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Meilutė Ramonienė

New Trends of Multilingualism in the 
Lithuanian Urban Space: the Private Sphere

Abstract. This article examines the linguistic behaviour of Lithuanian city-dwellers in the 
private sphere and the new trends of urban multilingualism in Lithuania. The linguistic 
repertoire is analysed—the use of languages at home, in mental processes (such as thinking 
or counting), and when using the media. The research is based on the data from three 
large-scale surveys carried out in 2007–12 in Lithuanian cities.

Overview

1 Introduction
2 Surveys and data capture
3 Data analysis

3.1 Population in urban Lithuania
3.2 Languages used at home
3.3 The ‘inner speech’ of city inhabitants
3.4 Language choice using media

4 Conclusions

1  Introduction
Since the first decade of the 21st century, for the first time in history, the global 
urban population exceeded the global rural population, and the world popula-
tion has remained predominantly urban after that. In 2014 as much as 54 % of 
the world’s population dwelt in cities (WUP 2014: 1). The urbanisation of this 
rate permits an estimate that in 2050 there will be up to 66 % of city-dwellers in 
the world (ibid.). Even though cities have always had notable ethnic, cultural and 
linguistic variety, the increasing urbanisation and the globalisation have signifi-
cantly changed the linguistic environment in cities in the past few decades. The 
growing multilingualism and multiculturalism attract more and more attention 
of researchers from various countries. Various perspectives are taken to ana-
lyse linguistic behaviour, migration and linguistic change (Andersen/Thelander 
1994), urbanisation and language shift (Thandefelt 1994), multilingualism and 
language contacts in urban areas (Siemund et al. 2013), linguistic superdiversity 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Meilutė Ramonienė230

(Duarte/Gogolin 2013), ethnolects (Sollid 2013; Muysken/Rott 2013), languages 
and identities (Sollid 2013) and other aspects. The studies are encouraged by the 
effect of globalization, increasing geographical migration and the change of its 
directions on the sociolinguistic situation in different countries.

Urbanisation and globalisation have had the greatest effect on the linguistic 
life of many countries. However, the sociolinguistic situation of the ex-Soviet 
republics has significantly changed in the last twenty years also due to socio-
political reasons (Pavlenko 2008). After the fall of the Soviet Union and with 
Lithuania regaining its independence in 1990, the socio-political status and the 
social value of languages used by the population in the country have changed. 
Lithuanian was proclaimed an official state language already during the period 
of national revival in 1988, before the fall of the Soviet Union and the restora-
tion of the independence of the Republic of Lithuania. Back then an article had 
been inserted in the Constitution of the still Soviet republic of Lithuania that had 
changed the status of Lithuanian language (Mikulėnienė/Palionytė 1997). Even if 
this de jure decision did not change the situation at the time, it was still a signal of 
the coming changes in social values of languages. The de facto changes have most 
significantly concerned Lithuanian and Russian languages, not only the status of 
these languages but also the knowledge and learning, the use and the language 
attitudes. These changes were first and most significantly seen in cities.

The sociolinguistic situation after the restoration of independence of Lithuania 
has already attracted the attention of researchers. Several studies have discussed 
the general linguistic situation, language use and social adaptation (Hogan-
Brun/Ramonienė 2003, 2004, 2005a, 2005b; Hogan-Brun et al. 2009; Kasatkina/
Leončikas 2003), education (Leončikas 2007; Bulajeva/Hogan-Brun 2008), 
language usage at work (Ramonienė 2011), at home (Ramonienė/Extra 2011a, 
2011b), language use and identity (Ramonienė 2010; Geben/Ramonienė 2011; 
Brazauskienė 2010; Lichačiova 2010; Ehala/Zabrodskaja 2011, 2013; Vilkienė 
2010), changes in the social values of languages (Ramonienė/Vilkienė 2016).

There have been quite a few studies on the change in position of the Lithuanian 
language in the life of ethnic minorities that live in Lithuania. A radical departure 
from the Soviet-era asymmetric bilingualism model that meant bilingualism of 
titular ethnicities and monolingualism of Russian-speakers has occurred. The 
new language policy influenced, in particular, language attitudes and behav-
iour of ethnic minorities, comprising about 16  % of Lithuania’s population. 
Poles and Russians, the largest ethnic groups in Lithuania, who knew little or no 
Lithuanian before the restoration of independence, have modified their language 
practices which also influenced their language choice. Since 1988 there has been 
an increase in studying Lithuanian as a second language. Russian-speakers of 
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Lithuania—Russians, Poles and people of other ethnicities—have started to 
study Lithuanian. Lithuanian language courses have been organised for free 
for the employees of various companies and factories that have had Russian 
as a dominating language during the Soviet times. The new language policy of 
the country affected the linguistic repertoire of the population, their language 
preferences and their language use in many domains:  in the public sphere, at 
work, in the higher education. The Law on State language, approved in 1995, has 
obliged to use Lithuanian for official communication. Linguistic changes in the 
public sphere started to influence also linguistic behaviour in the private sphere.

This paper aims to analyse the linguistic choice and the directions of mul-
tilingualism of inhabitants of Lithuanian cities in private communication. The 
goal is to study city-dwellers of different ethnicities in order to learn about their 
linguistic repertoires, the declared linguistic behaviour, language use in different 
domains:  at home, in mental processes, e.g. when thinking, and when using 
media. This paper presents a detailed analysis of the linguistic behaviour in pri-
vate life by the city inhabitants of Lithuanian ethnicity and by two major ethnic 
groups of Lithuania, Poles and Russians, who live in cities. The linguistic behav-
iour of ethnic groups that constitute only a small part of the whole population is 
only shown to give a general context, but it is not analysed in detail here. The use 
of languages rarely spoken, such as German, French, Ukrainian, Belarusian and 
others is also not studied in detail.

2  Surveys and data capture
This paper analyses quantitative data from two sociolinguistic research projects 
implemented in different urban areas of Lithuania. The project Language use 
and ethnic identity in urban areas of Lithuania was carried out in 2007–2009 in 
the three largest Lithuanian cities, namely, the capital Vilnius, the second largest 
city Kaunas and the seaport of Klaipėda.1 The second project Sociolinguistic 
map of Lithuania: towns and cities has been carried out throughout 2010–2012 
in such urban areas of Lithuania which are inhabited by at least 3,000 people 
having urban occupations.2 Both projects are aimed at a large-scale study of the 

 1 The project Language use and ethnic identity in urban areas of Lithuania was funded 
by a grant of the Lithuanian State Science and Studies Foundation. The author of this 
article Meilutė Ramonienė was the initiator and supervisor of the project.

