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1. Introduction and contextualization  
 

Montreal is characterized by a rich linguistic landscape, which stems from its diverse immigration 

as well as its francophone and anglophone “double-majority” (Meintel 1993; Anctil 1984). Yet, like other 

metropolises around the world, Montreal’s “superdiversity” (Silverstein 2015; Blommaert & Rampton 

2011; Vertovec 2007) is continuously changing: in some minority immigrant communities, heritage 

language practices are decreasing in frequency due to the socialization of immigrants to the majority 

languages (Avineri & Kroskrity 2014; Morgan 2014). Moreover, public and private institutions 

promulgate the use of French and English, contributing to language shift away from minority languages.  

However, there are also certain social institutions, such as churches founded by and for immigrant 

communities, promoting alternative modes of linguistic socialization to the wider community (Meintel 

2018; Das 2008). Typically, these churches are considered to be central in their communities’ lives (He 

2011) and offer migrants favorable conditions for becoming anchored in their new environment 

(Grzymala-Kazlowska 2015; Bava 2011). It has also been demonstrated that community churches often 

play a positive role in the individual adaptation and settlement processes of migrants in their host society 

(Mossière 2012; Idir 2009) while offering a site for the intergenerational reproduction of cultural traits 

and identities (Woods 2004). The extent to which this includes potential socialization of heritage 

language, however, had not been specifically investigated in immigrant churches in Montreal prior to the 

fieldwork I conducted (Raux-Copin 2019). 

From October 2018 to September 2019, I participated in numerous celebrations, language and 

catechism courses, and events organized by five community churches in Montreal and met many of their 

members, most of whom represent different generations of migrants. Ultimately, my aim is to understand 

whether these churches generate spaces in which the indexical relationship between the heritage language 

and the immigrant community is maintained (or not) through liturgical as well as cultural and social-

oriented practices.  

My specific goal is to highlight the different language socialization practices examined in these five 

churches. Are these community institutions conducive to the immigrants’ socialization in and to their 

heritage languages? I argue that the churches of my sample generate spaces of socialization to and through 

heritage language at various scales from a speech context and church to another. I also provide some 

insight into these variabilities.  

 

2. Methodologies  
 

The immigrant communities affiliated with the churches composing my fieldwork are Portuguese 

(Mission Santa Cruz1), Italian (Madonna della Difesa Church), Greek (Saint-George Cathedral), Hispanic 

* Adèle Raux-Copin, University of Montreal. Contact: adele.raux-copin@udem.ca. Many thanks to my respondents. 

I would also like to thank my colleague Javier Domingo, director Luke Fleming and mother Nathalie Raux-Copin 

for their help and feedback for my WILA presentation. And of course, thanks to the audience at WILA 10 for their 

valuable comments. 
1I obtained the ethical authorization to name the congregations via University of Montreal’s CERSC (“Comité 

d’éthique de la recherche–Société et culture”), which is the Research Ethics Board for the Society and Culture 

branches. 

© 2021 Adèle Raux-Copin. Selected Proceedings of the 10th Workshop on Immigrant Languages in the Americas 
(WILA 10), ed. Arnstein Hjelde and Åshild Søfteland, 30-38. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Proceedings Project.



and Latino American (Mission Guadalupe), and Filipino (United Pentecostal Church)2. The heritage 

language of the majority of the Filipino community is Tagalog; however, some of these community 

members told me their first language was Ilocano. These churches and their respective immigrant 

communities were chosen for three main reasons: First, because they are all considered to be significant 

immigrant groups in Montreal in terms of their size. Second, some of them immigrated more recently 

than others (e.g., the Filipino immigration to Montreal is more recent than the Italian immigration). The 

variability in terms of immigration recency could help explain certain differences I found between the 

churches in my data. Last, and most importantly, I had acquaintances at each of these five churches who 

served as ‘gatekeepers’. 

