai nada por remedialo o galego desaparacera
antes de 50 anos

Valid  Cumulative

_ Frequency Percent Percent  Percent
Valid Strongly Agree 115 15,9 15,9 15,9
Mildly Agree 234 32,3 32,3 48,1
No Olplnlon 78 8 10,8 58,9
Mildly Disagree 205 28,3 28,3 87,2
Strongly Disagree 93 12,8 12,8 100,0

Total 725 100,0 100,0
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13/10. A maioria da poblacidon de Galicia non esta interesada no
galego

Valid  Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent  Percent
25 3,4 3,4

Valid Strongly Agree 3,4 : ,
Mildly Agree 248 34,2 34,2 31,7
No Opinion 52 7,2 ng 448
Mildly Disagree 299 41,2 41, 86,1
Strongly Disagree 101 13,9 13,9 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0

13/711. Sen o galego, Galicia perderia a slUa identidade e suUa
cultura propia

Valid ~ Cumulative
Frequeggy Per<:3er31t Percent  Percent

Strongly Disagree , 3 :
Mildly Disagree 47 6,5 6,5 9,8
No Opinion 16 2,2 12,0
Mildly Agree 229 3%6g 31,6 43,6
Strongly Agree 409 56,4 56,4 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0

13/712. E mellor dedicar tempo a aprender unha lingua
estranxeira antes c6 galego

Valid  Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Agree | 43y 5,9 5 5,9

Mildly Agree 104 143 14,3 20,3
No Opinion 65 9,0 9,0 29,2
Mildly Disagree 226 31,2 31,2 60,4
Strongly Disagree 287 39,6 39,6 100,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0
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13/13.

Para a maioria da xente as cousas relacionadas co galego

estan pasadas de moda

Valid Strongly Agree
Mildly Agree

No OF|n|on

Mildly Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Total

13/14.

Valid Strongly Agree
Mildly Agree

No Oﬁlmon

Mildly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total

13/15.

Valid Strongly Disagree
Mildly Disagree

No OFiMOn

Mildly Agree

Strongly Agree

Total

13/16.

Valid Strongly Agree
Mildly Agree

No OFinion

Mildly Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Total

Frequency Percent Percent
43 5,9

269

68
219
126
125

Frequency Pe
| 119y

348
26
174
58
125

Frequency Percent Percent
; 38y 5,2

79
20
2170
318
125

Frequen Percent Percent
| %y A 4

22
18
168
514
125

Valid  Cumulative
Percent

, 5,9

37,1 37,1 43,0

9,4 9,4 52,4

30,2 30,2 82,6

17,4 17,4 100,0
100,0 100,0

0 galego e unha linguaien extincidon/ameazada

PVaIid Cumulative

rcent Percent

Gept PeigEpt  Percgnt,

48,0 48,0 644
3,6 3,6 68,0

24.0 24.0 92,0
8,0 8,0 100,0

100,0 100,0

Galicia non seria Galicia sen os falantes de galego

Valid  Cumulative
Percent

] ) 512

10, 10,9 16,1

2,8 2,8 18,9

37,2 37,2 56,1

439 439 100,0
100,0 100,0

E unha perda de tempo e de cartos intentar conserva-Ilo
galego

Valid  Cumulative

Percenu

3,0 3,0 3,4

§353 2,5 5,9

23,2 23,2 29,1

70,9 70,9 100,0
100,0 100,0
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13/17. Os galegos terian que falar mais galego

Valid ~ Cumulative
Freququy PerczeTt Percent Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree , , 2,1
Mildly Disagree 54 1,4 1,4 9,5
No Olpinion 55 7,6 7,6 17,1
Mildly Agree 238 ?8 32,8 49,9
Strongly Agree 363 50,1 50,1 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0

13/18. 0Os letreiros do exterior e do interior das tendas deben
estar en galego

Valid
Frequency Percent Percent  Percept
Valid Strongly Disagree | 44y 6,1 6,1 8,1
Mildly Disagree 108 14,9 14,9 21,0
No Opinion 111 15,3 15,3 36,3
Mildly Agree 249 =8 34,3 70,6
Strongly Agree 213 29,4 29,4 100,0

Total 725 100,0 100,0

13/19. A lingua dos galegos é o galego antes cO casteléan

Valid  Cumulative

_ , Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 15 10,3 10,3 ,
Mildly Disagree 118 16,3 16,3 26,6
No Opinion 105 14,5 14,5 41,1
Mildly Agree 201 21,1 21,1 68,8
Strongly Agree 226 31,2 31,2 100,0

Total 125 100,0 100,0
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13/720. A xente de fora de Galicia que ven vivir aqui debe

Valid

aprender galego

PValid C%mulative
Percent ercent ercent
Frequency A el faL

Strongly Disagree 143 9,/ : :
Mildly Disagree 230 31,7 31,7 51,4
No Olpinion 73 10,1 10,1 61,5
Mildly Agree 216 29,8 29,8 91,3
Strongly Agree 63 8,7 S 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0

13/21. 0 galego € unha lingua prestixiada

Valid  Cumulative
_ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 14 10,2 10,2 10

Mildly Disagree 238 32,8 32,8 43,0
No Opinion 122 16,8 16,8 59,9
Mildly Agree 189 26,1 26,1 85,9
Strongly Agree 102 14,1 14,1 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0

13/22. A lingua é a compofiente mais importante da identidade

galega

Valid  Cumulative

_ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Strongly Disagree 28 3,9 3,9

Mildly Disagree 123 17,0 17,0 20,8
No Opinion 47 6,5 6,5 27,3
Mildly Agree 315 43,4 43,4 70,8
Strongly Agree 212 29,2 29,2 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0
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13/723. A xente nova fias zonas urbanas que fala galego adoita
ser mais nacionalista

) PValid C%mulatitve
Strongly Agree CIGREY PeIGRRt PeUERt  Peresdl,

Mildly Agree 325 44 8 8 71,9
No Of)inion 82 11,3 11,3 83,2
Mildly Disagree 87 12,0 12,0 95,2
Strongly Disagree 35 =g 4,8 100,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0

13/24. 0 galego das aldeas é o galego autentico

Valid  Cumulative

Frequ Percept Percent Percent
Valid Strongly Agree . i%y 21,5 ezcle,g ‘ CH,S
Mildly Agree 227 31,3 31,3 52,8
No Opinion 75 10,3 10,3 63,2
Mildly Disagree 200 27,6 27,6 90,8
Strongly Disagree 67 9,2 9,2 100,0

Total 725  100,0 100,0

27. Comparado coas outras materias escolares o galego foi

para ti...
- ) F)Valid Cumulative
t t
valig - Facil equeRsy Pere]t Pergept  Percgpty
in faci
nin dificil 273 31,7 37,9 93,8
Dificil 45 6,2 6,3 100,0
Total 720 99,3 100,0
Missing 5 N
Total 725 100,0
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30 @ ¢0 teu pai queria que aprendéra-lo galego na escola?

Valid ~ Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
14 19 19 1,9

Valid Non , : ,
Isr)dn‘erente _ 312 43,0 8° 45,0
| para conseguir
gn traballol . 9 1,2 1.2 46,2
I por se-la lingua
de Galicia 324 44,7 44,7 90,9
Outra 66 9,1 9,1 100,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0

30 (M ¢A tlua nai queria que aprendéra-lo galego na escola?

- ) PValid Cumulative
requenc ercent grcent Percent
y 19y b 2,6 2.6

Valid Non 2 , ,
ISr)dlferente . 312 g8 43,0 451
| para consequir
o traballo - 11 1,5 1,5 47,2
3l por se-la lingua 1 430 se 90,2
Outra 71 9,8 9,8 100,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0

30 (© E ti ¢queria que aprende-lo galego na escola?

Valid ~ Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percept
24 3,3 3,3 3,3

Valid Non , , ,
Isndn‘erente _ 214 29,5 29,5 32,8
i para consequir
gn traballol 17 2,3 2,3 35,2
I por se-la
lingua de Galicia 385 53,1 53,1 88,3
Outra 85 11,7 u,7 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0
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33. ¢E a maneira de imparti esa materia?

Valid  Cumulative
_ _ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Si 498 68,7 69,8 69,8
Non 215 29,7 30,2 100,0
Total 713 98,3 100,0
Missing Total 12 1,7
Total 725 100,0
35. ¢E gustouche recibi-las clases de ciencias sociais,
matematicas en galego?
Valid  Cumulative
_ , Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Si 429 59,2 16,1 16,7
Non 130 17,9 23,3 100,0
Total 559 17,1 100,0
Missing Not applicable 166 22,9
Total 725 100,0

36. Actitudes cara & lingua galega durante os teus anos escolares

Valid  Cumulative
_ Frequency Percent Percent  Percent

Moi favorable 180 24,8 Qa s ,
Bastante favorahle 351 48,4 s 13,2
Indiferente 129 17,8 17,8 91,0
Bastante desfavorable 48 6,6 6,6 97,7
Moi desfavorabhle 17 2,3 es 100,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0
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37. Actitude cara a lingua galega agora

Valid

Moi favorable

Bastante favorahle 314
Indiferente 133
Bastante desfavorabhle 21
Moi desfavorable 10
Total 725

43
18

w
o~ —

1
100

3

Frequency Percent Percent
241 33,2 3

433

18

O LW

10

3
7
4
0

Cumulative

Percent
33

76,6
94,9
98,6
100,0

39 (@)¢Que lingua se lies debe aprender 6s nenos en casa?

Valid  Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid So galegio W 39y 5,4 5.4 e 5,4

Mais galego Cci castelcin 118 16,3 16,3 21.7
As duas iguais 479 66,1 66,1 87.7
Mais castel™n c£ galego 47 6,5 6.5 94,2
S6 castel™n 20 2,8 2.8 97,0
Non sei 22 3,0 3,0 100,0
Total 725  100,0 100,0

39 (b)¢Que lingua se lies debe aprender 6s nenos na escola?

Valid ~ Cumulative

o Frequency Percent Percent  Percent
Valid S6 galeqo | 9y 1,2 1,2

Mais galego ca castelan 107 14,8 = 16,0
As dias iguais 540 74,5 %4,5 90,5
Mais casteldn ca galego 46 6,3 6,3 96,8
S0 casteldn 14 1,9 1,9 98,8
Non sei 9 1,2 1,2 100,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0
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40.Se tiveras fillos ;canto galego utilizarlas con eles na casa?

Valid ~ Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
18 10,8

Sé_gale%o 78 , ,
Mais galego cd casteldn 97 13,4 13,4 T
As dias iguais 285 39,3 39,3 %%,4
Mais castelan ca galego 166 22,9 22,9 86,3
So castelan 80 11,0 11,0 97,4
Non sei 19 2,6 2,6 100,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0

42 (@ ¢Se houbese unha escola onde se impartirian
tédolas materia en galego perto da tua casa,
mandarlas 6s teus fillos a esa escola? [primaria]

Valid  Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent Percen
Si | 341y 47,0 47,0 ‘ CE?k
Non 211 29,1 29,1 76,1
Non sei 173 23,9 23,9 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0

42 () ¢Se houbese unha escola onde se impartirian
toédolas materia en galego perto da tla casa, mandarias
6s teus fillos a esa escola? [secundaria]

- ) PVaIid Cumulative
requenc ercent Percent
q 311y R, Percent

Valid Si 42,9 : 42,9
Non 215 29,7 29,7 72,6
Non sel 199 27,4 21,4 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0
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56.

Valid

Moi favorable
Bastante favorable
Indiferente

Bastante desfavorable
Moi desfavorable
Total

Missing Not Applicable

Total

59.

Valid

¢Como describirlas a actitudes da tua parella cara a lingua

galega?
Valid  Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
103 14,2 28, 28,9
118 16,3 33,1 62,1
116 16,0 32,6 94,7
12 17 3,4 98,0
! 1/0 2,0 100,0
356 49,1 100,0
369 50,9
125 100,0

¢Que importancia eres que ha te-lo domino do galego para a
tla futura vida profesional?

- ) PValid Cumulative
requenc ercent Percent  Percen
Ningunha quengy mergept reraept  Perceply
Pouca 195 26,9 26,9 33,5
Algunha 204 = =] 61,7
Bastante 160 22,1 22,1 83,7
Moita 7 10,6 10,6 94,3
Non sel 41 5,6 5,6 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0

66. Actitude dos amigos universitarios cara & lingua galega

Moi favorable
Bastante favorahle
Indiferente

Bastante desfavorable
Moi desfavorable

Non sel

Total

- ) t PValid C%mulaﬂve

fequenc ercen rcent

Wes TR T ereent
35 462 462 504
7 175 175 779
8 116 11 89’5
25 34 34 930
51 70 70 1000
725 1000 1000

1
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67. Pensando nos estudiantes universitarios en xeral, ¢que eres que
pensas con respecto 0 galego?

Valid  Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent  Percent

Valid  Gustalles moito o galego
rgais alilnda 6 ?alego? i 10,2 10,2 10,2
ustalles o galego tanto
coma o”castePar; 145 20,0 20,1 30,3
Gustalles o galego pero
grefilren 0 castel?lén 211 37,4 37,5 67,9
alego resutalles
iGngifelrlente - 7 9,8 9,8 17,7
ustalles moito mais o
gast?lén c6 g?llego % 7.8 7,6 85,3
alego non Iles gusta
naga . 9 1.2 1,2 86,6
Non sei 97 13,4 13,4 100,0
o Total 122 99,6 100,0
Missing 3 4
Total 725 100,0

68. é ambito universitario é un ambito que favorece o galego ou non?