 2 The project Sociolinguistic map of Lithuania: towns and cities was funded by a grant of 
the Research Council of Lithuania. The author of this article Meilutė Ramonienė was 
the initiator and supervisor of the project.
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sociolinguistic situation in urban Lithuania and involve quantitative surveys 
and qualitative in-depth interviews. However, this paper will present only 
quantitative data.

The first project, Language use and ethnic identity in urban areas of Lithuania, 
involved two different surveys whose results will be discussed in this article. 
The first survey (hereafter S1) covered primary schools in Vilnius, Kaunas 
and Klaipėda. For its purposes, a special methodology from the Multilingual 
Cities Project (Extra/Yağmur 2004, 2005; Ramonienė/Extra 2011a; 2011b) was 
adapted to collect evidence on languages used in the private (home) domain. 
Application of the same methodology enables a reliable comparison of data 
across different West European urban areas as similar studies have also been 
carried out in Göteburg, Hamburg, The Hague, Brussels, Lyon, Madrid (Extra/
Yağmur 2004) and other cities. The theoretical basis allows to compare findings 
from a sociolinguistic survey and describe the range of languages used at home, 
choice of languages, and vitality index of home languages (Extra/Yağmur 
2004, 2005).

The methodology was used in large-scale surveys which aimed to cover at 
least 80  % of respondents under survey in primary schools (aged 8–10). The 
total sample was of 23,686 pupils in 189 schools. At Lithuanian state schools, the 
language of instruction can be Lithuanian, Russian, Polish, Belarusian. Therefore 
the survey included also pupils who are not instructed in the state language 
(Lithuanian). Even though the sample of the survey is dominated by the answers 
of pupils at Lithuanian mainstream schools (as Table  1 shows—84.3  % of all 
answers are of this set), 9.9  % of all answers are responses given by pupils at 
Polish schools, 3.9  %—by pupils at Russian schools, and 0.2  %—by pupils at 
schools that have other languages of instruction. Data processing was conducted 
at Tilburg University in the Netherlands.

Tab. 1. Languages of instruction for the total sample 
(N = responses)

Language N %
Lithuanian 19972 84.3
Polish 2350 9.9
Russian 924 3.9
Other 44 0.2
Missing 396 1.7
Total 23686 100.0
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The second survey of the first project (hereafter S2) covered a representa-
tive sample of 2,037 respondents aged 15 or older, who were living in the three 
biggest cities, i.e. Vilnius, Kaunas and Klaipėda.3 The questionnaire consisted 
of 64 questions. The major sections of the questionnaire were focused on offi-
cially declared mother tongues, knowledge of other languages and dialects, 
languages used in interaction with various interlocutors, and language 
attitudes.

The quantitative survey of the second project, Sociolinguistic map of 
Lithuania:  towns and cities (hereafter S3) was carried out in all smaller 
towns of Lithuania. The representative sample of this survey contained 2,660 
respondents.4 It was partly based on the questionnaire of S2. More specifi-
cally, 31 questions out of 64 were selected so that the data from the surveys in 
large cities and small towns would be comparable. The quantitative data were 
processed with the SPSS software. The data of S2 and S3 was merged for the 
analysis of certain aspects and for getting a broader view of the whole urban 
area in the country. The joint data of these two surveys make up a total sample 
of 4,697 respondents.

3  Data analysis
3.1  Population in urban Lithuania

Today’s Lithuania has approximately 3 million inhabitants and more than half 
of them live in cities since 1970 (Vaitekūnas 2006: 154). According to the last 
census in 2011, 66.7 % of the population lives in cities. It is estimated that in 
2050 cities will be the home for 75  % of the population of Lithuania (WUP 
2014: 23).

 3 The representative and quantitative survey was carried out by TNS Gallup.
 4 The representative and quantitative survey was carried out by AB Socialinės informacijos 

centras.
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According to the 2011 census, the majority of the population in Lithuania are 
Lithuanians; they account for 84.2 % of the population (see Table 2; by data of 
Census 2011). According to the data, people of 154 ethnicities lived in Lithuania. 
The major ethnic groups are Poles (6.6  % of the population) and Russians 
(5.8 %); groups of other ethnicities are rather small. The ethnic distribution of 
Lithuania’s population is of clear regional nature. The cities are most multicul-
tural. Vilnius was inhabited by people of 128, Kaunas by 85, Klaipėda by 77 dif-
ferent ethnicities. Among these major cities, the greatest ethnic diversity is found 
in Vilnius, as can be seen from the data presented in table 3. Klaipėda is the most 
Russian, and Kaunas is the most Lithuanian among these three cities.

3.2  Languages used at home

The majority of studies confirm that the home or family domain is a very cru-
cial one concerning the linguistic behaviour (Fishman 2000: 95; Pauwels 2005; 
Rubino 2014: 56–57; Schwartz and Verschik 2013). The family is not only the 
place where the first language or languages are acquired but also where the 

Tab. 2. Ethnic groups in Lithuania

Ethnic group Percentage
Lithuanian 84.2
Polish 6.6
Russian 5.8
Belarusian 1.2
Ukrainian 0.5
Other 0.6
Not indicated 1.1
Total 100

Source: Census 2011. Ethnicities were declared by grown-up 
respondents. Children’s nationalities were given by their parents.

Tab. 3. The population of the major cities by ethnicity (in per cent)

Lithuanians Poles Russians Belarusians Ukrainians Others
Vilnius 63.2 16.5 12.0 3.5 1.0 3.8
Kaunas 93.6 0.4 3.8 0.2 0.4 1.6
Klaipėda 73.9 0.3 19.6 1.7 1.9 2.6

Source: Census 2011.
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linguistic environment of the child is formed (Schwartz 2010: 172), as well as the 
basis of language attitudes and ideologies, are founded (King et al. 2008: 917). 
Family language policy and management affect the choice of language or dia-
lect, its maintenance or shift. The role of the family is crucial for the mainte-
nance of bilingualism or multilingualism, and intergenerational transmission 
of languages (Fishman 2000:  95). Fishman affirms that ‘multilingualism often 
begins in the family and depends upon it for encouragement if not for protection’ 
and that ‘multilingualism withdraws into the family domain after it has been dis-
placed from other domains in which it was previously encountered’ (ibid.). King 
et al. (2008: 913) state that ‘family patterns of language use and acquisition are 
both reflected in and reflective of societal patterns,’ that family languages poli-
cies ‘shape children’s developmental trajectories,’ and even ‘determine the main-
tenance and future status of minority languages’ (ibid.: 907).

3.2.1  Home languages declared by children

Due to the importance of language in the family domain, home languages in 
Lithuanian cities were investigated in all of the studies discussed in this paper. 
The situation is best revealed by the survey S1 conducted in the primary schools 
of the three biggest Lithuanian cities; S1 was focused on studying precisely lin-
guistic behaviour in the home domain. The total number of pupils in the sample 
was 23,686.

