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Abstract: Iran is a multiethnic and multilingual country. Tleeare 77 languages in Iran. Boundary
between dialects and languages has been takenrdoteyl. Except Persian other Iranian languages are
not bestowed equal and fair quota in educationalyegnmental and social spheres. Azerbaijani Turkish
is the second largest language of the country.eSthe advent of Pahlavi in 1925, Azerbaijani spegki
areas have had the highest rates of migration tdreé provinces like Tehran, the capital city. Thisidy
investigates the sociolinguistic situation of Azgjdni Turkish among immigrants in Tehran. To
determine whether Azerbaijani among immigrantsndaggered, a questionnaire with 36 questions was
administered among a randomly selected sample 6f88n and women of Azerbaijani immigrants,
scrutinizing a variety of topics, including langeagpoken with children, different domains of larggia
use and language attitudes. Drawing upon the mpdetented by UNESCO to assess language vitality
and endangerment, and based on data extracted fiquestionnaires, study revealed that
intergenerational language transmission among inmamy families is largely interrupted; Azerbaijani
Turkish loses most spheres of use in immigrantlisniOnly respondents claimed a strong desire to
preserve their indigenous language, but this viewnot matched by the facts. Further research is
required to examine this issue more suspiciousigdiRgs of this research may inform the linguistic

community and cultural and educational authorittespave the way for the better sustenance of ethnic
languages.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Throughout history Iran has been a country with tiple ethnic, cultural, linguistic, and
religious minorities. This fact is reflected in tbgistence of approximately 77 languages and
dialects according to the most recent editioktbinologue(2003). A full historical examination
of the ethnic and linguistic groups in Iran is tloé subject matter of this study. However, it is
crystal clear that ethnic, religious and linguistieersity goes back to pre-Islamic era.

Up until the advent of Pahlavi, the ruling dynatym 1925 to 1979 in Iran, the country had
been run in accordance with a kind of traditionahfederative system calleMlamalek-e
Mahruseh-ye Iranthe Protected Countries of Iran). After the ustign of political power in
1925, Reza Khan indoctrinated the idea of a superanolithic racial/ethnic group, the Persian
in this case, bent on destroying all non-Persialu@s. Despicable acts of linguicide and
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deculturation were committed in order to achieve tthauvinistic agenda of ethnic and
linguistic purity for the Persian race in Iran.

The racist project was built around the notion ¢ country, one nation, one language and Reza
Khan vigorously set out to implement it. A majoestto achieving this goal was to eliminate
signs and symbols of difference and diversity thate manifested mainly in the lifestyles and
living conditions of various non- Persian commuesti who were largely identified in the
dominant discourse as tribes and tribal groups.

In order to executéone nation, one language, one countrgblicy, Pahlavi theoreticians and
intelligentsia have adopted different strategiesrfrdeviating and distorting the historical and
geographical facts to unique education in Persmhcaiminalization of speaking in non-Persian
languages. The logic of this move was summarizedyandeh a state organ whose first
editorial proclaimed the following:

Achieving national unity means that Persian languagist be established throughout the whole
country, that regional differences in clothing, touss and such the like must be disappear, and
that moluk ot-tavayef (local chieftains) must be eliminated. Kurds,rd,0Qashqa’is, Arabs,
Turks, Turkmen, etc., shall not differ from one #re by wearing different clothes or speaking
a different language....This task can only be accmhed if elementary schools are established
everywhere, and if laws are passed which make éidaceompulsory, (Crane, K. & Lal, R. &
Martini J. (2008)).

Due to suppressive and oppressive cultural andiitig policies of Reza Shah and his son,
Mohammad Reza Shah and their persistence in oocdachieve to an ideal monolithic and
united nation, minoritized and underprivileged rieersian languages suffered severe and lethal
injuries. As a result of such prohibitive and ddspgolicies and despite its historically
multicultural quality, present-day Iran serves ggpad example of a country which has a single
official language and does little or nothing foryasther language. Proponents of this doctrine
simply assume that Persian is the language of kansequently, they virtually ignore other
languages and even do anything against them.