Valid  Cumulative
cent Percent Percent
1 13,3

—

Frequency Pe
y %y

. N

Valid  E moi favorable 13,2 : :
E bastante favorable 349 48,1 48,3 61,6
E bastante desfavorable 131 18,1 18,1 79,8
E moi favorable 29 4,0 4,0 83,8
E indiferente 87 12,0 12,0 95,8
Non sei 30 4,1 4.2 100,0

~ Total 122 99,6 100,0
Missing 3 A
Total 725 100,0

69. ¢(Cres que a universidade promove o galego?

Valid  Cumulative

. . Freque Percent Percent Percent
Valid  Moito WERRY TEReeRt T i
Bastante 277 38,2 38,3 49.9
Pouco 291 ox og 90,2
Nada 35 4.8 S 95,0
Non sei 36 5,0 5° 100,0
- Total 123 99,7 100,0
Missing 2 3
Total 725 100,0
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70. Dende que acabaches o instituto ¢;intentaches mellora-lo teu galego?

Valid  Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent  Percent

Valid ~ Non porque o meu galego
?’\lsuficientemente bo 3 458 47,2 47,2
on porque non me
interesa 83 11,4 11,8 59,0
Non porque non vou )
necesita-lo galego 21 6, / 3,8 62,9
Sérgg;que non o quero 955 35 2 36.3 09 1
on hai tempo 3 4 4 99 6
Non hai oportunidade 2 3 3 999
Qutra ! 1 1 100,0

- Total 703 97,0 100,0
Missing 29 30
Total 725 100,0

79. No sitio onde traballas, ;cales son as actitudes doutros
traballadores?

Valid  Cumulative

. . Frequency Percept Percent Percent
Valid ~ Moi favorable 1 13y l,§ 146 14,6

Eastante favorable 37 5.1 41.6 56.2

astante

desfavorable 8 11 9,0 65.2
Moi desfavorable 3 A 3,4 68.5
Indiferente 17 2,3 19,1 87.6
Non sei 1 15 12,4 100,0

- Total 89 12,3 100,0
Missing Not Applicable 636 87,7
Total 725 100,0

80 (@ Uso o galego sempre que podo

Valid ~ Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
219 38,5 38,5

Valid Si , , 38,5
Non 436 60,1 60,1 98,6
Non sei 10 1,4 1.4 100,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0
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80 (b) Ogalla pudiera utiliza-lo galego mais a miudo

Valid
_ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Si 424 58,5 58,5 58,5
Non 212 37,5 37,5 96,0
Non sei 29 4,0 4,0 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0
80 (©) O meu circulo de amistades non utiliza o galego
Valid  Cumulative
_ Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Si 400 55,2 : 55,
Non 310 42,8 23 97,9
Non sel 15 2,1 2,1 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0

80 (d) Prefiro falar castelan con persoas que non entenden

o galego
Valid
_ _ Frequency Percent Percent
Valid Si 677 93,4 :
Non 41 5,7 5,7
Non sei 7 1,0 1,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0

80 (e Prefiro non falar galego cando hai
falan mellor ca min

- ) t PValid

. reque ercen ercent
Si WERRY et TRIR
Non 627 86,5 86,5
Non sel 12 1,6 1,6
Total 725 100,0 100,0

Cumulative
Percent
93,4
99,0
100,0

persoas que o

Cumulative
Percent
11,9
98,3
100,0
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80 (F) Gustame comezar unha conversa en galego

) Valid CquuIative
Frequenc ercent Percent ercent
| %67y 36,8 3

Si , 6,8 36,8
Non 420 57,9 57.9 94,7
Non sei 38 5,3 5,3 100,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0

80 (@ Non me gusta falar galego co xente que utiliza unha
variedade diferente & mifa

Valid ~ Cumulative
Frequelngy Percent Percent Percent

Si 0 14,5 14,5 14,5
Non 602 &8° e8° 97,5
Non sei 18 2,5 2,5 100,0
Total 725 100,0 100,0

88. En canto 6 futuro do galego, ¢que che gustaria que acontecera?

Valid  Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Abandonado ; 3y 4 4

1 1

Valor cultural 55 1,6 7,6 8,0
Zonas rurais 1 1 1 8,1
Bilingiie galego 460 63,4 63,4 71,6
Bilinglie casteldn 122 16,8 16,8 <:2]
Galego a (nica lingua 35 4.8 4,8 93,2
Indiferente 24 38 3,3 96,6
Non sei 25 3,4 3,4 100,0
Total 125 100,0 100,0
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1

13

14

Attitudinal Items and Questions Included in Irish and Galician Attitudinal

Scales

The Irish language is not suitable for business, science and technology (Q.13/1)

0 galego non € axeitado para 0s negocios, a ciencia e a tecnoloxia (Q.13/1)

No real Irish person can be against the revival of Irish (Q. 13/2)

Un galego verdadeiro non pode estar en contra dun rexurdimento da lingua galega
(1312)

To really understand Irish traditions and culture, one must know Irish (Q. 13/3)
Para entende-las tradicions e a cultural galega é necesario saber falar galego (Q. 13/3)
Ifthe Gaeltacht dies out Irish will die out also (Q. 13/4)

A desaparicion do galego esta relacionada coa desaparicion das zonas rurais (Q.13/4)
Irish will never become the common means of communication in Ireland (Q. 13/5)
A extension do galego a tddolos ambitos non € posible (Q.13/5)

It is better to speak Irish badly than not at all (Q. 13/6)

E mellor falar galego mal ca non falalo (Q. 13/6)

The measures adopted by the government to promote the use of Irish were a failure
(Q.138)

As politicas lingliisticas promovidas dende o gobemo da Xunta foron un fracaso na
promocion e na recuperacion social do galego (Q. 13/7)

The government should spend less money in the promotion of Irish (Q. 13/12)

0 gobemo galego debe gastar menos na promocion da lingua galega (Q.13/8)

If nothing is done to prevent it, Irish will die out over the next fifty years (Q. 13/9)
Se non se fai nada por remedialo o galego desaparacera antes de 50 anos (Q. 13/9)
Most peaple just don’t care one way or the other about Irish (Q. 13/14)

A maioria da poblacion de Galicia non esta interesada no galego (Q. 13/10)
Without lrish, Ireland would lose its identity as a separate culture(Q. 13/11)

Sen 0 galego, Galicia perderia a Stia identidade e a st cultura propia (Q.13/11)

It is more useful to learn a continental language than to leam Irish (Q.13/13)

E mellor dedicar tempo a aprender unha lingua estranxeira ante cd galego (Q.13/12)
Most peaple view all things associated with Irish as too old-fashioned (Q. 13/14)
Para a maioria da xente as cousas relacionadas cd galego estan pasadas de moda
(Q.13/13)
The Irish language is dying out (Q.13/15)
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15

16.

1

18

19,

20.

21,

22.

23,

24,

2.

26.

21,

28,

29,

0 galego & unha lingua en extincion (Q.13/14)

Ireland would not really be Ireland without Irish-speaking people (Q. 13/16)
Galicia non seria Galicia sen os falantes de galego (Q. 13/15)

Attempts to keep Irish alive are a waste oftime and money (Q. 13/17)

E unha perda de tempo e de cartos intentar conserva-lo galego (Q.13/16)
Irish people should speak more Irish (Q. 13/18)

Os galegos terian que falar mais galego (Q.13/17)

Shap signs should be in lrish (Q.13/19)

Os letreiros do exterior e do interior das tendas deben estar en galego (Q. 13/18)
The language of the Irish is Irish not English (Q. 13/20)

A lingua dos galegos & o galego antes cd castelan (Q. 13/19)

Everyone who comes to live in Ireland should lear Irish (Q. 13/21)

A xente de fora de Galicia que vén vivir aqui debe aprender galego (Q. 13/20)
Irish is a prestigious language (Q. 13/22)

0 galego & unha lingua prestixiada (Q. 13/21)

Language is the most important part of the Irish identity (Q. 13/23)

A lingua é a componente mais importante da identidade galega (Q. 13/22)
Irish peaple living outside the Gaeltacht are very nationalistic (Q. 13/26)

A xente nova fias zonas urbanas que fala galego adoita ser mais nacionalista
(Q.1323)

The Irish spoken in the Gaeltacht is the real Irish (Q. 13/24)

0 galego das aldea é 0 galego autentico (Q. 13/24)

How important is a knowledge of Irish in your future career? (Q.61)

¢ Que importancia eres que ha te-lo domino do galego para a tda futura vida
profesional? (Q. 59)

What language do you think children should leamn in the home? (Q.3%)

Na tUa opinion ;que lingua se lies debe aprender ds nenos en casa? (Q.3%)
What language do you think children should learn in school? (Q.39b)

Na tlia opinion ;que lingua se lies debe aprender ds nenos na escola? (Q.39b)
If you were starting to raise a family today, how much Irish would you use with your
children in the home? (Q.40)

E ti mesmo/a, se tiveras fillos, ;canto galego utilizarias con eles na casa? (Q.40)
Desired future for the Irish language (Q.85)

O futuro do galego (Q.88)
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TABLE . Reliability Analysis Scale for Attitudinal Items in Irish sample

O OO N o Ol &~ LW O -

RO PO RO PO PO RO RO RO RO = = = b b = b b b
O J oo Ol B LW N S O OWOo J o Ol N o

29

Alpha =

Scale
Mean
if Item
Deleted
80,7772
80,2901
80,8274
81,5643
81,9816
79,6499
81,5018
79,6095
81,5594
81,0845
80,1493
81,6181
80,7050
81,6291
80,1444
79,4578
79,5043
80,4015
80,0404
81,3170
79,9572
80,8935
80,7870
81,1567
80,0514
80,7356
80,4431
81,1787
81,7430

8549

Scale
Variance

If ltem

Deleted
238,8327
243,2479
246,9224
264,6359
248,4862
250,6224
260,9856
240,8339
262,9208
251,2073
239,5831
2449447
253,0097
251,6748
239,2659
239,9765
239,0297
233,3582
238,2226
241,6359
2439577
239,7742
265,0820
266,0563
241,1297
237,3785
240,2373
239,0587
247,8579

Corrected
[tem-
Total

Correlation
5234
,3983
,3081*

-,0759
, 4531
,3014*
,0265
5568
-,0319
,2412
, 4665
A421*
,2039
,2928
5014
5975
, 6486
, 6349
5305
, 4598
,4536*
L4974
-,0899
-,1108
, 5873
6419
5899
6165
3611

Alpha
if ltem
Deleted
, 8459
, 8499
, 8530
, 8629
, 8492
,8526
, 8592
, 8455
8615
, 8547
, 8476
, 8487
,8556
8527
, 8465
, 8445
, 8433
, 8420
, 8456
, 8479
, 8483
, 8467
,8616
, 8640
, 8450
, 8429
, 8447
, 8439
,8510
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TABLE I1. Reliability Analysis Scale for Attitudinal Items in Galician Sample

Scale Scale Corrected

Mean Variance ltem- Alpha

if ltem if ltem Total If ltem

Deleted Deleted Correlation Deleted
1 97,7766 157,7483 5212 71925
2 98,3862 157,5026 /3624 1971
3 99,3641 157,4998 ,3299* 1987
4 98,8207 170,5976 -,0467 8144
5 98,1338 157,1271 , 4349 1943
6 99,0607 158,0377 3173* 7993
7 99,8593 173,4277 -,1394 8173
8 97,9407 157,6360 ;5030 1928
9 99,3752 173,2707 -,1282 ,8199
10 98,9945 165,9889 ,1058 ,8080
11 97,9614 156,9571 , 4896 1927
12 98,4331 152,1906 ,5432* , 1886
13 99,1145 166,6678 ,0710 ,8103
14 99,6828 169,9324 -,0282 ,8143
15 98,2386 153,7814 5296 ,7898
16 97,6634 159,9860 5510 7939
17 98,0607 153,1786 , 6556 , 1865
18 98,6138 151,1462 ,6004 1862
19 98,7434 147,8291 ,6370 71830
20 99,5145 155,2916 4180 1944
21 99,2648 162,3220 ,2095 ,8041
22 98,5021 154,4354 5152 ,7906
23 100,0469 165,7216 ,1247 , 8069
24 99,5572 171,7775 -,0857 ,8180
25 97,8262 156,8095 5418 7915
26 98,4138 161,4004 52178 71954
21 98,4179 164,2547 4212 ,7989
28 98,9572 152,4167 . 5493 , 1885
29 98,9614 158,1007 3775 , 1965
Alpha = 8048
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Scree Plot: Irish Sample

Eigenvalue

Component Number

Scree Plot: Galician Sample

Eigenvalue

Component Number
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APPENDIXD

STATISTICAL NOTES FOR ANOVA RESULTS

ANOVA TESTS : GALICIAN SAMPLE

ANOVA TESTS : IRISH SAMPLE



Statistical Notes on the Interpretation of ANOVA Results

The F value (F ratio) referred to in the formulae for the interactions is the ratio of
explained to unexplained variance in an analysis of variance, that is, the ratio of the
between-group variance to the within-group variance. It is used to indicate whether
or not differences hetween the group means are attributable to sampling error (De
Vaus 2002: 290). In general, the smaller the samples (and/or the fewer of them), the
bigger the F-ratio required in order to attain significance.