Our survey covered the following dimensions:

 • language skills and proficiency;
 • choice of languages at home with different members of the family, particularly 

with the mother;
 • language dominance:  the extent to which the home language is spoken  

best;
 • language preferences:  the extent to which the home language is preferably 

spoken.

A question on ethnicity had been included in the questionnaire that was used 
at schools, but the question was left out in the questionnaire of the international 
project (Extra/Yağmur 2004:  412–413). Although the question of ethnicity is 
less transparent (Ramonienė/Extra 2011b:  39), 94.4  % of the pupils indicated 
their ethnicity. As can be seen in the data presented in Table 4 where eight most 
frequently indicated ethnicities are listed, the major set of participants of the 
survey were of Lithuanian ethnicity, some were Russian and Polish, and only a 
few pupils were of other ethnicities.
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The total number of reported home languages is 37. However, when com-
paring this result with the outcome of analogous surveys conducted in multi-
cultural European cities, we see less variety: e.g. 56 languages were mentioned 
in Madrid, 88 in The Hague, and 90 in Hamburg (Extra/Ramonienė 2011b: 24). 
It is worth highlighting the fact that the language most frequently mentioned by 
the pupils as to be used at home was Lithuanian: 21,073 pupils have stated they 
would use Lithuanian at home (cf. Table 5). It is natural that Lithuanian is the 
main language in Lithuanian families. However, as shown in table 6, Lithuanian 
was indicated to be used in the domestic domain not only by Lithuanian children 
but also, in fact, it is used in all other of the top 8 ethnical groups, i.e. by Russians, 
Poles, Belarusians, Ukrainians, Jews, Germans, and Roma.

Tab. 5. Top 10 ranking of reported home languages

Nr. Language Frequency
1. Lithuanian 21073
2. Russian 10139
3. English 3180
4. Polish 2006
5. German 299
6. Belarusian 232
7. French 141
8. Ukrainian 119
9. Latvian 93

10 Armenian 28

Tab. 4. Top 8 ranking of reported ethnic groups

Nr. Ethnic group Total
1. Lithuanian 19138
2. Russian 1901
3. Polish 1157
4. Belarusian 58
5. Ukrainian 44
6. Yiddish/Jewish 28
7. German 24
8. Romani 23

Russian was stated to be the second most frequently used language. This was 
said by 10,139 pupils (cf. Table 5). Table 6 shows that Russian is not only used 
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in families of Russian ethnicity; Russian was indicated by children from families 
of all top 8 ethnic groups. This data shows that Russian which is a language that 
had a special status during the Soviet times is still known by people living in 
Lithuania, and it is used in the private domain not only by ethnic Russians but 
also by people of other ethnicities.

Tab. 6. The relationship between reported languages and top 8 ethnicity

Home 
language

Ethnicity
Lithuanian
N 19138

Russian
N 1901

Polish
N 1157

Belarussian
N 58

Ukrainian
N 44

Jewish
N 28

German
N 24

Romani
N 23

Lithuanian 18662 904 497 31 22 16 18 11
Russian 6707 1834 770 53 38 24 9 8
English 2730 190 62 6 7 5 4 2
Polish 626 238 953 11 4 1 1
German 253 20 5 1 5
French 116 10 2 1 1
Belarusian 95 53 26 22 1
Latvian 69 6 2 2
Ukrainian 51 30 4 17 1 1
Spanish 24 1
Armenian 21 3 2
Italian 14 1 2
Chinese 6 1 1
Dutch 2
Greek 2
Hungarian 2
Norvegian 2
Sign 
Language

2

Czech 1
Danish 1
Estonian 1
Finnish 1
Hebrew/
Jewish

1 1 3

Hindi 1
Moldavian 1
Swedish 1
Turkish 1 1 1
Unknown 1 3 1
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The Polish language, even though it is the mother tongue of the largest ethnic 
minority of Lithuania, takes only fourth place in the frequency list of domestic 
languages. To be the language used at home, Polish was indicated by 953 children 
out of a total of 1,157 children of Polish ethnicity. A fairly high number of Polish 
children indicated that they were using Russian (770 pupils) or Lithuanian (497) 
at home. This outcome supports results of other studies stating that Poles in 
Lithuania do not all consider Polish to be their mother tongue, that not all of 
them know it and that not all of them use it even in their private life (Geben 
2010, 2013; Geben/Ramonienė 2011, 2015).

It is important to point out that Polish is used at home mostly in Vilnius In 
Vilnius, Polish is the third most frequent: it was mentioned by 1,879 pupils (see 
Table 7). In Kaunas, Polish was indicated by only 113 children, and in Klaipėda 
only by 14 pupils. This outcome is well understandable because the Poles who 
are the ones in Lithuania who mostly use Polish at home live mainly in Vilnius 
or in the Vilnius region.

According to our survey, the third most frequently used language in the 
overall list is English (cf. table 5). English ranks third of domestic languages in 
Kaunas and Klaipėda (cf. Table 7), whereas in Vilnius, where this spot is occu-
pied by Polish, and English is in the fourth position. One might ask what families 
use English at home. Maybe they are immigrants that have come to Lithuania? If 
we take a look at the place of birth of the pupils’ parents (see Table 8), we will see 
that amongst the domestic English users there are only a few pupils and parents 
that were born in the anglophone United States or the United Kingdom: only 12 

Tab. 7. Top 10 ranking of reported languages per city

Language Vilnius
N

Language Kaunas
N

Language Klaipėda
N

Lithuanian 8707 Lithuanian 9026 Lithuanian 3340
Russian 5605 Russian 2764 Russian 1770
Polish 1879 English 1364 English 518
English 1298 German 116 German 77
Belarusian 180 Polish 113 Ukrainian 42
German 106 French 40 Belarusian 22
French 81 Latvian 38 French 20
Ukrainian 50 Belarusian 30 Latvian 18
Latvian 37 Ukrainian 27 Polish 14
Romani 17 Romani 21 Armenian 9
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children, 2 fathers and 2 mothers were born in the United States; and 10 chil-
dren, 3 fathers and 1 mother were born in the United Kingdom.

Moreover, at home, English rarely is the only language used (see Table  9), 
this indicates only 18 cases. Most commonly it co-occurs (see Table  10) with 
Lithuanian (such situation was indicated by 3,067 pupils) or Russian (indi-
cated by 2,026 pupils). Children that most frequently reported to use English at 
home are Lithuanians, followed by Russians and, at a considerable distance, by 
Poles (see Table 11). When asked to mention the interlocutors whom the pupils 
use English with, the most frequent choice was ‘with best friends’, but even the 
number of these answers is not high: only 6.7 % of all who said they use English. 
In fact, the main use of English happens watching TV (65.8 %); and the majority 
of children have learned English at school (87 %). This use of English at home 
indicates that English is generally entering the home domain of the inhabitants 
of Lithuania, not only of anglophone families, and that in Lithuania common 
practice of children is English media consumption, but it is not English face-to-
face communication.