Besides the customary religious celebrations that took place in the churches, different contexts of 

sociability became apparent during my fieldwork: catechesis and Sunday school, social and cultural 

events organized by and for the immigrant communities, and ‘natural’ social interactions (e.g., before 

and after the liturgy). Because language is essentially a social practice (Muehlmann 2014; Errington 

2003; Milroy 1992), and because “speakers produce and reproduce particular identities through their 

language use” (Bucholtz & Hall 2005: 369), my fieldwork consisted of participant observations through 

which I took notice of the languages used in these aforementioned varying socialization settings. In terms 

of analysis, the purpose of capturing these speech activities was to further understand how social 

relationships emerge and are maintained, negotiated, and transformed in these contexts and through code 

choice (Garrett & Baquedano-Lopez 2002). In fact, my data collection combined these “spontaneous 

speech” activities with “reflexive and retrospective interviews” (Hewitt 1991: 197). 

Interviewing the participants was the best way to apprehend their discursive consciousness regarding 

their own language practices as well as their own understandings of, and the values which they attribute 

to, their heritage languages and the specter of language shift. 

My role as an outsider of these churches and communities is undeniable. I am not a member of them 

nor am I fluent in the five heritage languages represented in the study. I could distinguish between the 

languages by ear, but could not understand most of the content that was being said (apart from the Spanish 

interactions in the Latin-American church). This did not seem to have any impact on the informants’ 

openness and willingness to welcome me inside the churches, although my data collection was most 

probably biased by my role as a researcher, of which my respondents were aware. However, I tried to 

have as little influence as possible on the languages they used between themselves, as I listened without 

playing a pre-eminent role throughout their interactions. In terms of the interviews, my language 

proficiency did not cause any issues, as all of my interviewees spoke French and/or English fluently. 

 

3. Results 
 

I investigate heritage language socialization patterns through the distinct categories that stem from 

the different aforementioned settings: liturgical socialization to language, pedagogical socialization to 

language, cultural socialization to language, and peer inter- and intra-generational socialization to 

heritage language (or socialization via natural interactions). Note that liturgical and pedagogical 

socialization are separated into two different categories, because, in catechesis courses, the primary 

emphasis is put on the youth’s understanding and learning, even though the pedagogical context is also 

liturgical, as it concerns the teachings of the Bible and ritual practices. As shown below, the languages 

used in the teaching context sometimes contrast with those used during the religious ceremonies.   

2 I will refer to the churches either by their ethnic origin (Portuguese, Italian, Greek, Latino, and Filipino) or by the 

following diminutives: Santa Cruz, La Difesa, St-George, Guadalupe, and UPC. Note that ‘Latino’ is the manner in 

which most members of Guadalupe identify themselves. 
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3.1. Liturgical socialization to language 

 
 

 

Table 1: Liturgical socialization to language 

All five churches celebrate the liturgy in their heritage language. The services held at Santa Cruz are 

in Portuguese and, once in a while, in Brazilian Portuguese. At La Difesa, they are in Italian, with a few 

words or sentences in French or English. The church also offers a service once per week in English, with 

a few translations and Bible readings in French and Italian. At Saint-George, the Bible readings and 

hymns are in Koinè (Ancient Greek) and Medieval Greek, whereas the sermons and announcements are 

in Modern Greek, with short translations in English. At Guadalupe, the services are all in Spanish, with 

a few French words spoken here and there, and one weekly service is held in French. Unlike the churches 

just mentioned, UPC’s main services are not offered in the heritage language, Tagalog, but in English, 

and there is also a weekly service in French and English (a bilingual service). However, there is also a 

monthly Tagalog service, often combined with words in English and even Ilocano (as some preachers are 

native Ilocano speakers). As illustrated in Table 1, the linguistic landscape and chants in the Filipino 

church are typically in the same language as the rest of the liturgical celebrations. Note that there is no 

Tagalog in UPC’s linguistic landscape. Moreover, respondents from the church explained that even the 

chants sung in English are of a ‘Filipino-style’ (a kind of soft pop).  