The symbol ‘p’ is the probability value, which tests the likelihood that a statistical
result would have been obtained by chance alone. Statistical significance in this
study was tested at the p < 0.05 level, meaning that a result was accepted as being
statistically significant if it was shown that the probability (p) of its occurring by
chance was less*than one in twenty, or 5%. The bigger the difference between the
responses, the more confidently the null hypothesis (i.e. that there is no difference
between the means of the populations from which the samples are drawn), can be
rejected.

It is, however, important to remember that statistical significance does not
necessarily imply practical or theoretical significance (i.e. that it reveals something
meaningful about the study). A large sample size such as that used for in this study
(817 Irish respondents and 725 Galicians) can often lead to results that are
statistically significant, even when they might be otherwise quite inconsequential
(Pallant 2001 175). An analysis of the Eta Squared value in the last column in
ANOVA tables presented in Chapter 6, is indicative of ‘effect size’ or ‘strength of
association’. This figure indicates the relative magnitude of the difference between
mean scores. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (1996: 53 ) (cited in Pallant 2001
175) it describes the ‘amount of the total variance that is predictable from knowledge
of the levels of the independent variable.” To interpret the strength of Eta Squared
values, the widely accepted guidelines of Cohen (1988) are applied where .01 will be
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taken to mean a small effect, .06 a medium effect and .14, a large effect.

One of the assumptions of analysis of variance tests is that samples are obtained from
populations with equal variances. This means that the variability of scores for each of
the groups is similar. To test this criterion, a Levene test for equality of variances
was conducted on both Irish and Galician samples. Although in the majority of cases,
sub-group variances were found to be equal (p < 0.05), in some instances (especially
in the Galician sample), the homogeneity of variance assumption was violated. When
the equal variance is not assumed a number of corrective methods are possible. One
such method involves resorting to non-parametric tests (Cramer 1998: 73). The latter
however, are considered less powerful than parametric tests (such as ANOVA) and
are less likely to detect when there is a statistically significant relationship between
two or three variables or conditions. A second corrective strategy which can be
applied when variances are found to be unequal involves transforming the data so as
to make variances equal. However, Field and Hole (2003: 176) point out that this
method is often found to have little effect on the data. An alternative to the two
aforementioned methods involves the application of a more stringent significance
level (Pallant 2001: 205). This is the method adopted here, where significance levels
of .01 as opposed to .05 are used for evaluating non-homageneous results.

Post hoc tests for multiple comparisons were used to explore within group
differences once an overall F-ratio was found to be significant. A Schefee post hoc
test is the method which was used in this study. Of the post hoc statistical tests which
can be used, it is one of the most widely used in samples which assume equal
variance for groups. As a test, it constitutes the most cautious method for reducing
the risk of a Type 1 error (i.e. rejecting the null hypothesis when it is in fact true)
(Pallant 2001: 175). Where unequal variance is not assumed, the Games-Howell
procedure is used. The latter, according to Field and Hole (2003: 178), offers the best
performance when population variances are found not to be equal.
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ANOVA TESTS : GALICIAN SAMPLE

Descriptives : Gender

FACTOR1
\ y Std.
ean Deviation
Male 326 2,91 652
Female 397 3,00 507
Total 723 2,96 578
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
S e dfl df2
tatistic Sig.
13,916 121 ,@00
ANOVA
FACTOR1
gum of i Mean
Uares S F
Between Groups 1380 1 TAT 3ém
Within Groups 239,849 720 1333
Total 241,128 721

Descriptives : Age

FACTOR1
\ y Std.
ean
17-19 Joo pap  Deviaj
20-21 205 2,96 569
Over 21 318 2,94 635
Total 723 2,96 578
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Si%.
3,903 720 ,021

Sifky
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ANOVA

FACTOR1

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F
Between Groups 191 2 095 285
Within Groups 240,938 719 1335
Total 241,128 121

Descriptives : Occupation of Father

FACTOR1

Std.

, N Mean Deviation
Professionals 310 2,90 609
Service workers 88 2,97 541
Skilled Manual 115 3,03 623
Unskilled Manual 164 3,04 483
Total 677 2,96 5T7

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic df 1 df2 Si&.
2,195 673 040
ANOVA
FACTOR1
Sum of Mean
S%uares df Square F
Between Groups ,903 3 ,968 2,929
Within Groups 222,308 673 ;330
Total 225,210 676

Sl

Sif3
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Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORL
Games-Howell

Mean
(1) OCCUPATION én OCCUPATION  Difference
FATHER . ATHER (1-]) Std
Professionals Service workers -.08
Skilled Manual -13
Unskilled Manual - 15
Service workers Professionals ,08
Skilled Manual -,05
Unskilled Manual -.07
Skilled Manual Professionals 13
Service workers .05
Unskilled Manual -,02
Unskilled Manual Professionals 15
Service workers 07
Skilled Manual 02
Descriptives : Occupation of Mother
FACTOR1
Std.

_ N Mean Deviation Std.
Professionals 170 , 569
Service workers 102 2,94 653
Skilled Manual 32 3,03 470
Unskilled Manual 384 2,98 569
Total 688 2,96 578

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTORL
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sif%
1,663 3 684 174
ANOVA

FACTORL

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F
Between Groups 474 3 158 472
Within Groups 228,830 684 1335
Total 229,304 687

Error
067

,068
051
067
,082
,069
,068
,082
,069
,051
,069
,069

Error
044
065
083
029
,022

S92

XCl

Si
51
,222
,022
661
916
140
,222
916
,995
,022
140
995



Descriptives : Education of Father

FACTOR1
Std.

_ N Mean Deviation
Primary 322 2,96 ,600
Middle Secondary 10 3,07 438
Secondary 117 3,01 462
Third-Level 184 2,93 645
Total 692 2,97 578

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTORL
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Si&.
4,513 3 688 ,004
ANOVA

FACTORL

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F
Between Groups 195 3 ,398 1,195
Within Groups 229,399 688 333
Total 230,594 691

Descriptives : Education of Mother

FACTORL

Std.

_ N Mean ~ Deviation
Primary 402 2,96 589
Middle Secondary 46 3,13 450
Secondary 120 2,93 583
Third-Level 138 2,97 569
Total 706 2,97 577

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
921 3 702 430

S,iqu'l

XClI



ANOVA

FACTOR1

Sum of Mean
Between Groups S%%%S if 3 Sqlﬁaﬁrﬁe
Within Groups 232,749 701 332
Total 234,147 704

Descriptives : Place of Origin

FACTORL

N J e
City 379 pq3 Devialion
Town 181 301 559
Village. 134 307 552
Outside 28 2,53 834
Total 23 296 '578
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
SLev_ene_ "
tatistic '
5,213 3 dgﬂg %5%1
ANOVA
FACTOR1
Sum of Mean
Between Groups S%ugESeYS . 3 qu%aﬁrﬁe
Within Groups 233431 718 325
Total 241,128 721 ’

F
7,892

S0

XClii



Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable : FACTORL
Games-Howell

Mean
: \ Difference St
[) ORIGIN (J) ORIGI -] td. Error  Si
Uy ORI b, 1) o U0 BT ity
Village -,14 ,056 ,052
Outside .39 159 085
Town City = ,050 1339
Village -,06 ,063 191
Outside A8* 162 028
Village City 14 ,056 ,052
Town ,06 ,063 191
_ Outside D4* ,164 ,012
Outside City -39 ,159 ,085
Town -, 48* ,162 ,028
Village - H4* 164 012
*« The mean difference is significant at the .01
level.
Descriptives: Self-Defined Social Class
FACTOR1
Std.
N Mean Deviation
Lower 17 , 448
Middle 523 2,98 571
Upper 108 2,19 640
Total 708 2,96 575
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
7,829 705 ,000
ANOVA
FACTOR1
SSum of i Mean
S F Sig.
Between Groups qlu%%s 2 2q’uBa8r4e 7,330 I%01
Within Groups 228,931 704 1325
Total 233,698 706

XCIV



Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORL

Games-Howell
Mean
1) recoded (J) recoded Difference
social class social class (1-0) Std. Error
Lower Middle 13 057
Upper ,31* ,080
Middle Lower ‘13 ,057
Upper 18 ,066
Upper Lower -,31* ,080
Middle -,18 ,066

*e The mean difference is significant at the .01 level

Descriptives : School Type

FACTORL
N M Vi
gan
private 261 'agy  Deviafion
Public 16 304 516
Total 123 296 578

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR1

Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sig.

25,862 121 ,000

ANOVA
FACTORL
gum of i SMean - "
uares are .

Between Groups 454 1 @&54 26,161 ,5%0
Within Groups 232,674 720 323
Total 241,128 721

XCV

Sig,
,869
,000
,069
017
,000
017



Descriptives :
FACTOR1

. N Mean
Humanities 168 3,14
Technology 194 2,87
Business 166 2,95
Sciences 197 3,05
Total 125 3,00

Career Path

Std.
Deviation
532
628
554

918
1969

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTORL
Levene

Statistic dfl df2 Si@.
5,072 3 721 002
ANOVA
FACTORL
Sum of i Mean
Squares Square F Si
Between Groups ;384 3 ﬁAGl 7,825 ,goo
Within Groups 226,773 721 ;315
Total 234,156 124
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: FACTORL
Games-Howell
~ Mean
) C Path (J) C Path D|fff(fnce Std
areer Pat areer Pat - ta. Error
ﬁgman|ues e%hno{ogy ( %27* 0601
Business ,19% ,059
Sciences 10 ,055
Technology Humanities - 27* 061
Business -,08 062
_ Sciences - 17 ,058
Business Humanities - 19* 059
Technology ,08 062
_ Sciences -,09 057
Sciences Humanities -,io ,055
Technology 17 ,058
Business .09 057

* The mean difference is

significant at the .01 level

XCVi

Sig.
,§00
,007
291
,000
1993
017
,007
1993
1343
291
017
1343



Descriptives: Political ldeology

FACTOR1
Std.

N Mean Deviation
PSOE 108 o= 655
PP 60 2,56 172
BNG 220 3,24 311
None 335 2,88 573
Total 723 2,96 578

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR1
S Ay dfl df2 Si
tatistic g,
34,282 719 ,@00
ANOVA

FACTOR1L

Sum of Mean

S%uares df Square F
Between Groups 29,345 3 9,782 33,162
Within Groups 211,784 718 295
Total 241,128 721

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORL

Games-Howell
Fgl) o FgJ) L . Mean
lJ)Hf|cal |£I|f|cal Difference St
golo eolo [-] td. Error
PSOE 9 PP 9 ( {31 ,118
BNG - 36* 066
None -,0i 070
PP PSOE -31 118
BNG - 67* 102
None -.32 104
BNG PSOE 36% 066
PP 67* 102
None 36* 038
None PSOE 01 070
PP 32 104
BNG - 36* 038
*s The Tean difference is significant at the .01
evel.

Sig.
,000

Sig.
,éh?
,000
1999
047
,000
017
,000
,000
,000
1999
017
,000

XCvii



Descriptives : Ethnicity

FACTOR1
Std.

. N Mean Deviation
Galician 238 3,23 291
Both 355 2,96 AT1
Spanish 106 2,38 ,886
European 20 S 1 1940
Total 719 2,96 578

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 Sw.
15,528 3 715 ,000
ANOVA
FACTOR1
Sum of Mean
S%uares df Square
Between Groups 53,514 3 17,838
Within Groups 186,398 114 261
Total 239,912 717

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORL
Games-Howell

F
68,328

,000
,036
,000
,000
,888
,000
,000
,029
,036
,888

Mean
1) ETHNIC (J) ETHNIC Diﬂfifnce Std. E Si
- td. Error ig.

ShiENC B 10370 05 0o
Spanish ,85* ,088
European 30 121
Both Galician -27% 031
Spanish 58* ,090
_ European 09 122
Spanish Galician -,85% ,088
Both -,58* ,090
European -,50* 147
European  Galician -,36 121
Both -,09 122
Spanish ,50% 147

,029

*« The mean difference is significant at the .01

level.

Sig.
,000

XCVIi



Descriptives:

FACTORL

High A
Medium 295 2.95
Low 20 2,83
Total 123 2.96

Ability to Write Galician

Std.
Deviagi701n
564

611
978

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR1
SLev_ene_ dfl df2 Si
tatistic i,
1706 VRN .
ANOVA
FACTOR1
SSum of i Mean
Between Groups 309 2 Sf%aorze 4,540
Within Groups 237,925 19 331
Total 241,128 721
Multiple Comparisons
Deﬁendent Variable: FACTOR1
Scheffe
Mean
[) WRITE J) _WRITE Difference
I-(li)gh Asle)dium (H)CB St I,EOrHr
_ Low 19* 062
Medium High — B 047
Low 11 ,062
Low High - 19* 062
Medium - 11 ,062
*o IThe rrllean difference is significant at the .05
evel.

Sl

XCIX



Descriptives - Ability to Read Galician
FACTOR!L
Std..