Tab. 8. Place of birth of family members that use English at home (by country)

Birth country Pupil Father Mother
Lithuania 3060 2712 2790
Russia 18 117 110
United States 12 2 2
United Kingdom 10 3 1
Poland 8 22 20
Belarus 5 34 34
Armenia 4 5 2
Ukraine 2 1 1
Israel 2 1 1
Other countries 10 34 16
Unknown 49 236 184
Total 3180 3180 3180

Tab. 9. English used at home

Total English only
N 3180 18
Percentage 100 % 1 %
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Tab. 10. Languages used at home together with English

Language Number of responses
Lithuanian 3067
Russian 2026
Polish 221
German 160
French 89
Belarusian 58
Latvian 57
Ukrainian 35
Armenian 12
Italian 7
Spanish 6
Chinese 3
Dutch 3
Norwegian 3
Unknown 12

Tab. 11. Ethnicities reported the use of English at home

Ethnicity Number of responses
Lithuanian 2730
Russian 190
Polish 62
American 9
English 8
Ukrainian 7
Belarusian 6
Latvian 5
Yiddish/Jewish 5
German 4
Armenian 2
Romani 2
Dutch 2
Irish 2
Tatar 2
Missing 144
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3.2.2  Home languages declared by adults

Many researchers analysing linguistic behaviour in families distinguish dif-
ferent speaker roles:  father, mother, child, grandfather, grandmother, grand-
child, siblings (Fishman 2000: 95–96). Language choice and relationship based 
on (family) roles can reveal particularities of specific settings. In one domain, 
speakers of different generations might have different language competence, dif-
ferent linguistic repertoires and linguistic behaviour (Wodak et al. 2011: 450). We 
can uncover the linguistic situation and tendencies of its change in the Lithuanian 
urban space analysing how languages are used by different interlocutors in the 
home domain.

In the S2 and S3 surveys, there was a question about what language5 do the 
respondents use to speak with younger and with older family members. The 
data analysis shows which languages are chosen in families of mixed ethnicities. 
This chapter deals with linguistic behaviour, of three major ethnic groups in 
Lithuania: Lithuanians, Russians and Poles. Firstly, the communication between 
interlocutors of the same generation—spouses and siblings—is analysed. Then 
the attention will be drawn to the communication with relatives of younger gen-
erations: children and grandchildren.

As shown in Table 12, monolingualism dominates the homes of Lithuanians: as 
much as 99  % of all Lithuanian families in cities affirm to communicate in 
Lithuanian to their spouses and siblings. A  very small set of them says they 

 5 When responding to the question about language choice the respondents could choose 
not only one but all the languages they use with different interlocuters and in different 
situations.

Tab. 12. Languages spoken with spouses and siblings (by ethnicity)

 Languages Ethnicities with siblings Ethnicities with spouse
Lithuanians Russians Poles Other Lithuanians Russians Poles Other

Lithuanian 99 % 32 % 26 % 20 % 99 % 46 % 36 % 44 %
Russian 3 % 93 % 50 % 76 % 7 % 83 % 54 % 82 %
Polish 1 % 1 % 74 % 5 % 1 % 2 % 55 % 9 %
Code-
switching

2 % 11 % 21 % 14 % 4 % 20 % 24 % 25 %

Other 
languages

1 % 1 % 3 % 42 % 1 % 2 % 4 % 21 %
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communicate in other languages. Polish language to communicate with such 
interlocutors is used only by 1 % of Lithuanians; the Russian language is used 
a bit more (3  % use it with siblings and 7  % with his/her spouse). Very few 
Lithuanians declare code-switching (2 % with siblings, and 4 % with spouses) or 
that they were using any other language (only 1 %).

The situation is rather different in families of non-Lithuanian ethnicities. 
Respondents of the Russian ethnic group communicate in Russian first: 93 % of 
all Russians do so with their siblings, and 83 % with their spouses. The second 
most frequent language in the communication of Russians with relatives of their 
generation is Lithuanian: 32 % of all Russians chose it for talking to siblings and 
even more Russians—46 % of all—communicating with their spouse. Russians 
code-switch in their families a lot more than Lithuanians: 11 % of all Russians are 
switching languages speaking with siblings, and even one-fifth of the respondents 
do so with their spouses. Polish or other languages are rarely spoken in Russian 
homes, only 1–2 % of all Russians use Polish there.

The linguistic behaviour of Poles—the largest ethnic group in Lithuania—
has been studied by several researchers. Lithuanian Poles, as well as other 
ethnicities, have experienced a significant Russification during the Soviet 
regime (Hogan-Brun et al. 2009; Geben / Ramonienė 2015). In that times, for 
quite a few Poles there was a tendency to switch to Russian; many Poles—espe-
cially those who were living in bigger cities—had pushed their children to at-
tend a Russian-medium school and to do not use Polish but Russian in their 
private life. This language choice is demonstrated by the data of the surveys S2 
and S3. Not, as one might expect, a set of nearby 99 % of all Poles, but only 74 % 
of them affirm to speak Polish to their siblings, and only slightly more than a 
half (55 %) of them, to do so to their spouses. Here, the Russian language is 
the one that competes with Polish in the homes domain of this ethnic commu-
nity: as much as 50 % of all Poles state to talk Russian to siblings, and 54 % to 
do so to spouses. Poles tend to code-switch more than Russians (21 % of them 
indicated to do so with siblings, and 24 % to do so with spouses). A rather big 
set of Poles affirm to use Lithuanian in the domestic domain: 26 % of all Poles 
say to use Lithuanian with siblings, and 36 % say to do so with spouses. A small 
part of Poles have declared to use other languages: 3 % of all Poles say they do 
so with siblings, and 4 % of them—with spouses. The languages that are men-
tioned in this context as being ‘other’ are either Belarusian or a local vernacular 
which is called (język) tutejszy (liter. ‘language from here’) or po-prostu (liter. 
‘simple language’).

When analysing the communication of the Russian and Polish ethnic groups 
with the youngest members in the family, children and grandchildren, we can 
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notice tendencies that show a change in language choice. Lithuanian occupies a 
more significant position here: 55 % of Russians and 49 % of Poles indicate to use 
Lithuanian with children, while 50 % of Russians and 54 % of Poles declare using 

it with grandchildren (see Table 13).
A significant part of the communication of both Russians and Poles consists of 

code-switching. According to the S2 and S3 data (see Table 13), 17 % of Russians 
and 21 % of Poles declare that they like to code-switch in situations when they 
talk to their children, somewhat less—10 % of Russians and 17 % of Poles—when 
talking to grandchildren.