To briefly summarize my observations and the interviews held inside the five churches, I will 

mention the following highlights. One woman from Santa Cruz claimed “mass and catechesis here are 

the linchpin of Portuguese transmission.” During mass, the youth read the Bible aloud in Portuguese, 

whereas, at La Difesa, they read the Bible according to their individual language proficiency. In the latter 

church, there is an even distribution of the three languages during Bible reading. The priest told me that 

“if we don’t offer mass in Italian, the elderly members won’t come.” In the same way, one of the 

worshippers from the Greek church considers that the liturgy in Ancient Greek “has a beauty.” In fact, 

the importance of celebrating mass in the sacred heritage language was quite common among the different 

churches, except UPC. Regarding the use of the majority languages, at Saint-George, the priest asked me 

“as a person from another culture”, if the Greek-English ratio was satisfactory or if I thought there was 

not a sufficient number of translations. The priest from the Portuguese church told me he would like to 

offer a service in English, as he thinks it could attract more youth. At Guadalupe, the priest used 

Québécois expressions like check (ton voisin).3 At UPC, English represents the multiculturalism to which 

they aspire. Adults pray in “a mix of Tagalog and English”, as one of my respondents explained. 

However, many of them “want to (…) have more francophones in the church.” 

Regarding language ideology, it was unsurprising that the three Catholic churches—Santa Cruz, La 

Difesa, and Guadalupe—celebrate the liturgy in the communities’ respective vernacular languages, as 

this is part of Catholic ideology. The dominant language at Santa Cruz is Portuguese, and the liturgical 

style is “culturally Portuguese”, although there is an outreach to Brazilians and anglophones. At La 

Difesa, the dominant language is Italian, which is especially for the benefit of the elderly members. There 

is outreach to Anglophones and (to a lesser extent) Francophones. Guadalupe is Spanish-dominant and 

has a ‘culturally Latino’ liturgical style, although there is outreach to Francophones. The language 

ideology at Saint-George is associated with Orthodoxy; thus, the liturgy uses languages exclusively 

reserved for the word of God. The use of Modern Greek seemed primarily intended for the elderly 

members, as the rest of the community understands and speaks English. The language ideology at UPC 

is related to Pentecostalism; hence they use French and English, since, for the purpose of evangelism, the 

languages used should be understood by everyone. 

3 “say hi to the person next to you” 
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3.2. Pedagogical socialization to language 
 

 

Table 2: Pedagogical socialization to language 

Essentially, as Table 2 shows, pedagogical socialization to the heritage language was only apparent 

at Santa Cruz and Guadalupe. At Santa Cruz, in the catechism class I observed, five out of six children 

could read aloud in Portuguese. A child told a classmate “there were words I couldn’t understand.” 

Meanwhile, the written documents in La Difesa’s catechesis courses are in Italian, English and French, 

but Italian is rarely spoken, although the director said they “try to encourage the children who speak 

Italian to say a few words.” However, a catechesis professor shared the following: “the English songs 

worked better with the children than the Italian ones.” One respondent from Saint-George, who was in 

charge of its catechism, explained the very low number of children enrolled in classes by the fact that 

they “live far away and have other activities.” One of the priests there told me that they were “going to 

try to translate it (the catechism) in Greek as there are a few children who have just arrived from Greece.” 

Despite the fact that Spanish is used for Guadalupe’s classes, the director of catechism confessed it was 

“more and more challenging as the children’s main socializing language is French.” In UPC’s catechism 

courses, there is code-switching to French from time to time. 

 

3.3. Intergenerational and intragenerational socialization to language (‘natural’ interactions) 
 

The average immigrant generation of the churches’ youth differed from one community to another, 

a difference which was essentially based on immigration recency. At Santa Cruz, the youth are 2nd or 3rd 

generation immigrants, just like at Saint-George (where some youth are even 4th generation), whereas 

Guadalupe and UPC’s youth are 1st or 2nd generation. Since Italian immigration is one of the oldest in 

Montreal, La Difesa’s youth are 3rd or 4th generation.  

The language-speaking tendencies of the youth are the following. At Santa Cruz, La Difesa, and 

Saint-George, the youth do not speak their heritage language amongst themselves, nor do they speak it 

with their parents. They mainly speak English in both latter churches and French in the former, with a 

few rare exceptions. I also noticed, however, that the youth from Santa Cruz do speak Portuguese to their 

grandparents. At Guadalupe, the youth speak French amongst themselves, but Spanish with the 1st 

generation immigrants as well as their parents (and grandparents if the youth are 3rd generation). UPC’s 

youth speak English amongst themselves and often code-switch with French. They also speak English to 

their parents, except for the youth who are 1st generation and have recently immigrated. In the latter case, 

Tagalog is the spoken language. 