_ N Mean ~ Deviation
High 433 2,99 1588
Medium 202 2,97 522
Low 88 2,17 621
Total 123 2,96 978

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sw.
2,602 720 075
ANOVA

FACTOR1
Sum of Mean
S%uares df Square

Between Groups 3,523 2 1,761

Within Groups 237,606 719 ,330

Total 241,128 721

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable : FACTORL

Scheffe
Mean
) e 0 RED Difference ;
_ _ -] Std .
ﬁ|£h &gmum ( 202
Low 22%
Medium High -,02
Low ,20*
Low High -, 22*%
Medium -,20*
*o The mean difference
level.

F Sig.
5,330 ,&05
Error  Sig.
049 ,§22
067 005
049 922
073 027
067 005
073 027

Is significant at the .05



Descriptives: Ability to Speak Galician

FACTORL

Std.
_ N Mean Deviation
High 278 3,03 1585
Medium 326 2,98 543
Low 119 2,76 615
Total 723 2,96 578
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 SiP'
2,082 720 125
ANOVA
FACTOR1
gum of i Mean
uares Square F
Between Groups ERIL 2 IR 0l
Within Groups 235,154 719 327
Total 241,128 721

Multiple Comparisons

Deﬁendent Variable: FACTORL

Scheffe
Mean
Difference

I-(ll') SPEAK A%JQ.SPEAK (1-J) Std. Egror Sig.
Igh dium .05 L 047 . 566
. Low 26% 063 000
Medium High -.05 047 566
Low 21 061 002
Low High - 26% 063 000
Medium - 21% 061 002

*« The mean difference is significant at the
05 level.

o
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Descriptives: Ability to
Understand Galician

FACTOR1
Std.

. N Mean Deviation
High 603 3,01 549
Medium 120 2,72 660
Total 723 2,96 578

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTORL
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Si
11,388 121 ,@01
ANOVA
FACTOR!L
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups 8,029 1 78,029 24801
Within Groups 233,099 720 324
Total 241,128 721

Descriptives: Language Spoken Better

FACTOR!

Std.
N Mean iati
Galician o by, Devielign
Both Equally 324 3,05 539
Castilian 359 2,84 604
Total 723 2,96 578
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
Levene _
Statistic dfl df2 S|§.
10,798 2 120 ,000

Sig.
,goo

Cli



ANOVA

FACTOR1
Sum of Mean _
S%uares df Susuare F S'(?'
Between Groups 13,032 2 916 20,540 ,000
Within Groups 228,096 719 317

Total 241,128 121

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORL
Games-Howell

Mean
(I)klan uat%e (J)klan uage Difference
spoken better spoken better -] .
Gpa||0|an B%th Equaﬁy ( ),26* St I,Eorsr%r
Castilian 48* 058
Both Equally Galician -,26% 057
Castilian 21% 044
Majority Language Galician -, 48* 058
Both Equally -,21%* ,044

*s The mean difference is significant at the ,01 level.

Descriptives : Use of Galician in Primary

School
FACTOR1
N M i
Al Galician I A LY U
Some subjects
8a:icia” 440 3,00 537
alicran as
subject only 26 2,92 615
No Galician 25 2,53 816
Total 123 2,96 578
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Si(?.
6,908 3 719 ,000

Cii



ANOVA

FACTOR1
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups 492 3 2,164 6,622
Within Groups 234,637 718 3217
Total 241,128 121
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable : FACTORL
Games-Howell
(1) Use of éJ) ‘Use of Mean
Galician I?] | alician I?] | Difference ;
rimary .schoo rimary schoo . Std.
RII Ggllman gome_ _S)lllbjeCtS (1) 16
Galician
Galician as a 25
subéect_ only
_ No Galician 63*
Some subjects All Minority 16
through Minority  Galician as a 08
subject only
No Galician 47
Language as a All Minority 25
subject only Some subjects 08
Galician
No Galician 38
No Galician All Minority 63*
Some subjects 17
Galician
Galician as a 38

subject only

Sig.

,000

Error
,090

,096

,186
,090

047

167
,096

047

170
,186
167

170

The mean difference is significant at the .01 level.

Sig.

291

067

,009
291

,304

,046
067

,304

134
,009
,046

, 134



Descriptives: Use of Galician in Post-Primary
School
FACTORL
Std.
. N Mean Deviation
/lel Galéman 11 3,30 311
ome subjects
861;!“.3” 541 3,00 /556
alician as
subject only 170 =eR 633
Total 721 2,96 578
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR!
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
5,601 718 ,(?04
ANOVA
FACTORL
Sum of i Mean
Squares Sguare F
Between Groups 5,448 2 8,315
Within Groups 235,200 718 ,328
Total 240,648 720
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: FACTORL
Games-Howell
(1) Use of (J) Use of Mean
Gahcaan in o0l Gallchan in o0l Difference
secondary.school secondafry schoo - td.
AI? &am)clmn %ome su[)yect_s_ [ J)ISO ’
through Galician
Galiclan as 48
_ subject only !
Some subjects All Galician -,30
through Galician Galician as .
o subject only S
Galician as All Galician — 8t
subject only Some subjects . 1g*
through Galician ’

S,i(?0 0

Error
,099

107
,099
,054
107
,054

» The mean difference is significant at the .01 level.

cv

Sig.
030
001
,030
,003
,001
,003



Descriptives :

Domain of

Acquisition of Galician

FACTOR1

. N Mean
Family 453 3,06
School 244 2,71
Other 21 2,99
Total 718 2,96

Std.
Deviation
,500
663
574
579

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR1
S e dfl df2 Si
tatistic ig.
16{965 2 715 ,&00

ANOVA

FACTOR1
Sum of Mean ‘
uares df Square F g,

Between Groups 1%,973 2 &987 22,057 ,§00
Within Groups 226,160 714 317
Total 240,134 716

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORL
Games-Howell

Mean
AU Domain of (J) Domain of Difference
cquisition Acquisition - . Error
Faﬂ}ﬁy Scﬁ%ol ( J),30* St 048
Other 07 128
School Family -,30* ,048
Other R 133
Other Family -,07 128
School 22 133

*o The mean difference is significant at the .01 level.

cvi



Descriptives: Parental Attitudes
towards Galician

FACTOR1
Std.
_ N Mean Deviation
Negative 245 , ,008
Positive 478 3,07 490
Total 723 2,96 578
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
S Ay dfl df2
tatistic Si
37,033 721 ,@00
ANOVA
FACTOR1
Sum of i Mean
uares F
Between Groups 17,908 1 fﬁ%%? 57,162
Within Groups 223,220 720 ,310
Total 241,128 721

Descriptives: Language First Learned

to Speak
FACTORL
N M i
. gan
Galician o4 3y DeViapon
Both 262 8 =y 505
Castilia 965 g 632
Total 123 2,96 578
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
Levene 4f] it
Statisti 2 St
19,890 fo > Ho

SHo



ANOVA

FACTOR1

Sum of Mean

S%uares df Sguare F
Between Groups 13,328 2 064 21,033
Within Groups 227,801 719 317
Total 241,128 721

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORL

Games-Howe1l

(1) Language first
learned to speak
Galicran

Both

Castilian

Mean
(J) Language first Difference
IeaLned to speak (1-J)
Bot AT7*
Castilian 3T*
Galician A7
Castilian 21*
Galician 37*
Both 21*

S0

. Error
,052
053
052
,045

,053
,045

*« The mean difference is significant at the .01 level

Descriptives : Parental

FACTOR1
Galician Only
More Galician
Both Equally
More Castilian
Castilian Only
Total

Use of Galician

\ ¥ Std.
ean Deviation
210 3,14 406
90 3,05 531
63 2,88 633
141 2,96 571
215 2,17 660
718 2,96 577

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR1
Levene

Statistic
13,525

dfl
4

df2

Ay o

cviii

Sig.
i
000
004
000
000
000



ANOVA

FACTOR1

Sum of

Squares df
Between Groups 15,750 4
Within Groups 222,807 112
Total 238,557 716

Games-Howe1l

(1) Parental Use

of Galician
Galician Only

More Galician

Both Equally

More Castilian

Castilian Only

Mean

Square
3,938

;313

F
12,583

Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: FACTORL

(J)Parental Use

of Galician
More Galician

Both Equally

More Castilian
Castilian Only
Galician  Only
Both Equally

More Castilian
Castilian Only
Galician  Only
More Galician
More Castilian
Castilian Only
Galician Only
More Galician
Both Equally

Castilian Only
Galician Only
More Galician
Both Equally

More Castilian

Mean
Difference
(1-J)

*« The mean difference is significant at

,09
21
18
7%
-,09
17
09
28%
-,27
-, 17
-,09
10
-,18

-,09

,09
19

-, 37*
-,28%
-,10
-,19

the

Sig.
,000

Std. Error
063
085
056
053
063
,098
074
072
085
098
093
092
056
074
093
066
053
072
092
066

01 level.

CIX

Sig,
s
019
013
000
576
384
171
001
019
384
876
796
013
111
876
032
000
001
796
032



Descriptives: Grade in Galician as
School Subject

FACTOR1
Std.

_ N Mean Deviation
High 58 2,99 580
Middle 353 2,99 544
Pass 198 2,90 639
Fail 13 2,69 663
Not do exam 10 2,80 135
Total 633 2,95 586

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR!
Levene _
Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
1,716 4 628 145
ANOVA
FACTORL
SSum of i Mean
uares: Square
Between Groups 1329 4 q,%82
Within Groups 214,207 627 342
Total 216,536 631

Descriptives: Habitual Use of Galician

FACTORL

Std.

. N Mean Deviation
Galician Only 45 3,33 o ;305
More Galician 44 3,25 ,360
Both Equally 87 3,18 ,308
More Castilian 353 3,02 1530
Castilian Only 194 2,61 ,664
Total 723 2,96 578

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1

e dfl df2 Si
Statistic g,

16,489 4 718 ,(900

iy

cX



ANOVA

FACTOR1

SSum of i SMean -

uares uare Sig.
Between Groups 3%,338 4 8835 34,944 ,'(?00
Within Groups 201,790 117 281

Total 241,128 121

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable : FACTORL
Games-Howell

Mean
(1) Lanﬁu%ge | kLanﬁuabge | Difference Sl B .
spoken habitua oken itua . td. Erro ig,
Gpa cian Only y NPore a?man Y ( J),08 ,071] f?
Both Equally 15 ,056 079
More Castilian 31* 053 000
Castilian Only 2% 066 000
More Galician Galician Only -,08 071 826
Both Equally 07 064 796
More Castilian 23%* ,061 003
. Castilian Only 64* 072 000
Both Equally Galician Only " 15 ,056 079
More Galician -.07 064 ,796
More Castilian 16% 043 ,002
_ Castilian Only 5% 058 000
More Castilian Galician Only - 31% 053 000
More Galician -,23% ,061 ,003
Both Equally - 16% 043 002
Castilian Only A1* 055 000
Castilian Only Galician Only - 12% 066 000
More Galician - 64* 072 000
Both Equally -,57% 058 000
More Castilian - 41% 055 000

*o The mean difference is significant at the 101 level.

CXi



Three-Way Anova Ethnicity, Political Ildeology and Habitual Language
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: FACTORL

Type 111 Partial
Sum of i SMean - . ‘ Eta ;
Source Squar yare 10, uare
Coirected Model 897542 y TS 12707 St MY
Intercept 1728,22 1 1728,2 83187 000 924
Ethlni_cinl/ (E) 6,970 2 3,485 16,775 000 047
olitica
||_|deb0.|09)|’ 0 7,957 3 2,652 12,767 000 053
abitua
Language (H) 8,591 2 4,295 20,676 000 057
E x| 4,709 6 185 3,777 001 032
E* H 3,896 4 974 4688 001 027
| *H 1,037 6 173 832 545 007
Ex| *H 2,687 11 244 1,176 ;300 019
Error 142,309 685 208
Total 6526,40 720
Corrected Total 232,063 719

a- R Squared = ,387 (Adjusted R Squared = ,356)



Descriptives - Gender

FACTOR2
Std.
N Mean Deviation
Male 326 2,90 843
Female 397 2,97 117
Total 723 2,94 176

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?
Levene _
Statistic dfl df2 S%?.
8,248 121 ,004
ANOVA
FACTOR2
gum of i Mean
uares Square F
Between Groups q,848 1 9848 1,407
Within Groups 433,939 720 603
Total 434,787 721
Descriptives
FACTOR2
\ y Std.
ean Deviation
17-19 00 aa1 o
20-21 205 2,97 152
Over 21 318 2,82 ,809
Total 723 2,94 176
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR2
atiotic 0fl  df2 S|
Statisti .
Ry fo W1

W5
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ANOVA

FACTOR2

Sum of i SMean -

Squares uare Sig.
Between Groups 10102 7 5051 8552 0G0
Within Groups 424,685 719 991
Total 434,787 121

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTOR2
Games-Howell

Mean
1) AGE J) AGE Diffprnee Std Si
|- ta. Error 1g.
f7119 §0121 ( 214 073 ,951
Over 21 28* 068 ,000
20-21 17-19 -, 14 073 151
Over 21 15 ,069 ,084
Over 21 17-19 -,28% 068 ,000
20-21 -,15 ,069 084
*» The mean difference is significant at the .01

level.

Descriptives : Occupation of Father

FACTOR?
Std.