According to the S2 and S3 data, the English language, though it is now 
becoming a part of the linguistic repertoire of Lithuanians who live in cities, is 
not popular in communication with relatives. A very small part of all respondents 
that is only 0.57 % declare that they speak English at home. On the other hand, 
previous studies have shown that English is more common in other domains, 
e.g. at work (Ramonienė 2014; Ramonienė/Vilkienė 2016; Vaicekauskienė 2010).

3.3  The ‘inner speech’ of city inhabitants

Language choice patterns can be understood from the language used in mental 
processes, i.e. in what language does one think, speak to oneself, dream, or count. 
The inner speech is of particular importance in situations of multilingualism 
when one is faced with language choice. Fishman (2000: 97) affirms that ‘there is 
some evidence from individual as well as from group data that where language 
shift is resisted by multilinguals, inner speech remains most resistant to interfer-
ence, switching and disuse of the mother tongue. Where language shift is desired 
the reverse frequently obtains.’

Tab. 13. Languages spoken with children and grandchildren (by ethnicity)

Languages Ethnicities with children Ethnicities with grandchildren
Lithuanians Russians Polish Other Lithuanians Russians Polish Other

Lithuanian  99 % 55 % 49 % 47 % 99 % 50 % 54 % 46 %
Russian 4 % 85 % 46 % 80 % 3 % 84 % 44 % 78 %
Polish 1 % 1 % 68 % 5 % 1 % 0 % 53 % 7 %
Code-
switching

1 % 17 % 21 % 14 % 2 % 10 % 17 % 18 %

Other 
languages

1 % 0 % 2 % 19 % 2 % 2 % 4 % 16 %
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The analysis of inner speech can help reveal the linguistic situation of Lithuanian 
urban spaces. The adults who participated in the survey were asked in what 
language do they think and count. Their answers show that the inner speeches of 
city inhabitants of the several ethnicities vary. Lithuanians usually indicate that they 
think in Lithuanian. This was the answer of 99 % of Lithuanians living in cities (see 
Table 14). 9 % of Lithuanians said they think in Russian, 4 % declared they think in 
more than one language, but they switch languages when they think. It is interesting 
that as much 7 % of Lithuanians have mentioned English as the language of thought.

The inner speech of ethnic minorities is more multilingual. The majority of 
Russians (94  %) declared they think in Russian. However, more than half of 
(55 %) said they also think in Lithuanian and 15 % that they switch from one 
language to another. English constitutes only a small part in this context—3 %.

In this linguistic context of thinking, the most interesting repertoire is that of 
the Polish ethnic group. Even though a large set of Poles, 67 %, said they think 
in Polish, however, an almost equal part (66  %) indicated Russian to be also 
their language of thought. About half of Poles (47  %) said they also think in 
Lithuanian, and 14 % of them, that they switch from one language to another. 
Only 2 % of Poles declared they think in English.

Tab. 14. The language used when thinking (by ethnicity)

Language Ethnicity
Lithuanians Russians Poles

Lithuanian 99 % 55 % 47 %
Russian 9 % 94 % 66 %
Polish 1 % 1 % 67 %
English 7 % 3 % 2 %
Code-switching 4 % 15 % 14 %
Other 1 % 1 % 1 %

Tab. 15. The language used when counting (by ethnicity)

Language Ethnicity
Lithuanians Russians Poles

Lithuanian 100 % 64 % 64 %
Russian 15 % 92 % 75 %
Polish 1 % 2 % 62 %
English 10 % 5 % 5 %
Other 2 % 2 % 1 %
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Another question related to the inner speech was about the language that 
is used when the subjects are counting. As demonstrated in table 15, different 
language combinations are used for counting by city inhabitants of different 
ethnicities. All Lithuanians said they count in their mother tongue, some 
of them, 15  %, also count in Russian; 10  % of them mentioned English here. 
Russians also said they mostly count in their mother tongue—this was indicated 
by 92 % of people of this ethnicity. As well as for language of thinking, they said 
they also use Lithuanian when they count—this was indicated by 64  % of all 
Russians. Another 5 % of Russians indicated they use English when they count; 
2 % of them use Polish.

As with all other cases, the Polish linguistic community has a different lin-
guistic repertoire. The Poles also mostly indicated they use the language of their 
ethnic group (i.e. Polish) when they count, but the percentage is much lower 
than that of Lithuanians or Russians: only 62 % of all Poles. As many as 75 % 
of all Poles state they count in Russian, 64 % in Lithuanian, 5 % in English and 
1  % in other languages. Therefore, in case of Lithuania’s Poles, the linguistic 
repertoire for inner communication and mental processes is constituted of the 
language of their ethnic group (i.e. Polish), but it is in competition with Russian 
or sometimes Lithuanian.

The domain ‘religion’ is related to the intimate communicative sphere. 
Table 16 shows data by different ethnic groups answering in which languages the 
subjects are praying. In this sphere all ethnic groups indicated they usually use 
the language of their ethnic group: 99 % of all Lithuanians, 90 % of all Russians, 
and 92 % of all Poles indicate to do so. As can be seen in Table 16, about one-fifth 
of Lithuania’s ethnic minorities—22 % of the Russians and 20 % of the Poles—
choose Lithuanian in this domain. However, Russian which Lithuanians or Poles 
sometimes choose in other domains is not popular in the domain ‘religion’. Only 
2 % of the Lithuanian and 7 % the Polish residents indicated Russian to use for 
praying.

Tab. 16. The language used when praying (by ethnicity)

Ethnicity
Language Lithuanians Russians Poles
Lithuanian 99 % 22 % 20 %
Russian 2 % 90 % 7 %
Polish 1 % 3 % 92 %
Other 0 % 0 % 1 %
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3.4  Language choice using media

Media communication includes both public and private communicative 
dimensions; as Busch and Pfisterer put it, ‘it mediates between the public and 
the private sphere’ (Busch/Pfisterer 2011: 435). Even though media products are 
available publicly, their use and their reception happen in a private environment.