I will now focus on the adults’ language-speaking tendencies. At Santa Cruz, the adults mostly raise 

their children in English or French and code-switch to Portuguese (there are a few who only use 

Portuguese). Amongst each other, they usually code-switch from Portuguese to English. At La Difesa 

and Saint-George, the tendencies are practically the same as those seen at Santa Cruz, except the adults 

mostly only speak English amongst each other. The adults from Guadalupe raise their children in Spanish 

and also speak it amongst each other, whereas most parents from UPC raise their children in English and 

code-switch from time to time to Tagalog. However, they do speak Tagalog amongst themselves. 

With regard to the elderly members’ language speaking tendencies, they all speak their heritage 

language in the studied churches (there are practically no elderly members or grandparents at Guadalupe 

and UPC).  

To further elucidate my observations of the intergenerational and intragenerational socialization to 

language in the five churches, I will mention some key points and quotes collected from each church. At 
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Santa Cruz and Guadalupe, there were young newcomers who only spoke the heritage language, which 

encouraged their peers to speak it as well. After an interaction with a young girl who is part of 

Guadalupe’s choir, the priest turned to me and explained, with no surprise at all, that “she started her 

sentence in Spanish with me and ended it in French.” I also had a short conversation with a young 

catechesis student from Santa Cruz of whom I asked if she liked speaking Portuguese. Her response was: 

“No, I don’t really like Portuguese because French is easier.” This indicated how much effort it takes for 

the youth to speak their heritage language instead of only speaking the dominant languages spoken in 

Montreal. At La Difesa and Saint-George, however, most youth were passive speakers. A respondent 

from the Italian church told me that “Italians are integrated with the anglophone community of Montreal.” 

At Saint George, the newcomers (new Greek immigrants) are generally part of the elite and therefore 

already understand and speak English. One parent I interviewed said: “My dad speaks English, but I insist 

with him that he only speak in Greek to my daughter (…) I want her to be able to speak Greek.” Although 

UPC’s youth mainly speak English amongst themselves, the majority of the church’s members are 1st 

generation immigrants whose first language is Tagalog. Most of the young newcomers “grew up in the 

Philippines, and so they speak Tagalog because they are nervous to speak English in front of everyone”, 

as was elucidated by a woman sitting next to me at church.  

 

3.4. Cultural socialization to language 

Table 3: Cultural socialization to language 

34



As Table 3 shows, different types of events and activities revolving around the heritage cultures take 

place in the churches and within the communities studied. Community gatherings and luncheons are 

commonly organized at all the churches, and the meals and delicacies served are all associated with the 

respective heritage cultures. At UPC, the meals served following the Sunday service are mainly Filipino, 

but some are also Jamaican or Haitian, as a couple of members originate from these countries.  

Processions and religious festivals are also important events that occur in these churches, except at 

UPC. At Santa Cruz, the most revered saints in Portugal, the Azores, and Brazil are celebrated each year 

in Portuguese (and Brazilian Portuguese). La Difesa’s most revered saints are also honored yearly, in 

Italian. At Saint-George, there is an Easter procession, and the informal speeches are in Modern Greek 

with short English translations. Additionally, festivals or processions are held at Guadalupe for the 

important and revered saints in Latin-America; these events are held in Spanish. 

In general, folkloric festivals and special events take place at three out of the five churches. At Santa 

Cruz, I enjoyed watching traditional folk dances and concerts with music from different regions in 

Portugal, the Madeira island, Brazil, and the Azores. The posters for the events were all in Portuguese. 

At La Difesa, there are a couple events per year with Italian musicians and DJs; however, I noticed that 

the music played was not always Italian, while the events’ linguistic landscape was mostly in Italian. 

There are also a few festivals organized by Guadalupe, with traditional folk dances and music from 

different regions in Latin-America, all of which takes place in Spanish. Moreover, there are food stands 

with specialties at all the festivals and events organized by the three churches. Saint-George does not 

offer these types of events; however, there are Greek organizations linked to the church that organize 

yearly festivals and cultural gatherings. The music and dances at these gatherings are Greek, but also 

feature other countries. None of my respondents from UPC mentioned Filipino events organized by the 

church or Filipino cultural organizations.  