_ N Mean Deviation
Professionals 310 2,92 812
Service workers 88 3,01 672
Skilled Manual 115 3,03 132
Unskilled Manual 164 2,96 162
Total 677 2,96 769

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR?
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 SiP.
1,819 673 142

CXIV



ANOVA

FACTOR2

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F
Between Groups 1330 3 443 748
Within Groups 398,827 673 993
Total 400,157 676

Descriptives : Occupation of Mother

FACTOR2

Std.
N Mean Deviation
Professionals 170 2,96 ev”,i789
Service workers 102 2,95 187
Skilled Manual 32 3,01 123
Unskilled Manual 384 2,94 77
Total 688 2,95 17
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR2
A dfl df2 S
Statistic g,
358 S TR
ANOVA
FACTOR?
SSum of i Mean
uares S F
Between Groups q,163 3 ql%a5r4e ,089
Within Groups 415,039 684 ,607
Total 415,202 687

Descriptives : Education of Father

FACTOR?

Std.

_ N Mean Deviation
Primary 322 3,02 ,697
Middle Secondary 70 2,83 917
Secondary 117 3,02 124
Third-Level 184 2,80 864
Total 692 2, 95 178

SlWss
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?2
S atiat dfl df Si
tatistic ig.
5,693 (86 01
ANOVA

FACTOR?2

Sum of Mean

S%uares df Square F
Between Groups 246 3 2,415 4,040
Within Groups 411,295 688 598
Total 418,541 691

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable : FACTOR2
Games-Howell

_ _ Mean
(1) education of (J) education of Difference

father father -] Std.
Primary Middle Secondary ( {19
Secondary ,00
Third-Level 22
Middle Secondary Primary -,19
Secondary -,20
Third-Level 02
Secondary Primary ,00
Middle Secondary 20
Third-Level 22
Third-Level Primary -,22
Middle Secondary -,02
Secondary 22

Descriptives - Education of Mother

FACTOR2

Std.

_ N Mean Deviation
Primary 402 3,00 160
Middle Secondary 46 2,79 189
Secondary 120 3,04 653
Third-Level 138 2,76 879
Total 706 2,95 176

S,ioqo'7

Error
116
078
075
116
129
127
078
129
093
075
127
093

CXVI

Sig.
,§h7

1,000
,019
347
430
1998

1,000
430
,085
,019
1998
,085



Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR2
S o dfl df2 Si
tatistic [
5 305 YRR ()1
ANOVA
FACTOR?
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups 226 3 2,142 4,622
Within Groups 415,874 701 1993
Total 424,099 704

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTOR2
Games-Howell

_ Mean
(1) education of (J) education of Difference

mother mother (1-]) Std.
Primary Middle Secondary 21
Secondary -,04
_ Third-Level 24
Middle Secondary Primary -21
Secondary -,25
Third-Level ,03
Secondary Primary ,04
Middle Secondary 25
Third-Level 28
Third-Level Primary - 24
Middle Secondary -,03
Secondary -,28

Descriptives: Self-Defined Social Class

FACTOR?

Std.
N Mean Deviation
Lower 17 2B 130
Middle 523 2,94 180
Upper 108 2,96 821
Total 708 2,94 780

Sl

Error  Sig.
123 ,§19

071
,084
123
131
139
071
131
,096
,084
,139
,096

CXVil

942
023
;319
228
997
942
228
,019
,023
997
,019



Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR2
SLevene dfl df S
tatistic 2 g,
1,067 705 ,3q45
ANOVA
FACTOR?2
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square
Between Groups 331 2 ,165
Within Groups 429,815 104 611
Total 430,146 106

Descriptives : School Type

FACTOR2
N D i
eviation
Private 261 Mﬁ%h 825
Public 462 2,97 146
Total 723 2,94 176

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?
Levene
Statistic dfl df?2 Silg.
1,831 721 176
ANOVA
FACTOR2
SSum of i Mean
uares Sguare
Between Groups 1,371 1 1q,371
Within Groups 433,415 720 602
Total 434,787 721

F
271

F
2,278

Sl

Sif
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Descriptives : Place of Origin

FACTOR2
Std.

, N Mean Deviation
City 379 2,82 821
Town 181 8 <> 125
Village 134 3,16 640
Outside 28 28 164
Total 123 2,94 176

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?
S IRy dfl df2 Si
tatistic |
5,284 719 ,@01
ANOVA
FACTOR2
Sum of Mean
S%uares df Square
Between Groups 14,267 3 4,756
Within Groups 420,519 718 586
Total 434 787 721

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable : FACTORZ
Games-Howell

Mean
Difference

él_) ORIGIN ](J) ORIGIN (1-]) Std. Error
Ity own -23* ,068
Village -,33* ,070
Outside -, 01 149
Town \(}Itﬁ/ 23* 8??

ilage ,
_ O_utsi%e ,218 153
Village City ,33* 070
Town 10 077
. Outside .32 154
Outside City 01 149
Town -22 153
Village -,32 154

F
8,120

Sig.
i
000

1,000
,004
1949
/494
,000
1949
178

1,000
494
178

The mean difference is significant at the .01

level.

S0



Descriptives - Career Path

FACTOR2
Std.

. N Mean Deviation
Humanities 168 3,16 615
Technology 194 2,83 826
Business 166 2,90 788
Sciences 197 3,11 688
Total 125 3,00 146

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR?
Levene .
Statistic dfl df2 SI&.
5,646 3 121 001
ANOVA
FACTOR?
gum of i Mean
uares Square F
Between Groups l%,551 3 3517 8,354
Within Groups 389,833 721 541
Total 403,384 124

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORZ
Games-Howell

Mean
Difference
ﬁ” Career Path {J) Career Path (1-) Std

umanities gchnology ,33*
Business ,26%

Sciences 05

Technology Humanities -,33*
Business -, 07

_ Sciences - 27
Business Humanities -,26%*
Technology ,07

_ Sciences -,20
Sciences Humanities -,05
Technology 27%

Business 20

076
077
,068
,076
,085
077
071
,085
078
068
077
078

St

. Error

*o The mean difference is significant at the .01 level

CXX

Sig.
,@00
,005
853
,000
,836
,002
,005
,836
,050
853
,002
,050



Descriptives : Political Ildeology

FACTOR2
Std.
N Mean Deviation
PSOE 108 2,11 ,816
PP 60 2,82 818
BNG 220 3,17 110
None 335 2,87 7166
Total 723 2,94 176
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR?2
Levene _
Statistic dfl df?2 Slg.
1,495 719 215
ANOVA
FACTOR?
Sum of Mean
S%uares df Square F
Between Groups 17,661 3 5,887 10,133
Within Groups 417,126 718 581
Total 434,787 721

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable : FACTOR2

Scheffe
~ Mean
I)I" I éJ%_t_ I D|ffftfnce g
olitica olitica - :
PSOE PP ( r)¢5 t ,fggr
BNG -,40* ,090
None -, 10 ,084
PP PSOE 05 123
BNG -,36* 111
None -,05 107
BNG PSOE A40* ,090
PP 36% 111
None ,30% ,066
None PSOE 10 ,084
PP 05 107
BNG -,30* ,066
Ihe Tean difference is significant at the .05
evel.

S0

Si
,§86
,000
107
,986
,016
1969
,000
,016
,000
107
,969
,000
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Descriptives: Ethnicity

FACTOR2
Std.

o N Mean Deviation
Galician 238 3,26 568
Both 355 2,83 769
Spanish 106 2,74 874
EuroFean 20 2,19 1,105
Tota 719 2,94 178

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?
e dfl df2 S
Statistic g,
90 54 R (N
ANOVA
FACTOR2
éum of i Mean
uares uar
Between Groups 4%,820 A
Within Groups 389,374 114 545
Total 434,194 117

Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variahle: FACTOR2

Games-Howell
Mean
1) .ETHNIC (J) ETHNIC DifflerJence Std
- ta.
égIMian éJm_ ( {43*
Spanish ,92*
European 1,08*
Both Galician -, 43*
Spanish ,09
_ European 05
Spanish Galician - 52*%
Both -,09
European 99
European  Galician L O3
Both -,65
Spanish -,55

Error

,055
,093
248
,055
,094
;248
,093
,094
259
248
248
259

S g F
3 14,940 27,396

Sig.
,@00
,000
,002
,000
168
074
,000
168
170
,002
074
170

*» The mean difference is significant at the .01

level.

S,i(%o
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Descriptives: Ability to Write

FACTOR?
\ y Std.
. ean iati
High W7 2y Devielign
Medium 295 2,94 189
Low 120 2,88 47
Total 123 2,94 176
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR?
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Siﬁ.
‘325 2 720 122
ANOVA
FACTOR?
Sum of Mean
Between Groups Sq??&%s i 2 Sq%ﬁgf 501
Within Groups 434,061 719 604
Total 434,787 121 ’

Descriptives: Ability to Read Galician

FACTOR?

N y Std.
. ean iati
High 133 703 DeV|?éT%n
Medium 202 2,94 742
Low 88 3,02 1635
Total 723 2,94 776
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR?2
Levene

Statistic dfl df2 S%
5" 456 2 720 004

S,i§4'9
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FACTOR2
Sum of
Squares
1593
434,194
434,787

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

ANOVA

Mean

df Square F
2 V% o

19 ,604
121

Descriptives: Ability to Speak Galician

FACTOR?

_ N Mean
High 278 3,05
Medium 326 2,88
Low 119 2,86
Total 723 2,94

Std.
Deviation
167
181
162
176

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?
Levene
Statistic df1
107

FACTOR?
Sum of

Squares
Between Groups 033
Within Groups 429,753
Total 434,787

Sig.
120 ,§b8
ANOVA
Mean
df Square F
2 2,517 4,211
719 598
121

S,ibgiz

Wi
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Multiple Comparisons

Deﬁendent Variable : FACTOR?

Scheffe
Mean
|) SPEAK  (J)  SPEAK Diffftfnce Std Si
- td. Error 'R

W Waion 19) 15 63 't
_ Low 19 ,085 ,085
Medium High -,16% ,063 ,034
Low 02 ,083 958
Low High -,19 ,085 ,085
Medium o2 ,083 ,958

*o The mean difference is significant at the .05

level.

Descriptives: Ability to
Understand Galician

FACTOR2
N M i
) ean Deviation
High 603 2,96 185
Medium 120 2,85 125
Total 723 2,94 176

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR2
Levene _
Statistic dfl df2 S|§.
1,054 1 121 ,305
ANOVA
FACTOR2
gum of i Mean
uares Square F Si
Between Groups 1,300 (I v P B £ VR
Within Groups 433,478 720 602
Total 434,787 721

CXXV



Descriptives : Language Spoken Better
FACTOR2
std..
o N Mean ~ Deviation
Minority Language 40 3,36 435
Both Equally 324 3,07 696
Majority Language 359 2,18 ,835
Total 123 2,94 176
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR?2
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sié;.
12,683 2 720 ,000
ANOVA
FACTOR?
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F ig.
Between Groups 21,604 2 1(9,%02 18,797 S,Iogoo
Within Groups 413,183 719 575
Total 434,787 121
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: FACTORZ
Games-Howell
_ Mean
(1) language (J) language Difference
spoken better spoken be |er (1-J) Std. Error
Galician Both Equally 29* 079
Castilian ,98* 081
Both Equally Galician -,29* 079
- Castilian 29% 059
Castilian Galician -,58* ,081
Both Equally - 29% 059
The mean difference is significant at the .01 level.

CXXVI

Sig.
'do1
,000
001
,000
000
,000



Descriptives : Use of Galician in Primary

School
FACTOR?
Std.
. N Mean Deviation
All Galtl)man 22 3,33 458
Some subjects
gaIiCia” 440 3,00 157
alician as
subject only 236 2,83 813
No Galician 25 2,69 170
Total 723 2,94 176
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR2
SLev_ene_ dfl df
tatistic 2 Sig.
2,121 719 ,(?43
ANOVA
FACTOR2
Sum of Mean
S%uares df Square F
Between Groups 1393 3 3131 5,285
Within Groups 425,394 718 592
Total 434,787 721

St
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Dependent Variable :

Gaines-Howe 11

(1) Use of
Galician in

primary schoo
ATl Gdlicran

Some subjects

through Minority

Galician as
subject only

No Galician

Multiple
FACTOR2

(J) Use of
Galician in

gr|mary school
ome subjects

Galician
Galician as
subject only
No Galician
All Galician
Galician as
subject only
No Galician
All Galician
Some subjects
Galician

No Galician

All Galician
Some subjects
Galician
Galician as
subject only

Comparisons

Mean
Difference

(1-9)
33

,90*

,04%*
-,33

-,31
-,14

*s The mean difference is significant at the

Descriptives :

FACTOR?2

All Galician
Some subjects
Galician
Galician as
subject only
Total

Use of Galician in Post-Primary

School
Std.
N Mean Deviation
1 3, 08 635
541 2,96 187
170 2,89 141
721 2,94 174

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?
Levene
Statistic

917

df2 Si

,'490'0

718

Std. Error
104

111

183
,104

,064

,160
111

,064

,164
183
,160

,164

.01 level

CXXViil

Sig.
019

,000

,006
,019

,039

228
,000

039

822
,006
228

822



ANOVA

FACTOR2

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F
Between Groups ,809 2 404 673
Within Groups 431,024 718 ,600
Total 431,832 120

Descriptives : Domain of Acquisition

FACTOR?
Std.