In the past few decades, the use of media has changed drastically. Nowadays, 
newspapers, weekly papers and other press are not read in the printed version 
any longer, but more frequently online, where interaction, comments and so 
on are possible. As Marshal (2011: 407) points out referring to the article of 
Lehman-Wilzig and Cohen-Avigdor (2004) on the internet’s usurpation of 
older media, ‘the Internet was a multi-medium that absorbed and transformed 
existing media.’ The internet has affected TV and other traditional forms of 
media; it is connected to new forms of interpersonal communication and 
personalised mediated explorations (Marshal 2011). ‘Whereas some two 
decades ago, relatively stable reception habits could be assumed as bringing 
together audiences into national, ethnic or other social communities, present 
media reception is more characterised by individual practices, which become 
more ephemeral and deterritorialised’ (Busch/Pfisterer 2011: 438). Therefore, 
the language choice for media reflects more private linguistic behaviour than 
the public one.

What languages are chosen for media Lithuania’s urban dwellers? It is worth 
looking separately at the reading of newspapers and magazines, the reading of 
books, the languages chosen when watching TV, the listening to the radio, and 
the surfing of the internet. The following paragraphs present a detailed analysis 
of the four languages used for media—Lithuanian, Russian, Polish and English—
by the major ethnic groups (Lithuanians, Poles and Russians).

Tab. 17. Languages that subjects use when reading print media (by ethnicity)

Languages Ethnicities
Lithuanians Russians Poles Other
print books print books print books print books

Lithuanian 99 % 99 % 81 % 65 % 79 % 66 % 68 % 54 %
Russian 25 % 30 % 91 % 96 % 84 % 84 % 92 % 91 %
Polish 2 % 2 % 4 % 4 % 48 % 59 % 7 % 7 %
English 17 % 21 % 14 % 17 % 8 % 13 % 12 % 16 %
Other 
languages

1 % 3 % 2 % 1 % 2 % 3 % 22 % 27 %

 

 

 



New Trends of Multilingualism in the Lithuanian Urban Space 247

The results of surveys S2 and S3 show that the most frequent languages that 
are chosen by urban dwellers when reading newspapers and magazines are 
Lithuanian and Russian. As can be seen in Table 17, Lithuanian public prints 
are read by 99 % of Lithuanians, 81 % of Russians, 79 % of Poles, and 68 % of 
other ethnicities. Even though a large number of people who belong to an ethnic 
minority in Lithuania know Lithuanian—and especially these know it who are 
up to the age of 40, Lithuanian public prints are read more by Lithuanians than 
by non-Lithuanians.

The second most popular language chosen when reading newspapers and 
magazines is Russian. It is mostly chosen by city dwellers of non-Lithuanian eth-
nicity: by Russians (91 %), by other ethnicities—e.g. Belarusian or Ukrainian—
(92 %), and (a little) fewer in number by Poles (84 %). A set of the Lithuanians 
also affirm they read prints in Russian as well but their number is significantly 
smaller than the number of inhabitants of other ethnicities who read Russian 
print media, to be exact, only 25 %.

Polish, even though it is the language of the largest ethnic minority, has not 
been preferred for reading newspapers and magazines. No more than 48 % of 
the Poles chose their language for this activity, so that, in comparison, they 
read Russian print media more frequently (84 % of them do so, as it has been 
mentioned above). People of other ethnicities do not frequently read prints in 
Polish—only 2 % of all Lithuanians, 4 % of all Russians, and 7 % of all other 
ethnicities do so.

Considering foreign languages, English is usually chosen to read 
newspapers and magazines: 17 % of Lithuanians, 14 % of Russians, 8 % of 
Poles, and 12  % of people of other ethnicities do so. Print media in other 
languages like, e.g. Belarusian, Ukrainian, German, or French are not popular 
among the city inhabitants, only about 2 % of them say they read the prints in 
such languages. A more significant difference can be noted when analysing 
only the answers of smaller ethnic groups, such as Belarusian, Ukrainian, 
Latvian, Armenian etc. About 22 % of them affirm to read the prints in ‘other 
languages’ as we combine the less frequently used languages in one category of  
Table 17.

A slightly different situation is revealed when analysing the language choice 
in the context of books to be read. Naturally, Lithuanians prefer to read books 
in Lithuanian (99 % of them do so). The percentage of Lithuanian language use 
to read books by people of other ethnicities is lower than that of reading the 
prints: 65 % of Russians, 66 % of Poles and 54 % of other ethnicities. As is the 
case with the prints, Russian, is very popular among the city dwellers of Russian 
ethnicity (96 %), Poles (84 %), and other ethnicities (91 %). Lithuanians read 
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Russian books (a little) fewer in number than townspeople of other ethnicities, 
only 30 % of all urban Lithuanians declared to do that.

City inhabitants of Lithuanian ethnicity, as when reading print media or 
books, usually chose Lithuanian also when listening to the radio (99 % of them) 
or watching TV (100 of them)—see Table 18. However, city inhabitants of other 
ethnicities also choose Lithuanian for audio-visual media more often than they 
do for reading books or other print media. 88 % of Russians, 85 % of Poles, and 
84 % of other non-Lithuanians affirm on listening to the radio in Lithuanian. 
Even more of them watch TV in Lithuanian: 92 % of Russians and just as much 
Poles do it, as well as 90 % of all people of other ethnicities. This data correlates 
with Lithuanian language skills indicated by non-Lithuanians. It can be seen 
in Table 19 that more non-Lithuanians affirm that they understand Lithuanian 
when hearing it verbally better (97  % Russians, 96  % Poles and 95  % other 
ethnicities) than in written form, not to speak about their productive language 
competence. Naturally, the visual context of the TV programme significantly 
facilitates the understanding of those whose Lithuanian skills are not very high.

Tab. 18. Languages that subjects use when listening to the radio or watching TV (by 
ethnicity)

Languages Ethnicities
Lithuanians Russians Poles Other
 radio TV  radio TV  radio TV radio TV

Lithuanian 99 % 100 % 88 % 92 % 85 % 92 % 84 % 90 %
Russian 52 % 72 % 95 % 97 % 90 % 95 % 94 % 96 %
Polish 5 % 8 % 7 % 8 % 60 % 61 % 12 % 12 %
English 25 % 39 % 14 % 25 % 13 % 19 % 11 % 24 %
Other 
languages

3 % 3 % 2 % 5 % 2 % 4 % 21 % 24 %

Tab. 19. Lithuanian language skills of non-Lithuanians

Skills Ethnicity
Russians Poles Other

Understanding 97 % 96 % 95 %
Speaking 91 % 92 % 82 %
Reading 86 % 90 % 76 %
Writing 82 % 88 % 71 %
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The second most frequent language when listening to the radio as well as using 
other media is Russian (see Table 18). It is chosen by 90–95 % of all these city 
inhabitants who belong to an ethnic minority and often speak Russian. However, 
more than half of all Lithuanians (52 %) claim as well they listen to the radio in 
Russian. Even more city inhabitants watch TV in Russian, this was the answer of 
97 % of all Russians, 95 % of Poles, 96 % of all other ethnicities. Also, a signifi-
cant part of Lithuanians watches TV in Russian: 72 %. So the Russian language 
learned in the Soviet times is frequently used for media consumption by the 
city residents of Lithuanian ethnicity. However, the knowledge of Russian and 
its use for media depends on the age groups of the surveyed subjects. Table 20 
illustrates how often city residents, who do not speak Russian as mother tongue, 
use Russian in the context of media. Russian is chosen more often by people who 
are older than 35—i.e. who have learned Russian at school in the Soviet era. City 
inhabitants of the younger generation (in the age between 25 and 35) who did 
not have Russian at school on a compulsory basis, use less frequently Russian 
for media, and the youngest group, 15–24  year-olds, say they used Russian a 
lot less frequently. They mostly use it to watch TV in Russian (55 % of them), 
less to listen to radio (39 % of them), even less to browse the internet (26 % of 
them), to read books in Russian (17  % of them), newspapers and magazines 
(14 % of them).