The quotes in Table 3 plainly illustrate the attachment my respondents expressed to their heritage 

culture and sense of belonging. However, among all communities, there was also a certain ambivalence 

in regard to the churches’ specific connection to their corresponding culture and ethnicity. This 

ambivalence was particularly noticeable at UPC.  

 

4. Discussion 
 

Heritage language socialization was evident in each of the five churches, but in different contexts, at 

different levels, and at different frequencies. Indeed, great disparities were observed between the distinct 

churches, but also between different socialization contexts and across the distinct generations.  

Generally speaking, pedagogical socialization to heritage language (3.2.) is much less tangible than 

liturgical socialization (3.1.) and this could be explained by inter- and intragenerational socialization via 

natural interactions, as the corresponding section (3.3.) illustrates that, in all five churches, most of the 

youths’ language for day-to-day communication was not their heritage language. This makes sense, as 

the majority—if not all—of their classes at school are in French or English (except for those who go to 

an ethnic language school, in which case, their classes are held in the heritage language, French and 

English4), and they mostly speak one or both of these languages with their friends. Pedagogical 

socialization is still in the foreground in the Portuguese and Latino churches, and this seems to correspond 

with the higher number of students at both churches, while it is in the background in the Greek and Italian 

churches (i.e., not the most commonly used language, but used from time to time). However, heritage 

language was completely absent from the Filipino church’s Sunday school classes.5 As I will demonstrate 

later in the discussion section, migration recency and religious ideologies are the main factors that may 

explain these differences. 

The fact that in all five communities the socialization of the youth is mainly in French and English 

is unsurprising given their daily exposure to these languages outside church and, for some, outside the 

household. In terms of the household, inter-generational transmission of the heritage language was found 

4 Note that the frequency and level of use of the heritage language in an ethnic language school varies from one 

school to another. Most youth in our research do not attend these types of schools, except for some children from 

Saint-George who attend the Greek school adjacent to the church; this school is trilingual. However, according to 

our respondents, the youth do not speak Greek amongst themselves despite the fact that some of their classes are 

exclusively in Greek.   
5 I write ‘Sunday school’ here because this is how the members of UPC refer to their catechism classes. 
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to vary between communities. With all socialization categories combined, the Latino church was 

definitely the one with the highest level of heritage language socialization. The youth from this church 

are more likely to grow up being fluent in their heritage language than the youth from the four other 

churches. In comparison, at Santa Cruz, most of the youth speak some Portuguese, but not all consider 

themselves completely fluent, which could be explained by the fact that a majority of the parents do not 

raise their children in their heritage language. As Table 3 shows, the parents speak to their children in 

French or English most of the time. At La Difesa and St-George, the communities’ respective heritage 

languages are socialized in restricted contexts and speech events that only rarely involve the youth. The 

reason for this could be the fact that most of the youth are 3rd or 4th generation immigrants, which means 

they are not, or are in less contact with, native 1st generation immigrants (most of whom are their own 

grandparents or great-grand-parents) than youth from the other three churches. The Filipino church stood 

out from the rest, as its heritage language socialization was much less tangible in its liturgical context 

than in the majority of the members’ natural interactions amongst each other.  

Religious language ideologies as well as migration recency are both key factors that can explain 

these tendencies. Indeed, the religious ideologies differ between the churches according to the 

denomination (Catholic, Orthodox, or Pentecostal) and each church’s attachment to cultural customs in 

its religious practices, both elements of which have an impact on language use (as the brief conclusions 

in Table 1 show). Despite these differences, I noticed that the five churches had a common connection in 

regard to ritual context: the use of both majority and heritage languages in rituals. Indeed, all of these 

churches seemed to be dealing with an ideological ‘disjuncture’ (Meek 2010), between, on one hand, the 

importance of openness and evangelization, which can explain the use of French and English, these being 

the languages of the wider society and, on the other hand, the ‘innate’ relationship between language and 

Christian faith, which entails the use of the so-called “heart language”, the native language of the 

community.6 Concerning migration recency, the fewer 1st generation of immigrants there were in the 

church, the less space there was for potential heritage language socialization in the community. Moreover, 

participants in the five churches claimed that regular trips to see family back home in their country of 

origin encouraged heritage language socialization. This idea is consistent with Le Gall and Meintel’s 

findings in their article on identity and cultural transmission inside multicultural families in Quebec (Le 

Gall & Meintel 2015). Indeed, their respondents revealed how important it is to travel to their country of 

origin, as it allows the generations born in Quebec to immerse themselves in their heritage culture and 

socialize in their language. 