_ N Mean Deviation
Family 453 3,00 128
School 244 2,81 864
Other 21 3,21 540
Total 718 2,94 178

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?2
S Levene i
tatistic df2 Si
9040 15 >0
ANOVA
FACTOR?2
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups 415 2 3,708 6,200
Within Groups 426,555 714 597
Total 433,970 716

SWo

Sig.
,002
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Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable : FACTORZ
Games-Howell

Mean
(1) Domain of (J) Domain of Difference
Acquisition  Acquisition (1-]) Std. Error Sié;.
Family School ,19* ,065 ,009
Other -, 21 124 220
School Family -,19* ,065 ,009
Other -,40 131 012
Other Family 21 124 220
School 40 131 012

The mean difference is significant at the .01 level.

Descriptives: Parental Use of Galician

FACTOR2
\ ¥ Std.

. ean Deviation
Galician Only 210 3,17 VI,6|24
More Galician 90 2,17 837
Both Equally 63 3,13 957
More Castilian 141 2,95 807
Castilian Only 215 2,14 854
Total 718 2,94 178

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?2
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
9,535 713 ,000
ANOVA
FACTOR?2
SSum of i SMean
uares uare F Sig.
Between Groups 2%,491 4 69,123 10,646 ,lgoo
Within Groups 409,480 712 975
Total 433,971 716

CXXX



Dependent Variable :

Games-Howell

) Parental Use

(I
of Galician
Ga I ician Only

More Minority
Language

Both Equally

More Majority
Language

Majority Only

The mean difference is significant at the

Descriptives:

Parental

Multiple Comparisons

FACTOR?

(J) Parental U

of Galician
Mom Galician

Both Equally
More Castilian
Castilian Only
Castilian Only
Both Equally
More Castilian
Castilian Only
Castilian Only
More Galician
More Castilian
Castilian Only
Castilian Only
More Galician
Both Equally
Castilian Only

Castilian Only
More Galician
Both Equally
More Castilian

towards Galician

FACTOR?

N
Negative 245
Positive 478
Total 723

Std.
Mean Deviation
2,15 828
3,04 130
2,94 176

Se

Attitudes

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?

Levene

Statistic dfl

9,225

df2 Si
721

g.-

,002

Mean

Difference S .

- td. Error [
( J),39* 098 ,@01
03 083 994
22 081 053
A3* 072 000
-,39% 098 ,001
-,36 113 016
- 17 112 537
.04 106 996
-03 ,083 994
.36 113 016
19 ,098 322
A0* ,091 ,000
-,22 081 ,053
17 112 537
-,19 098 322
21 090 129
- 43* 072 ,000
-.04 106 996
- 40* 091 000
-,21 ,090 129

.01 level.

CXXXI



FACTOR2
Sum of

Squares
Between Groups 13,362

Within Groups 421,425
Total 434,787

Descriptives :

to Speak
FACTOR?2
. N
Minority 94 :
Both 262 2,97
Majority 368 2,85
Total 123 2,94

Mean
3,24

ANOVA

Mean
df Square F
1 13,362 22,829
120 585

721

Language First Learned

Std.
Deviation
582
129
831
176

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR2
Levene

Statistic dfl
10,563 2

FACTOR2
Sum of

Squares
Between Groups 11,879
Within Groups 422,908
Total 434,787

Sig,
,§00
ANOVA

Mean

df Square F

2 5940 10,098
719 588
121

Sig.

S0
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Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable : FACTOR2
Games-Howell

Mean
(1) Language first (J) Lanqguage first Difference
learned to speak Iea[]ned to speak (1-) Std. Error
Galician Bot 2T* 075
Castilian ,39% 074
Both Galician - 27% 075
Castilian 12 063
Castilian Galician -, 39% 074
Both -,12 ,063

*o The mean difference is significant at the .01 level.

Descriptives : Habitual Use of Galician

FACTOR?
Std.

o N Mean Deviation
Galician Only 45 3,21 442
More Galician 44 3,27 628
E/IOth Equally 87 3,20 584
ore
'(\ZAastiIian 353 2,97 125
ore
Castilian SO 07
Total 723 2,94 176

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR2
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
12,926 4 718 ,&00
ANOVA
FACTOR2
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Si@
Between Groups 30,478 4 9,119 16,416 000
Within Groups 398,309 117 ,556
Total 434,787 721

CXXXIlI

Sig.
,001
,000
,001
119
,000

119



Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable : FACTOR2
Games-Howell

Mean
(1) Language ) Language Difference _
spo en habitually M)oken nabitually (1-0) Std. Error S'(?‘
Galician Only ore Galician ,00 115 1,000
Both Equally 107 091 925
More Castilian ,30* ,076 ,002
o Castilian Only 6% 093 ,000
More Galician Galician Only ,00 115 1,000
Both Equally 07 113 964
More Castilian .30 ,102 ,039
Castilian Only ,66%* 115 ,000
Both Equally Galician Only -,07 ,091 925
More Galician 07 113 ,964
More Castilian 22 074 ,024
Castilian Only ,58* ,090 ,000
More Castilian Galician Only -,30* 076 ,002
More Galician -,30 ,102 ,039
Both Equally -,22 074 024
Castilian Only ,36% 076 ,000
Castilian Only Galician Only -,66%* ,093 ,000
More Galician -,66% 115 ,000
Both Equally -,58* ,090 ,000
More Castilian -,36% 076 ,000
*« The mean difference is significant at the .01 level.
Two-Way Anova Ethnicity, Habitual Language
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: FACTOR2
Type 111
Sum of i Mean '
%rrcected Model Sg}j,%rfseéa 8 Sﬂ%e 13,369 S,|0q0'0
Intercept 3318,61 1 33186 62170 ,000
Ethnicity (E) 18,087 2 9,044 16,942 ,000
Hab|tual Language (H) 5,786 2 2,893 5,419 005
E * 3,862 4 ,966 1,809 1125
Error 379,526 711 534
Total 6665,06 720
Corrected Total 436,615 719

a* R Squared = ,131 (Adjusted R Squared = ,121)

CXXXIV

Partial
Eta

Squa1r3e1d

897
045
015
,010



ANOVA TESTS: IRISH SAMPLE

Descriptives : Career Path

FACTORL

Std.
o N Mean Deviation
Humanities 202 3,37 750

Technology 187 =X 674
Business 292 2,91 106
Sciences 136 2,99 148
Total 817 3,00 152
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
Levene _
Statistic dfl df2 S|§.
116 3 813 508
ANOVA
FACTOR1
Sum of Mean
S%uares df Square F
Between Groups 43,122 3 14374 27,956
Within Groups 418,007 813 514
Total 461,129 816

Sig.
,000

CXXXV



Deﬁendent Variahle: FACTOR1
Scheffe
_ _ ~Mean
(][) Domain (%) Domain D|ff|erJence St
of stu of stu - t
Humanwies Tec%no%gy ( ),63*
Business A46*
Sciences ,38*
Technology Humanities -,63*
Business “ 17
Sciences -,25*
Business Humanities -, 46*
Technology 17
, Sciences — B
Sciences Humanities -,38*
Technology 25%
Business = =)
The mean difference is significant
level.
Descriptives : Gender
FACTOR1
Std..
N Mean Deviation
Male 394 2,81 143
Female 416 8 ro 112
Total 810 2,96 142
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTORL
Levene _
Statistic dfl df2 Slg.
1,146 808 285
ANOVA
FACTOR1
Sum of Mean
Squares df Sguare
Between Groups 1/,886 1 17,886
Within Groups 427,803 808 529
Total 445,689 809

Multiple Comparisons

&l

,066
,080
073
067
081
066
067
074
,080
081
074

at the

F
33,781

S

|

)
'000
000
000
090
023
000
090
773
000
023
773

.05

580
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Descriptives : Age

FACTOR1
Std,
N Mean Deviation
17-19 427 2,93 156
20-21 260 3,02 696
Over 21 124 2,92 186
Total 810 2,96 142

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
2,066 807 27
ANOVA

FACTOR1

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F
Between Groups 439 2 119 1,307
Within Groups 444,250 807 550
Total 445,689 809

Descriptives : Ethnicity

FACTOR1
Std.

_ N Mean Deviation
Irish 748 2,98 132
Anglo-lrish 18 2,11 869
EuroEean 26 2,66 890
Tota 792 2,96 142

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTORL
Stee gl df S
tatistic 2 i,
1'32) ) e %

Sj%?l
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ANOVA

FACTOR1

Sum of Mean

S%uares df Square F
Between Groups 243 2 1,622 2,954
Within Groups 432,545 788 549
Total 435,789 790

Descriptives - Political ldeology

FACTOR1
Std.

Mean ~ Deviation

FF 147 2,91 134

FG 65 2,83 , 186

SF 62 S @ ,638

Others 110 3,02 158

None 426 2,92 126

Total 810 2,96 142

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic dfl
983

FACTOR1
Sum of

S%uares
Between Groups 15,829
Within Groups 429,860
Total 445,689

fs Wi

ANOVA

Mean

df
y PR

805 1534
809

F
7,411

Sl

S0
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Multiple

Dependent Variable: FACTORL

Scheffe

(1) Political

Lgeology

FG
SF
Others

None

(J) Political

L%}ology

SF
Others
None
FF

SF
Others
None
FF

FG
Others
None
FF

FG

SF
None
FF

FG

SF
Others

Comparisons

Mean

Difference

(1-9)

-,01*
-,12
-,01
-,08
-,59*
— 2°
-,09
91*
,H9*
39*
90*
12
2@

Std.

Error
109

110
,092
070
,109
129
114
,097
,110
129
116
,099
,092
114
116
078
,070
097
099
078

Sig,
,6%8
,000
811

1,000
968
,000
1963
929
,000
,000
,022
,000
811
1963
022
164

1,000
929
,000
164

The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

Descriptives : Occupation of Father

FACTOR!L

Professional
Services
Skilled Manual

Unskilled manual

Total

N Mean
437 2,97

83 2,92
137 3,00
106 2,95
763 2,97

Std.
Deviation
129
800
114

142
135

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic

688

dfl
3

df2
759

W%
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ANOVA

FACTOR1

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F
Between Groups 1385 3 128 237
Within Groups 411,327 759 942
Total 411,712 762

Descriptives : Occupation of Mother

FACTORL

Std.

. N Mean Deviation
Professional 291 3,02 160
Services 216 2,94 702
Skilled Manual 8 3,03 842
Unskilled manual 212 2,92 138
Total 787 2,96 138

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
128 3 783 ,§36
ANOVA
FACTOR1
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups 518 3 506 ,930
Within Groups 426,091 783 544
Total 427,609 786

Sif)

Sifg

cxl



Descriptives : Self-Defined Social Class

FACTOR!L

Std.
N Mean Deviation
Lower 188 2,9 167
Middle 433 2,98 702
Upper 169 2,91 113
Total 790 2,96 133

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR1
Levene .
Statistic dfl df2 Sllg.
1,999 2 187 136
ANOVA
FACTOR1
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square
Between Groups ,084 2 342
Within Groups 423,552 786 539
Total 424,236 788
Descriptives : School Type
FACTOR1
N Mean
Secondary _ 132 2,96
Vocational/Comprehensive 64 3,03
Total 795 2,96
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
Levene _
Statistic dfl df2 S|Zq.
1,305 1 793 254

F
635

Std.
Deviation
738

Sl

exli



ANOVA

FACTOR1
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups 295 1 295 534
Within Groups 437,809 793 552
Total 438,104 794
Descriptives : Place of Origin
FACTOR1
Std.
_ N Mean Deviation
City 375 2,93 151
Town 163 2.99 162
Country 257 2.99 107
Total 795 2,96 , 739
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTORL
Levene
Statistic df 1 df2 Sig.
926 192 ,3q96
ANOVA
FACTOR1
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups 833 2 417 1762
Within Groups 432,470 791 547
Total 433,303 793

Descriptives: Ability to Write Irish

FACTORL
Std.

_ N Mean Deviation
High 98 3,38 140
Medium 294 3,06 761
Low/none 418 2,19 676
Total 810 2,96 142

Sifs

Slfsg

exlii



Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTORL
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sioq.
3,212 2 807 038
ANOVA
FACTOR!L
Sum of Mean
S%uares df Square F
Between Groups 32,261 2 16,130 31,486
Within Groups 413,428 807 912
Total 445,689 809

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variahle: FACTORL

Games-Howell
Mean
[) WRITE J). WRITE Differonee Std
| . [-] td. Error
|-(1|)gh !\Mhum ( ),32* 087
. Low/none [ 59* ,082
Medium High - 32% 087
Low/none 21* ,055
Low/none High - 59* 082
Medium - 27* ,055
*¢ The mean difference is significant at the

level.

Descriptives: Ability to Speak Irish

FACTOR1
Std.

_ N Mean Deviation
High 128 3,36 118
Medium 331 3,02 120
Low/none 351 2,75 701
Total 810 2,96 142

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1

Levene

Statistic dfl df2 SiBg.
155 2 807 857

>0

o
'000
001

,000
,000

exliii



ANOVA

FACTOR1

Sum of Mean

S%uares df Square F
Between Groups 37,165 2 18,582 36,708
Within Groups 408,524 807 506
Total 445,689 809

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORL

Scheffe
Mean
J) . SPEAK Difff(fnce Std. E Si
[) SPEAK - td. Error 1q.
o i 34 o1 oo
Low/none 61* 073 000
Medium High -, 34 ,074 ,000
Low/none 27 055 000
Low/none High -61* 073 000
Medium - 27* ,055 ,000
*« The mean difference is significant at the 05

level.