The formal and informal spread of Persian as auagg of wider distribution has drastically
limited the use of all other non-Persian languadaesfact, in most formal domains like
education, administration and judiciary system i@arss dominant. The prominent role of
Persian is mainly the result of its official statrsd the aforementioned notorious Persian only
linguistic policy.

The strong impact of Persian in the country andlésimental effect on the use of non-Persian
underprivileged ethnic languages is a generallynaskedged fact. Details of gradual
marginalization and deterioration of minority laages were analyzed and published in different
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studies by authors like Shahbakhsh (2000) for Baldanguage, Zoulfaghari (1997) for
Bakhtiari in South western city of Masjed SoleimarKhoozestan province, Mashayekh (2002)
for Gilaki in Rasht, the center of Gilan provind®ashirnezhad (2008) for Mazandarani in
northern city of Amol in Mazandaran province. MyroWA thesis (Nouri, 2010), covering 300
sample people from five Azerbaijani speakers froha\ Marand, Tabriz, Zanjan and Qeidar,
described the sociolinguistic status of Azerbaijamikish as the second largest language of Iran.

There is not much known about the exact populdigures for each ethnic community in Iran.
The Iranian censuses do not consider the questiethnicity and diversity (Hooshmand, 2005).
It is believed that population of Azerbaijani Turksan's largest and the most important non-
Persian ethnic group- is between 20 to 30 milliétmide, 2005, p. 289). Estimates of the
Azerbaijani population in Tehran range from oneehtio one-half of the capital’s total
population (Shaffer, 2002, p. 224). According tofiMezam & Mehrabi (2008), about a third of
Iran’s population, close to 25 million, speak Tstkias mother language (p.188). It is noteworthy
that other Turk groups like Afsha®@ashgaiand _Turkmerlive in Iran and all of these groups
speak a language fro@ghuzbranch of the Turkic languages. GeographicallyerBaijanis
mainly live in East and West Azerbaijan, Zanjan Andabil, noticeable number of Azerbaijanis
live in Tehran, Gilan, Gazvin, Hamedan, Khorasash @entral province.

Azerbaijanis migration to Tehran, capital city stdrand was particularly intensified by the
establishment of Pahlavi dynasty in 1925 due tovenanodernization of the socioeconomic
structure of the country and political centralieati This study investigates language
transmission, language use and language attitudeagAzerbaijani immigrants in Tehran, the
capital city of Iran. Tehran has been selected Umxraf its cosmopolitan nature. Azerbaijani
Turkish has been selected since there had beenandisguistic study conducted to scrutinize
language maintenance/shift and also patterns @ukge use among immigrants and within
Azerbaijani households living in Tehran so far. éatingly, almost no reliable sociolinguistic
information was available about the vitality or anderment of Azerbaijani in Tehran.

2. METHODOLOGY
2.1 Data collection and respondents

Like many other similar investigations, a questaing with 38 multiple-choice and some short-
answer questions in Persian was designed to ointdicators of language attitudes in order to
develop an accurate description of the current dagg use situation among Azerbaijani
immigrants in Tehran. Six educated persons, uniyeggudents and school teachers, were
selected to distribute and gather copies of quaséimes within four days. The questionnaire
covered a variety of questions, including but natited to demographic information, self

evaluation of linguistic competence in Azerbaijanrkish, patterns of language use at home, in
society and neighborhood and language attitudegstigquns were evaluated on a five-point
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Likert scale. In this research only those questiohgh were directly related to the subject of
the study were extracted manually and were analyaedrder to determine the extent of
language vitality or endangerment.