The third most frequent language in the context of TV or radio consump-
tion by the city dwellers is English (see Table  21).6 The number of choices is 
lower than Lithuanian or Russian, but some of the city inhabitants claim that 
they use English rather frequently. As it is in the case of the languages discussed 

Tab. 20. Reported use of media in Russian (by age)

15–24 25–35 36–45 46–55 56+
Books 17 % 29 % 36 % 38 % 40 %
Newspapers, magazines 14 % 26 % 36 % 35 % 35 %
Radio 39 % 56 % 61 % 60 % 52 %
TV 55 % 78 % 85 % 78 % 75 %
Internet 26 % 37 % 33 % 20 % 9 %

 6 Among all 4,578 respondents of the surveys S2 and S3 who have answered the question 
about their mother tongue, there has been only one who affirmed that English is one 
of his mother tongues. Therefore, English has been a second or foreign language to all 
other subjects.
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previously, English is more often chosen to watch TV, but less frequently to listen 
to the radio. Both for watching TV and listening to the radio, English is chosen 
by ethnic Lithuanians predominantly (39 % TV and 25 % radio). A  small set 
of other ethnic groups also affirm they chose English for watching TV (25 % 
of all Russians, 19 % of all Poles, and 24 % of all other ethnicities) and for lis-
tening to the radio (14 % of all Russians, 13 % of all Poles and 11 % all other 
ethnicities). This result is not surprising because it essentially corresponds to 
the proportion of the declared knowledge of English among the different ethnic 
groups: 55 % of all Lithuanians, 45 % of all Russians, 31 % of all Poles, and 37 % 
of all respondents of other ethnicities declare they know English (Krupickaitė/
Baranauskienė 2013: 29).

The fourth most popular language chosen for TV and radio is Polish. It is 
understandable that those who usually watch TV and listen to the radio in Polish 
are city inhabitants of Polish ethnicity, 61 % of them watch TV, and 60 % listen to 
the radio in Polish. A lot less, only 8 % of all Lithuanians and the same number of 
Russians, as well as 12 % of people of other ethnicities, watch TV in Polish, and 
only 5 % Lithuanians, 7 % Russians and 12 % people of other ethnicities listen to 
the radio in this language.

Tab. 21. Reported use of media in English (by age)

15–24 25–35 36–45 46–55 56+
Books 49 % 27 % 9 % 7 % 4 %
Newspapers, 
magazines

35 % 23 % 9 % 7 % 4 %

Radio 50 % 31 % 15 % 10 % 4 %
TV 73 % 50 % 29 % 18 % 11 %
Internet 80 % 59 % 32 % 17 % 7 %

Tab. 22. Language use for the internet

Language Ethnicity
Lithuanians Russians Poles Other

Lithuanian 99 % 79 % 87 % 77 %
Russian 33 % 89 % 74 % 80 %
Polish 2 % 2 % 29 % 3 %
English 58 % 48 % 40 % 44 %
Other 4 % 1 % 1 % 17 %
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An important facet of modern life is the internet. As in the case with other 
types of media, it is natural that Lithuanians (99  % of all them) browse the 
internet at Lithuanian pages (see Table 22). It is interesting though that Poles 
choose Lithuanian most frequently in comparison to other ethnic groups, 87 % 
of all Poles do so. There is another interesting aspect of how often Poles decide 
in favour of Lithuanian browsing the internet:  it is the only domain where 
Lithuanian has the precedence over other languages (Russian, Polish). People 
of other ethnicities also choose Lithuanian browsing the internet, 79  % of all 
Russians and 77 % all other ethnicities do so.

The Russian language for browsing the internet occupies a far less important 
position than in the case of other media channels discussed here. Even the city 
dwellers of Russian ethnicity browse less web pages in Russian than they con-
sume print media, books, TV, or the radio in this language—89 % of all answers 
given by Russian subjects show their favour to Russian for browsing the internet. 
Two other groups distinguished in our surveys, i.e. Poles and people of other 
ethnicities—who often speak Russian fluently or, at least, have a sufficient knowl-
edge of Russian—do choose Russian rather frequently when using other media 
channels, but rarely browse the internet in Russian: 74 % and, respectively, 80 % 
of all answers show this.

Polish web pages are very seldom visited. Even people of Polish ethnicity very 
rarely browse the internet in Polish, only 29 % of them say they do so. Subjects 
of other ethnicities like Lithuanians or Russians give Polish only in 2–3 % of all 
instances as their response to the question in which language they do browse the 
internet.

Among all languages discussed here for browsing the internet, English has 
a special position. It is a lot more frequently used by city inhabitants of all 
ethnicities visiting web pages than for consuming other media. In the context of 
the internet, English web pages are most frequently chosen by Lithuanians: 58 % 
of them show this. Moreover, it is important to note that for ethnic Lithuanians 
the internet is the only domain in which English surpasses Russian that other-
wise keeps the second position after Lithuanian in the ranking of language use 
regarding media consumption. 48 % of all Russians, 40 % all Poles and 44 % all city 
inhabitants of other ethnicities browse the internet in English. Though English 
does not surpass Russian in the general language choice by non-Lithuanians, just 
the internet is the domain where English is more often Used than in (the context 
of) other media.

Through analysing data on how the city inhabitants of different age groups 
use English (see Table  21), it is evident that the young generation browses 
the internet far more frequently than the older age groups. A  particularly 
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distinguishable group is the youngest one—subjects aged between 15 and 
24 years. In this group, 80 % of all answers report that the respondents browse 
the internet in English. They are the oldest respondents who least use the 
internet in English, namely they who are aged 56+. Only 7  % of all answers 
belong to this age group, but one should also bear in mind that in Lithuania 
elder people do not very often browse the internet in general (for more on that 
topic see Vaicekauskienė 2010).