Descriptives: Ability to Read Irish

FACTORL
Std.

, N Mean Deviation
High 160 3,31 133
Medium 376 2,99 111
Low/none 274 2,71 101
Total 810 2,96 142

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR!
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Si%.
250 2 807 179

cxliv



ANOVA

FACTOR1

Sum of Mean

S%uares df Square F
Between Groups 36,513 2 18,256 36,000
Within Groups 409,176 807 507
Total 445 689 809

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORL

Scheffe
Mean
Difference
|_(1I.) READ gg READ (1-) Std. Error
Igh Medium 31 067
Low/none 59* 071
Medium High - 31 067
Low/none 28% 057
Low/none High -,59* 071
Medium -,28* 057
*o The mean difference is significant at the .05

level.

Descriptives: Ability to Understand Irish

FACTORL

Std.

_ N Mean Deviation
High 170 3,32 741
Medium 389 3,01 110
Low/none 251 2,65 665
Total 810 2,96 142

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Si@.
2,321 2 807 098

SWio

o
1000
1000
,000

,000
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ANOVA

FACTOR1

Sum of Mean

S%uares df Square F
Between Groups 46,746 2 23,313 47,280
Within Groups 398,943 807 494
Total 445,689 809

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable : FACTORL

Scheffe
Mean
LS|)OI ; LSJ) ; Difference S .
nderstan ngerstan - td, Error |
High Meéjium ( J),31* 065 ,(?00
Low/none 67* 070 ,000
Medium High -31* ,065 000
Low/none 36* 057 000
Low/none  High -,67% 070 000
Medium -.36*% 057 000
The mean difference is significant at the .05

level.

Descriptives : Language Spoken Better

FACTORI
Std.

_ N Mean ~ Deviation
[rish/both 42 3,61 , 180
English 769 2,92 124
Total 810 2,96 142

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTORL

Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sibg.

229 1 808 633
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ANOVA

FACTOR1

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F
Between Groups 18,496 1 18,496 34,983
Within Groups 427,193 808 529
Total 445,689 809

Descriptives : School Grade in Irish
Examination

FACTOR1
Std.
N Mean Deviation
Honours 432 3,13 710
Pass 342 e 128
Fail/Not done 30 2,12 176
Total 804 2,96 142
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic dfl df?2 Sig.
167 2 801 84T
ANOVA
FACTOR!
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups 26,502 2 13,251 25,539
Within Groups 415,588 801 519
Total 442,089 803

Sig.
,000

S0
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Multiple Comparisons

Deﬁendent Variable: FACTOR1

Scheffe
Mean
Difference St E
[) GRADE J) GRADE - td. Error  Sig.
I-(h}nours Fga)ss ( ”,36* 052 ,(?00
Fail/Not done A1* 136 010
Pass Honours -,36% ,052 ,000
Fail/Not done .06 137 922
Fail/Not done Honours - 41* 136 010
Pass -,06 137 922

The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Descriptives : Use of Irish in Primary School

FACTORL

Std.
. N Mean Deviation
All Irish _ 52 3,98 ,685
Some Subjects Irish 75 3,26 683
Irish as Subject Only 665 2 g3 17
No Irish 18 2,71 821
Total 809 2,96 740
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTORL
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Si6q.
529 805 663
ANOVA
FACTOR1
SSum of if Mean -
uares Square Si
setween Groups 31973 3 0e5e 20866 "G00
Within Groups 411,169 805 ,511
Total 443,142 808
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Multiple Comparisons

Deﬁendent Variable : FACTORL
Scheffe

(I) Use of Irish

() u sh (J) Use of Irish
n primary sScnoo
TR

in primary school
Some subjects
Irish

Irish as subject
only

No Irish

All Trish

Irish as subject
only

No Trish

Irish as subject All Irish

only Some subjects
Irish

No Irish

All Trish

Some subjects
Irish

Irish as subject
only

Some subjects
through Irish

No Irish

Mean

Difference

(1-9)
33

J10*

=2
-,33
37*

-,87*

—= ¥

u’17

. Error

129

,103

,198
129

,087

,190
103

087

173
,198
,190

173

*« The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Descriptives : Use of Irish in Post-Primary

School
FACTOR1
. N Mean
éll Irlif_ 39 3,12
ome subjects
Iish | 12 3,36
é;u;h as subject 717 2,92
No Irish 16 2,54
Total 809 2,96
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic dfl df?2 S%%
2,318 3 805 074

Std.
Deviation
539

152

125

142
140

cxlix

Sig.
091

,000

,000
,091

,000

,042
,000

,000

812
,000
,042
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FACTORI

ANOVA

Sum of Mean _
uares df Square F Sﬁ
Between Groups 28,563 3 9521 18,488 000
Within Groups 414,579 805 915
Total 443,142 808
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable : FACTORL
Scheffe
_ _ Mean
(1) Use of Irish (J) Use of Irish Difference ;
In post-primar In post-primar [-] Std. Error
AIIpIrlsR / Somg sugﬂects / ( )37 236
Ir|sn b ’ ’
Irish as subject *
only .80 118
_ No Irish 1,18* 213
?omehsub]ects Allgr|sh b -,37 ,236
ris Irish as subject
only A4 208
_ _ No Irish 81 213
Irush as subject  All Irish ,80* 118
only Some subjects
Irish - 44 208
No Irish 38 181
No Irish All IH5§ -1,18% 213
Some subjects
'”Sﬂ | b - 8L 273
Irish as subject
only -.38 181
*s The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Descriptives:
FACTOR1

, N
Family 113
School 668
Other 29
Total 810

Domain of Acquisition

M D o

t
ﬁ%% eV|?6g%n
2,87 717
3,07 915
2,96 742

cl

Sig.

495

000

000
495

223

032
000

223

231
1000
,032

231



Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTORL
Levene " if
Statistic 2 Sig.
5 347 y Y
ANOVA
FACTORL
Sum of Mean _
S%uares df Square F S|§.
Between Groups 30,809 2 15404 29,964 ,000
Within Groups 414,880 807 514
Total 445,689 809

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORL

Scheffe
_ _ Mean

(1) Domain of (J)Domain of Difference

Acquisition Acquisition (1-0) Std. Error

Family School ,96%* 073
Other 3T* 149

School Family -,56% ,073
Other -19 ,136

Other Family -, 37* 149
School 19 ,136

*o The mean difference is significant at the .05 level

Descriptives: Parental Use of Irish

FACTOR1
Std..

. N Mean Deviation
Irish _ 24 3,56 032
More English 115 3,29 678
English 664 2,88 133
Total 803 2,96 143

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR1

Levene _
Statistic dfl df2 S|§.

2,366 2 800 ,094
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ANOVA

FACTORI
Sum of Mean _
S%uares df Square F S|0q.
Between Groups 25,285 2 12,642 24,199 ,000
Within Groups 417,951 800 1922
Total 443,235 802

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORI

Scheffe
Mean
(I) Parental (J)Parental Use Difference
Use of Irish of lrish (1-J) Std. Error  Sig.
[rish More English 28 161 232
English ,68* 149 ,000
More English [rish -28 161 232
English A1* 073 ,000
English [rish -,68* 149 ,000
More English - 41* 073 ,000

*« The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Descriptives: Parental Attitudes

FACTORI
Std..
_ N Mean Deviation
Negative 306 2,64 687
Positive 504 3,15 708
Total 810 2,96 142
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTORI
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sigq.
972 1 808 ,325
ANOVA
FACTORI
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sioq.
Between Groups 49,463 1 49,463 100,87 ,000
Within Groups 396,226 808 490
Total 445 689 809

cli



Descriptives : Language First Learned

to Speak
FACTOR1
Std.

o N Mean Deviation
Minority 14 3,64 ,600
Both 33 3,42 691
Majority 164 2,93 135
Total 810 2,96 142

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 SiP'
1,715 807 181
ANOVA

FACTOR1

Sum of Mean

S%uares df Square F
Between Groups 14,136 2 7,068 13,217
Within Groups 431,553 807 535
Total 445,689 809

Multiple Comparisons

Deﬁendent Variable : FACTORL

Scheffe
_ _ ~ Mean
lU) Li?guage f|Lst 6J) Li?guage fILSt D|fffﬁfnce
earned to spea earned to spea -
Ir?sﬂ P Both P ( %22
English 11*
Both [rish -22
_ English 49%
English [rish - 71
Both - 49%

Std.

o

Error
234
199
234
130

199
,130

*» The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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Descriptives : Habituai Language

FACTOR1
Std.
_ N Mean Deviation
Some Irish 209 3,50 623
All English 567 2,78 691
Total 776 2,97 144

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR1
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Si@.
5,484 174 019
ANOVA

FACTOR1

Sum of Mean

S%uares df Square F
Between Groups 78,686 1 78686 173,54
Within Groups 350,941 774 453
Total 429,627 175

S,i(%o
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Four-Way Anova Career Path, Grade, Parental Attitude and
Habitual Language
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: FACTORL

Type 111
Sum of i SMean - .

Source re uare iq.
Corrected Model %9“92% 31 49,329 10,775 ,(?00
Intercept 2343,90 123439 58341 ,000
Career Path (C) 6,497 3 2,166 5,390 ,001
Ig;rade (IG) 1,498 1 1,498 3,728 054
arenta

ﬁttbi'tUdﬁs (PA) 12,232 112,232 30,447 ,000

abitua

Language (H) 13,913 1 13,913 34632 ,000
C*G 561 3 187 466 706
C* PA 414 3 138 343 794
G * PA 352 1 352 876 ,350
C*G*P 1,467 3 489 1,217 302
C* H 320 3 107 266 850
G*H 183 1 183 454 501
C* g *H 686 3 229 570 635
PA * H 553 1 553 1,375 /241
C* PA * H 321 3 107 266 850
G*PA*H 5,1E-03 1 5,E-03 013 911
C*G*PA*H 1,212 3 404 1,006 390
Error 288,460 718 402

Total 7279,83 750

Corrected Total 422,652 749

a* R Squared = ,317 (Adjusted R Squared = ,288)
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Descriptives : Gender

FACTOR2
Std.
N Mean Deviation
Male 394 , 866
Female 416 3,10 197
Total 810 g oo 837

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?2
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Si%.
2,207 1 808 , 138
ANOVA
FACTOR2
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups 551 1 §,551 12,371
Within Groups 558,501 808 691
Total 567,052 809
Descriptives : Age
FACTOR?2
Std.
N Mean Deviation
17-19 427 3,00 842
20-21 260 3,05 ,865
Over 21 124 2,91 155
Total 810 8 o= 837

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
3,463 2 807 032

S0
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ANOVA

FACTOR2

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F
Between Groups 1,609 2 804 1,148
Within Groups 565,443 807 101
Total 567,052 809

Descriptives : Occupation of Father

FACTOR?

Std.

_ N Mean ~ Deviation
Professionals 310 2,92 812
Service workers 88 8 oz 672
Skilled Manual 115 3,03 132
Unskilled Manual 164 2,96 162
Total 677 2,96 769

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR?
SLevene df1 df
tatistic 2 Sig.
1,819 673 ,P42
ANOVA
FACTOR?
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups ,330 3 443 148
Within Groups 398,827 673 1593
Total 400,157 676

Descriptives ; Occupation of Mother

FACTOR?

Std.

_ N Mean Deviation
Professionals 170 2,96 189
Service workers 102 2,95 187
Skilled Manual 32 3,01 123
Unskilled Manual 384 2,94 77
Total 688 2,95 17

S,isql's

By
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR2
SLev_ene_ dfl df2 Si
tatistic 1g.
"Bt S4 i
ANOVA
FACTOR2
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups 163 3 054 ,089
Within Groups 415,039 684 607
Total 415,202 687

Descriptives : Education of Father

FACTOR?2

Std.

_ N Mean Deviation
Primary 322 3,02 697
Middle Secondary 70 2,83 917
Secondary 117 3,02 124
Third-Level 184 2,80 864
Total 692 2,95 178

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR2
SLev_ene_ dfl df Si

tatistic ig.