The total number of the respondents is 300 Azabaijmmigrants living in Tehran drawn
randomly from two different districts ofusof AbacindKhani Abad-e Naf Tehran in order to
reduce or avoid any probable impact of charactesiguch as socioeconomic status or class.
The respondents were female and male, over thefa2fe, employed, married and had a child,
employment for female was not a requirement. iftmiportant to note that subjects were from
different educational backgrounds ranging from riyrto university level.

2.2. Data Analysis
2.2.1. Introduction

Table: 1
Gender Frequency %
Male 175 58.3%
Female 125 41.7%
Total 300 100%

Gender of the Respondents

As table (1) illustrates 58.3 percent of the ergmenple population are male and 41.7 percent of
the participants are female.

Table: 2

Age Frequency %
25-30 80 26.7%
31-40 115 38.2%
41-50 65 21.7%
51-60 35 11.7%

61+ 5 1.7%
Total 300 100

Age of the Respondents

Table 2 illustrates the age of participants. 2&ercent of respondents are between 25 and 30,
38.2 percent are between 31 and 40, 21.7 percettetween 41 and 50 and percent are between
51 and 60, 1.7 percent of respondents are older@8a The fact that only 13.4 percent of the
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participants are more than 51 years means thatlb\data may better reflect the situation of
language among "young" or "middle-aged" immigraatier than elderly immigrants.

Table: 3
Education Frequency %
llliterate 10 3.3%
Fifth degree to High School 155 51.7%
Diploma and Associate of Arts 80 26.7%
Bachelor’'s degree and higher 55 18.3%
Total 300 100

Degree of Education

As table 3 indicates, 3.3 percent of respondemsligerate. Relative majority (51.7 percent) of
the respondents have fifth degree to High schaal7 percent of the respondents have a high
school diploma or A.A. 18.3 percent hold bacheldegree and higher degrees.

2.2.2. Intergenerational Language Transmission

In this section, we will investigate the languabattparticipants like their children to learn and
speak. Such an analysis will give a clear pictdrthe future of Azerbaijani Turkish in Tehran.
This is because if parents find it necessary faldam to learn the group’s language, they will

spare no effort to achieve this goal and consetpuemtl do their best to maintain their
language.

According to UNESCO (2009), an endangered langusgae "on the path to extinction” in
which all speakers of the language choose not @alsthe language, parent-child transmission

of the language is completely or partially intetegy and domains of language use
progressively decline.

As Figure 1 shows Persian is the most used langwage children. 50 percent of the
respondents speak Persian with children; 31.7 perokparticipants speak both Azerbaijani

Turkish and Persian with their children whereayd@.3 percent use Azerbaijani Turkish.

Higher percentage of Persian use with children regyesent a gradual trend towards greater use
of Persian in the home domain, probably motivateteast partially by parents' desire to see
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children succeed in their education which is comeldisolely in Persian. With half of pare
reporing use of Persian with their children, there isneoconcern that this could threaten
future transmission of Azerbaijani Turkish to theldren

Figure: 1
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Persial Turkish Persian-Turkish

Language spoken with children (in perce

As a counterpart to the previous question, pawitip were askein what language childre
spoke with themA brief look at the Figure 2 reveals that transimissof Turkish to new
generations is incomplete. Most of children, 47eBcpnt, speak Persian with their parents. .
percent use Azerbaijani Turkish whereas 5 percéchitddren speak both Tuish and Persian
with their parents.

These figures are different from the results gif@nquestion above, asking which langui
parents use with children, with half of the respamd reporting they use Persian with child
we would expect to find me children reporting they use only Persian withrtparents. Thit
difference can be attributed to the respect ofcthidren to parents or preference of childrel
use Turkish in more intimate situations or othetdes which remain to be investiga.

Copyright © International Journal of English and Education www.ijee.org



International Journal of English and EducationjiEEt

ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:4, Issue:3, July 2015

Figure:2
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As Figure 3 illustrates, in response to the quasthow often do you use Azerbaijani Turkish
talking with infants? 20 percent of the sample population reported thay speak Azerbaija
Turkish with infantsvery rarely. 21.6 percent of the responses waely. 25 percent of the
respondents reported that thsometimespeak Turkish with infants. 16.2 perceoften used
Turkish with infants whereas 17.2 percent repotied speak Turkisvery oftel with infants.