4  Conclusions
The analysis of languages used in the private domain reveals a changing lin-
guistic behaviour of Lithuanian urban dwellers in the communities of different 
ethnicities, the majority and the ethnic minorities.

The main language used by the majority, i.e. city inhabitants of Lithuanian 
ethnicity, is Lithuanian, 99–100  % of Lithuanians indicate to use it in private 
life. However, the study shows that city inhabitants of Lithuanian ethnicity had 
not forgotten the Russian language that they had learned well during the Soviet 
times when it was in use in many domains. Previous studies have shown that 
the Russian is rather often used by Lithuanians in the public domain, or at work 
(Ramonienė 2011; Ramonienė / Vilkienė 2016). The data analysed in this paper 
show that Russian is also used in the home environment, sometimes Lithuanians 
say to think or to count in Russian. Lithuanians affirm to use most Russian 
when using media: more than one-fourth claim to read books, newspapers and 
magazines in Russian, one third to use the internet, more than half to listen to 
the radio and as much as 72 % watch TV in Russian. So the best known foreign 
language to the ethnic Lithuanian city inhabitants—Russian language learned 
during the Soviet times—has not left their linguistic repertoire. However, the 
analysis of the linguistic behaviour of the different age groups shows an intergen-
erational change. The Russian language is a lot more frequently used by people of 
middle age and elders and a lot less by the younger age group. In the Lithuanians’ 
linguistic repertoire Russian as a foreign language is being replaced by English. 
It is used not only for the official, work domain communication, as studies have 
shown (Ramonienė 2011; Ramonienė / Vilkienė 2016, Vaicekauskienė 2010), 
but it is entering the private life. English as the third most frequent language in 
the home environment is mentioned both by pupils and by adult respondents. 
One-fifth of the ethnic Lithuanian city dwellers read books, somewhat less read 
newspapers and magazines, one fourth listen to the radio in English, 39 % watch 
TV. English had a much stronger position than Russian for Lithuanians when 
using the internet, where it is used by as much as 58 % of city inhabitants of 
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Lithuanian ethnicity. A  sign of intergenerational change is also the fact that 
English is used in all domains a lot more by the youngest age group of city 
inhabitants. It should also be noted that it is particularly the city inhabitants of 
Lithuanian ethnicity that use English rather frequently.

The data analysis shows a great change in the linguistic life of Lithuania’s 
ethnic minorities. The official language—Lithuanian—has already entered not 
only the public communication that is regulated by the Constitution of the 
Republic of Lithuania and the State language law, but it also constitutes a big part 
of private linguistic life. Russians of Lithuania, who used to be the majority in 
the fallen Soviet Union, after regaining Independence in Lithuania, have become 
a community of ethnic minority in the Republic of Lithuania, second minority 
group according to its size, after the Poles. The linguistic life and its change are 
related to this change of role in society. Despite the fact that their mother tongue 
is still known not only by their ethnic group, not only by other Russian-speakers 
but also by a large part of all inhabitants of Lithuania, other languages are incor-
porated into the linguistic repertoire of the Russian speaking group. It is under-
standable that the most popular language of their private life is the inherited 
Russian language (also see Ramonienė et al. 2017), that is used at home with 
various interlocutors, as the inner speech, and it is the most frequent language 
when using various media. The internet is the only domain where Russian is 
used less than in other spheres. Lithuanian occupies an important position in 
various contexts for the Russians. About half ethnic Russian pupils indicated 
Lithuanian as one of the home languages, and a big part of adults affirmed to not 
only communicate in Lithuanian with people from their close-circle but also to 
use Lithuanian when thinking or counting. One-fifth use it also when praying. It 
is worth noting that Lithuanian is used more frequently with the younger gener-
ation, children and grandchildren. Therefore, it can be foreseen that the position 
of the state language of Lithuania in Russian families will be more important in 
the future (also see Ramonienė et al. 2017). People of Russian ethnicity also use 
Lithuanian when using media: more than 80 % Russians read newspapers and 
magazines in Lithuanian, 65 % read books, 88 % listen to the radio in Lithuanian, 
92 % watch TV. Therefore, for many Russians who are living in cities and in the 
Soviet times did not know Lithuanian or knew it very poorly, Lithuanian has an 
important role in their today’s linguistic repertoire or linguistic choices also in 
their private life.

From the perspective of linguistic choice, the most interesting is the largest 
Lithuania’s ethnic minority: Poles of Lithuania. During the Soviet times, many 
Poles had switched to Russian in so far as this language had a more signifi-
cant socio-political status at the time, and in some families, a natural tradition 
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of passing down the heritage language (Polish) to the younger generation has 
been interrupted (Geben 2010, and 2013). Therefore, not by all Poles the native 
language of this ethnic group, i.e. Polish, is chosen for communication in the pri-
vate sphere. In the family, only 55 % of all Poles speak Polish with their spouses 
and 74 % with siblings, 68 % with children, and 53 % with grandchildren. Only 
62 % of all Poles say they count in Polish and 67 % think in Polish. A domain 
where Polish is used most is religion, as much as 92 % of urban dwellers of this 
ethnicity affirm to pray in Polish. In the private life of the Polish ethnic group, 
Russian is rather popular. Russian is used to speaking in the family (50 % of all 
Poles use it with siblings and 55 % of them with spouse), for thinking (declared by 
66 % of all Poles) and counting (declared by 7 5 % of all Poles), for consumption 
of various media. The Lithuanian language plays an important role in the life of 
city respondents of Polish ethnicity. Both, pupils and adults of Polish ethnicity, 
claim that Lithuanian is a language used at home. It is used by adults with siblings 
(declared by 26 % of all Poles) and spouses (declared by 36 % of all Poles), with 
children (declared by 49 % of all Poles), and grandchildren (declared by 54 % of 
all Poles). These tendencies show multilingualism with Lithuanian that was not 
popular during the Soviet times in the linguistic life neither of Poles nor other 
non-Lithuanians and it is an important sign of a changing linguistic environment.

Changing multilingualism is also indicated by English that is rapidly entering 
the private lives of the city inhabitants. Lithuanians use English more often than 
the city inhabitants of other ethnicities. However, these ethnicities—Russians, 
Poles and others affirm to use English predominantly in the context of media 
consumption, especially when using internet. Therefore, Lithuanian cities see 
not only the rise of the social value of this globally used language but also its 
actual use in public as well as in private life.

It must be added that in Lithuania the urban socio-linguistic situation has 
been changing quickly in recent years, a particularly rapid change takes place 
in the linguistic repertoire and linguistic preferences of the youth. Therefore, 
it is necessary both to continue the observation of the linguistic choices and to 
research the changes using methods that have not still been used in our present 
studies.
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