5 503 e o
ANOVA

FACTOR?2

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F
Between Groups 246 3 2,415 4,040
Within Groups 411,295 683 598
Total 418,541 691

S,is%e

597
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Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTOR2
Games-Howell

Mean
(1) educatlon of (J) education of Difference
fathe fa Jh (1) Std.
Prim ary Miadle Secondary 19
Secondary .00
Third-Level 22
Middle Secondary Primary “ 19
Secondary -,20
Third-Level 02
Secondary Primary ,00
Middle Secondary 20
Third-Level 22
Third-Level Primary -,22
Middle Secondary -,02
Secondary -,22

Descriptives : Education of Mother

FACTOR?2

Std
N Mean Deviation
Primary 402 3,00 160
Middle Secondary 46 2,79 189
Secondary 120 3,04 653
Third-Level 138 2,76 879
Total 706 2,95 176
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR?
Levene
Statistic dfl df?2 Sig.
5,895 702 ,001
ANOVA
FACTOR?
Sum of Mean
S%uares df Sguare F
Between Groups , ) 3 2 142 4,622
Within Groups 415,874 701 593
Total 424,099 704

Error
116
078
075
116
129
127
078
129
093
075
127
,093

593

clix
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1000

019

347

130

998
1,000

130

085

019

998
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Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORZ
Gaines-Howe 11

_ _ Mean
() education of (J) education of Difference

mother mother - Std.
Primary Middle Secondary ( J),21
Secondary -04
_ Third-Level 24
Middle Secondary Primary -,21
Secondary -,25
Third-Level 03
Secondary Primary 04
Middle Secondary 25
Third-Level 28
Third-Level Primary -,24
Middle Secondary -,03
Secondary -,28
Descriptives : Place of Origin
FACTOR2
Std.
_ N Mean Deviation
City 375 3,01 841
Town 163 3,07 843
Country 257 =351 819
Total 795 3,00 834
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR?
S oY dfl df Si
tatistic g,
V74 I
ANOVA
FACTOR2
éum of i SMean -
uares uare
Between Groups q,§67 2 96%4 ,982
Within Groups 550,846 791 ,696
Total 552,214 793

Error
123
071
084
123
131
139
071
131
096
084
139
096

0

clx

Sig.
,éﬁ9
942
,023
;319
228
997
942
228
,019
023
997
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Descriptives: Ethnicity

FACTOR2
N M viali
irish s '3gp  DeViafly”
Anglo-Irish 18 312 1939
Euro?ean 26 2,63 905
Tota 792 2,99 ,838
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR2
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 ig.
1y T
ANOVA
FACTOR2
Sum of Mean
Squares df
Between Groups 713 2 Sﬂ%%? 2 g55
Within Groups 551,140 788 699 |
Total 554,854 790
Descriptives: Political Ildeology
FACTOR?
\ y Std.
ean iati
FF 147 '3gy Devieion
FG 65 3,02 695
SF 62 3,11 , 964
Others 110 2,97 821
None 426 2,96 832
Total 810 3,00 837
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR2
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Si?.
1,471 4 805 ,209

By
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ANOVA

FACTOR2
Sum of Mean
S%uares df Square F
Between Groups 942 4 135 1,050
Within Groups 564,110 805 101
Total 567,052 809
Descriptives : School Type
FACTOR2
Std.
N Mean  Deviatjon
Secondary 132 3,00 , 838
Vocational/Comprehensive 64 3,04 180
Total 795 3,00 833

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?

Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sig.

593 1 793 441
ANOVA
FACTOR?
gum of i SMean
Uares uare F

Between Groups q,113 1 q,llS 162
Within Groups 550,871 793 695
Total 550,984 794

Descriptives : Career Path

FACTOR?
Std.

o N Mean Deviation
Humanities 202 2,9 852
Technology 187 2,89 809
Business 292 3,12 826
Sciences 136 2,97 861
Total 817 g o 838
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?
Levene
Statistic dfl df? Sig.
,305 813 , 822
ANOVA
FACTOR2
Sum of Mean
Squares df Sguare F Si(?.
Between Groups 210 3 2,403 3,450 016
Within Groups 566,328 813 697
Total 573,538 816
Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable : FACTOR2
Scheffe
Mean
(I) Career (J) Career Difference
ath ~ Path (1-0) Std. Error Sié].
Humanities Technology ,06 ,085 934
Business “18 076 155
Sciences -.03 ,093 ,993
Technology Humanities -, 06 ,085 934
Business - 23% 078 034
Sciences — B 094 853
Business Humanities 18 ,076 155
Technology 23% 078 ,034
Sciences 15 ,087 410
Sciences Humanities o) 093 993
Technology £ ,094 853
Business 15 087 410
The mean difference is significant at the 05

level.
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Descriptives: Ability to Write Irish

FACTOR?2
Std.

_ N Mean Deviation
High 98 3,38 831
Medium 294 3,05 ,804
Low/none 418 2,88 833
Total 810 3,00 837

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR2
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
263 2 807 769
ANOVA

FACTOR2

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F
Between Groups 20,816 2 10,408 15,377
Within Groups 546,236 807 677
Total 567,052 809

Multiple Comparisons

Deﬁendent Variable: FACTOR2

Scheffe
Mean
[) WRITE J) WRITE Difference Std, E
| . |- td, Error
ﬁ|£h &denl ( J),33* 096
Low/none 50%* 092
Medium High - 33% 096
Low/none AT ,063
Low/none High -,50* 092
Medium - 17* 063

The mean difference is significant at the .05

level.

580

,003
,000
003
027
,000
027
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Descriptives : Ability to Read Irish

FACTOR?
Std.
_ N Mean Deviation
High 160 3,29 804
Medium 376 2,98 ,809
Low/none 274 2,85 ,853
Total 810 3,00 837
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR2
Levene
Statistic dfl df?2 Sig.
432 2 807 ,649
ANOVA
FACTOR2
Sum of Mean
Suguares df Square F
Between Groups 19,882 2 9,941 14,662
Within Groups 547,170 807 678
Total 567,052 809

Multiple Comparisons

Deﬁendent Variable: FACTOR2

Scheffe
Mean
Difference i
|) READ J) .. READ -] Std. Error
i)gh Mdium ( ),31* 078
_ Low/none 44% ,082
Medium High -, 31* ,078
Low/none /13 ,065
Low/none High - 44 082
Medium -13 ,065
*o The mean difference is significant at the .05

level.

Si

Sig,
0o
000
000
128
000
128
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Descriptives: Ability to Speak Irish

FACTOR?2
N M Vg
. ean
High g 37y Deviefion
Medium 331 3,07 199
Low/none 351 2,83 845
Total 810 3,00 837
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR2
Levene
Statistic dfl df?2 Sidg.
149 2 807 A3
ANOVA
FACTOR?
Sum of i Mean
Between Groups %%UO%S 2 181(]%&1r6e 16 sFlz
Within Groups 545,019 807 675 '
Total 567,052 809

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORZ

Scheffe
Mean
), SPEAK J)  SPEAK ifference
i Wi (1-9)5p, S0 Epgor
_ Low/none 46* 085
Medium High - 22% ,085
Low/none 4% 063
Low/none  High - 46* 1085
Medium 24 1063
* The mean difference js significant at the .05

level.

Sig.
,0%7
,000
037
001
,000
001
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Descriptives : Ability to Understand Irish
FACTOR2
Std.

_ N Mean.  Deviation
High 170 3,25 ,816
Medium 389 2,99 ,808
Low/none 251 2,84 857
Total 810 3,00 837

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?2
Levene _
Statistic dfl df2 S|§.
,652 2 807 521
ANOVA
FACTOR?2
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups 16,941 2 8470 12,426
Within Groups 550,111 807 ,682
Total 567,052 809
Multiple Comparisons
Deﬁendent Variable: FACTORZ
Scheffe
Mean
6;\) 6#\) Difference
NDERSTAND DERSTAND (1-) Std. Error
High Medium , 25% 076
_ Low/none A1 ,082
Medium High - 25% ,076
Low/none 15 067
Low/none High - 41* ,082
Medium - 15 067
*s The mean difference is significant at the .05

level.

S0

Sig.
,(904
,000
,004
071
,000
071

clxvii



Descriptives : Language Spoken Better

FACTOR2

Std.
_ N Mean Deviation
[rish/both 42 3,46 170
English 769 2,97 834
Total 810 3,00 837
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR?
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sizq.
1,519 808 218
ANOVA
FACTOR?2
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups 9,185 1 9185 13,303
Within Groups 557,867 808 ,690
Total 567,052 809

Descriptives : Use of Irish in Primary School

FACTOR?2

Std,
_ N Mean ~ Deviation

All Irish 52 3,22 820
ome_subjects 53,02 765
é%“;h as subject 565 2.99 838
No Irish 18 o = 1,025
Total 809 g oo ,836

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR2

Levene _
Statistic dfl df?2 S|§.

1,204 805 ,307

S0
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ANOVA

FACTOR2

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F
Between Groups 279 3 1,093 1,568
Within Groups 561,289 805 ,697
Total 564,568 808

Descriptives: Use of Irish in Post-Primary

School
FACTOR2
Std.
, N Mean Deviation
All Irish 39 3,20 943
oome_subjects 03 779
(IJrn||syh as subject 717 2.9 824
No Irish 16 2,92 1,110
Total 809 S o= 836
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR?
SLev_ene_ df1 df Si
tatistic 2 g,
2,207 805 ,(?86
ANOVA
FACTOR?
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups ,365 3 188 1,129
Within Groups 562,203 805 698
Total 564,568 808

Sl

S,izgée
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Descriptives - Grade in Irish at School

FACTOR2

Std.
N Mean Deviation
Honours 432 3,11 8217
Pass 342 2 83 822
Fail/Not done 30 2 8t 981
Total 804 3,000 838
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR2
Levene _
Statistic dfl df2 S|?.
1,312 2 801 210
ANOVA
FACTOR2
Sum of Mean
S%uares df Square F
Between Groups 10,983 2 5,492 7,948
Within Groups 553,451 801 691
Total 564,434 803

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTOR2

Scheffe
Mean
Difference
ﬁg GRADE 6J) GRADE (1-) Std. Error
nours ass 23* ,060
Fail/Not done 30 157
Pass Honours - 23%* 060
Fail/Not done 07 158
Fail/Not done Honours -.30 157
Pass -,07 158

S0

Sig.
b1
161
001
897
161
997

The mean difference is significant at the .05 level
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Descriptives : Domain of Acquisition

FACTOR2
Std.
_ N Mean Deviation
Family 113 3,26 181
School 668 2,96 ,835
Other 29 2,83 926
Total 810 3,00 837
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR?
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Siag.
103 2 807 496
ANOVA
FACTOR?
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sié;.
Between Groups 669 2 4834 6,999 001
Within Groups 557,383 807 691
Total 567,052 809

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTOR2

Scheffe
_ _ Mean

(1) Domain of (J)Domain of Difference

Acquisition Acquisition (1-3) Std. Error

Family School ,30% 084
Other A3* 173

School Family -,30% ,084
Other 13 ,158

Other Family - 43* 173
School -13 158

*s The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

cIxXxi

Sig.
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002
708
044
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Descriptives: Parental Use of Irish

FACTOR?
Std.
_ N Mean Deviation
Irish _ 24 .30 ey
More English 115 3,21 832
English 664 2,95 ,835
Total 803 3,00 838
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR2
Levene ,
Statistic dfl df2 S|7q.
347 2 800 107
ANOVA
FACTOR?
Sum of Mean
S%uares df Square F Sié}.
Between Groups 957 2 4,479 6,465 ,002
Within Groups 554,251 800 ,693
Total 563,208 802

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: FACTORZ

Scheffe
~ Mean
(1) Pfarentahl L(JJ) Pfarlentahl Difference St ‘
Use of Iris se of Iris - td. Error g,
lrish ! More English ( J),OS ,186 ,G?Ol
English 35 172 132
More English [rish -,08 ,186 901
English 26% ,084 ,008
English [rish . -,35 172 132
More English -.26% ,084 008

The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.
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Descriptives: Parental Attitudes
towards Irish

FACTOR?
Std.
_ N Mean Deviation
Negative 306 2,80 845
Positive 504 3,12 808
Total 810 3,00 837
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR2
Levene
Statistic dfl df2 Sin.
2,581 808 109
ANOVA
FACTOR2
Sum of Mean
S%uares df Sguare F
Between Groups 20,456 1 20,456 30,239
Within Groups 546,596 808 676
Total 567,052 809

Descriptives: Language First Learned

to Speak

FACTOR2

Std..
. N Mean ~ Deviation
Minority 14 3,15 912
Both 33 3,26 917
Majority 764 2,99 837
Total 810 3,00 837
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR2
Levene

Sta%i,agi‘lc dfl ) df8207 S,i(§;5'4

Sig.

,000
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ANOVA

FACTOR2

Sum of Mean

Squares df Square F
Between Groups 2,752 2 1,376 1,968
Within Groups 564,300 807 699
Total 567,052 809

Descriptives: Habitual Language

FACTOR2
Std.
_ N Mean Deviation
Some Irish 209 3,22 152
All English 567 2,92 856
Total 776 g o= 839
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
FACTOR2
Levene
Statistic df1 df2 S?.
7,890 174 005
ANOVA
FACTOR2
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F
Between Groups 13,101 1 13,101 19,059
Within Groups 532,035 174 687
Total 545,135 175

Test of Homogeneity of Variances

FACTOR?

N T |
tatistic 1],
314 S0 Vs

SWio

>80
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Three-Way ANOVA Career Path, Habitual Language and Ability to Speak

Irish

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: FACTORZ

Type 111

Sum of Mean
source Squares df Square
Corrected Model 41,677a 23 1,812
Intercept 3012,65 1 30126
Career Path (C) 11,884 3 3,961
Habitual Language (H) 3,159 1 3,159
Ability to Speak () 6,243 2 3,122
C* H 1,525 3 508
C*S$ 5,521 6 1920
H*S 1,966 2 1983
C*H S 4,527 6 155
Error 509,266 758 672
Total 7606,16 182
Corrected Total 550,943 181

a- R Squared = ,076 (Adjusted R Squared = ,048)

F

2,697
44841
5,896
4,702
4,646
157
1,370
1,463
1,123

clxxv

Sig.
B0
000
001
030
010
519
921
937
347