Figure: 3

100 1

80 1

60 1

40 7 25

20 21.6 16.2 17.2
N l
0 — = — — — —
Very Rarely Rarely Sometimes Often Very Often

How often Turkish is spoken with infants |
percent)

2.2.3. Domains of Language Us

Domains of language use refer to "spheres of actikgfyresenting combinations of spec
times, setting, and role relationshRomaine, 2001).Participants were asked many questi
about their linguistic habits in a variety of sdaattings to estaish patterns of language u:
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This section looks at language use in and outsideeohome, focusing on various formal ¢
informal, traditional and modern domains of langeidgome is a core and often the last don
where a language manages to exise use of a language in this domain provides arcatigin
about the level of endangerment of a language. Wdelanguage encounters adverse
situations in a country, home becomes the lasttregeere the speakers can create a meanil
resistance.

Respondents were asked which language they speakivweir spouses. As can be seen in

Figure 4, 36.6 percent of the population reportedrBaijani Turkish as their preferred langu

for talk with their spouses. 36.7 reported theyagpersian vth spouses whereas 26.7 sele«

both Azerbaijani Turkish and Persian in this inien@omain. As Figure 5 demonstrates

response to the questioWhat language do your children use at schod9.3 percent of
respondents reported children speak Tui

Figure: 4 Figure: 5
100-'|________ wadg
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40 A 217
40 1 26.7
o ]
20 1 N _ _ _
o o o o Persian Turkish PersianTurkish
0= =
Persian Turkish Persian-Turkish
Language spoken with spol Language children speak

(in percent) school (in percen

with friends at school. 59 percent of the childuse Persian whereas 21.7 percent of then
both Turkish and Persian in speaking with classshatel friends at schoo

Figure 6 portrays the pattern of language use arobiddren in nighborhood. Language spok
with peers in neighborhood in 19 percent of theesas Turkish. 33.3 percent declared !
children speak Persian in neighborhood whereas @é&rd@ent of the children use both Turk
and Persian in their communications witiends. In the case of language choice, child
decision for or against their own language couldal#eath blow or an important go ahead
language. The vitality of Azerbaijani Turkish alseavily depends on a positive approach t
maintenance.
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Figure: 6
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As Figure 7 indicates, in response to the questitow often do you read book, newspapers

periodicals in Turkish?" 5 percent of respondentswaered theyalwaysread Turkish books,
magazines and newspapers. 18.3 peroften read Turkish materials. 10 percent of t
participants declared thespmetime study such books. 26.7 percent of the responsetrarely.

Relative majority 40 percent of respondents stated tneverread Turkish books, magazin
and weeklies or dailies. Ts situation can be attributed to the lack of pdnteaterial ir

Azerbaijani Turkish, to name only one probable e:

Figure: 7
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As figure 8 illustrates, in response to the questidow often do you use Turkish in writir
letter, to friends and relatives?"verwhelming majority of the respondents, 71.7 peir
reported theyneveruse Turkish in this domain. 13.3 percent of respoitsl wrote theyarely
use Turkish in this field. 5 percent stated tsometimesise Turkish in writing letter. 5 perce
oftenuse Turkish in these areas, 5 percent of the regmisalwaysmake use of Turkish in th

22
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domain. Lack of education in Azerbaijani Turkismdze one the main reasons of dwindling
of this language in this important domain of |

Figure: 8
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Paticipants were also asked how often they speaksg@ni Turkish at work with their Tur
colleagues. As illustrated in Figure 9, 35 percehthe respondents stated thalways use
Turkish when they speak with Azerbaijani colleaguEk.7 percent of tt sample population
declared that thegpften use Turkish is in such situations. 18.3 of the ipigdnts stated the
sometimespeak Turkish with Turk colleagues. 23.3 percentesponses werrarely whereas,
11.7 percent of the responses \never

Figure: 9
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As Figure 10 shows, 41.7 percent of the responcalwaysuse Turkish when they speak w
Azerbaijani neighbors. 11.7 percent of the popafateported that theofter speak Azerbaijani
Turkish with Turk neighbors. 25 percesometimespoke Turkish wth neighbors. 13.3 perce
of the subjects declared thearely prefer Turkish to speak with Azerbaijani neighbavbereas
8.3 percent reported theygveruse Turkish in communication with neighb

Figure: 10
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2.2.4. Community Member's Attitudes towards Turkish

Language attitude refers to "the feelings peoples faout their own language or the langu
of others" (Crystal, 1992, p. 2tVarious indicators could be incorporated in thesgo@naire ir
order to extract respondents’ attitudes towardsr tbevn lanwuage. | used the followin
indicators: encouraging children to speak Azerlpaij@urkish, importance of Turkish i
boosting familial ties, significance of knowing kish.

As Figure 11 indicates, 15 percent of respondalwaysencourage their childrero speak
Turkish. 27.3 percent of theoftendo this. 25 percent of the respondesometimegncourage
kids to use Turkish. 21.7 percent of thearely inspire children to speak Turkish and 1
percent of the parenteverencourage their children to sik their mother tongu
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Figure: 11
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In response to the question "How much do you beltbat Turkish is important in strengthen
familial relations?" as illustrated in Figure X2lative majority, 41.7 percent of the responde
answered Turkish has vemyuch importance in boosting familial ties. 20 petoef respondent
attributed much significance to Turkish in resptxtfamilial relations. 23.3 percent declal
Turkish have little importance in reinforcing fagnielations. 3.3 percent reported tTurkish is
of very little importance in strengthening familtads. 11.7 percent believed that Turkish ha:
role to play in respect to familial tie

100 A
Figure: 12
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In answer to the question "How ich knowing Turkish is important for you?" as Figur@

demonstrates, relative majority, 43.3 percentegpondents declared that (knowing) Turkish

very muchimportance for them. 33.3 percent stated Turkishet@fmucl significance for them.
10 perent of the respondents believeclittle importance of Turkish. 1.7 percent stated Turl

hasvery little importance for them. 11.7 percent declared knowingkish hadno significance
for them. Participants seem to indicating a mughéi value for th maintenance of their ethn

language.

Figure: 13
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3. Conclusion

Government does not formally and practically taierany no-Persian indigenous language
education. Azerbaijani is still spoken at home wattiults and children, but proficiency a
command has den stagnating, since Persian focus in school keb&gdren away fron
consolidating oral proficiency in Azerbaijani Tuski

Although there seems to be a slight decline inubage of Azerbaijani Turkish and attituc
towards Persian may be more poe now than in the past, Azerbaijani Turkish isl ghke
primary language of the immigrants in the home.tlfermore, Azerbaijani Turkish is bei
passed to next generation by most of the familrethis context, Azerbaijani Turkish can not
defined asan immediately endangered langui
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Though Azerbaijani Turkish is not currently endamegk like most minority languages in Iran, it
is under pressure from Persian. This pressure cpnrearily through the perceived need of the
immigrant families for their children to succeedsichool, and the fact that thus far all school
and educational material are exclusively in Persian

Though bilingualism need not lead to complete shiftay from the heritage language, if
speakers have a strong desire to preserve widesprea and development of their own
language, then a strategy may be needed to showthewcommunity can negotiate the
transition into stable bilingualism. So that imp@ort domains still remain primarily in first
language. The most important need is that the camtynitself, place a high value on the
language; without that, no amount of expert helpespurces can protect the language.

Assuming that current gradual Persianization tremotinues among immigrants, it remains to
be seen how they will balance their value for taeglage and culture with their need to
communicate with outer settings and to succeeldaretlucational system.
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