Ideally, language socialization should not only operate in informal settings (where heritage language 

is used for communication purposes, without this necessarily being the sole target of the socialization) 

but also in more formal or institutional settings (Han 2013; He 2011). Indeed, when a heritage language 

has been acquired without any formal instruction, literary competence in this language is often lacking 

(Brown & Bousquette 2018). According to my data, this often concerns the generations born in Canada, 

who, during the interviews, spoke of their lack of literary competence in their heritage language.  

Although a large majority of my respondents perceived the transmission of their heritage language 

as a fundamental process, their discourse and actual practices remain highly contrasted. In fact, this type 

of contrast seems to be quite recurrent in heritage language studies, as Bloch & Hirsch (2017) has already 

mentioned such in their research. Essentially, my data related to cultural socialization (3.4.) illustrates 

that affective attachment of the church members to heritage language and cultural traits was present in 

all five immigrant churches. These religious institutions formed tightly knit heritage language 

communities, whether explicitly or implicitly, by generating spaces conducive to members’ socialization 

to certain cultural traits. Indeed, in my participants’ general discourse, their language and culture seemed 

to have an intrinsic relationship. In fact, my participants directly associated cultural traits with heritage 

language use, and vice-versa. Social activities and events often provided space for the performance of 

cultural affiliations, whether national or regional, which, in turn, leads to heritage language use of food- 

or folklore-related terms (to name the most obvious examples). Moreover, the fact that the adult 

generations born and raised in Quebec continue going to their ethnic church rather than attending a 

francophone or anglophone church illustrates their attachment to their cultural traits and language (even 

if some of them hardly speak it).  

6 “One’s native language, ideologized here as the path to one’s heart and pointing to the idea that language is at the 

heart of the self” (Handman 2015: 81). 
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The communities’ and individuals’ linguistic and cultural socialization to the wider society is also 

highlighted through their multilingual discourse and the references made to Quebec. Examples of these 

references are the use of Quebecer terms, but also the celebration of Saint-Jean-Baptiste Day, also known 

as the National Quebecer Day. In addition, in my study, some 1st generation immigrants actually 

described ‘reversed’ language transmission: their children as well as the rest of the church’s youth tend 

to socialize their parents to French or English. This interesting phenomenon in which youth act as 

catalysts for their parents’ linguistic integration has already been mentioned by Gogonas (2009) and 

Woods (2004). Further research must be conducted to determine whether this ‘reversed’ transmission 

harms heritage language socialization and transmission. My own study seems to point to the fact that 

‘reversed’ transmission mainly impacts natural interactions between youth and adults, as most of the 

adults take on the habit of speaking either French or English at home, given the former have socialized 

the latter to these more widely spoken languages in Quebec.  

As for the future of these heritage language communities, my hypothesis is that, within a few 

generations, they will probably become essentially metalinguistic communities, “a model for groups that 

experience a deep affective connection with a language even if many lack proficiency in it” (Avineri & 

Kroskrity 2014: 5). Heritage identity will most likely continue to be asserted and transmitted despite the 

fact that the language associated with it will no longer (or hardly ever) be used. Furthermore, I hope this 

study has helped demonstrate that allophone immigrant communities require institutions like churches—

founded by and for them—to help anchor their heritage language through various types of practices 

(whether liturgical, cultural, social pedagogical, etc.) and keep their heritage identity alive throughout the 

generations.  

 

5. Conclusion 
 

My main conclusion regarding the distinct language socialization contexts of the five churches is 

that liturgical practices formed the most conducive context for heritage language socialization (except in 

UPC, where this was actually the opposite given that its ritual practices are more fixed and regulated than 

in the other churches). Nevertheless, informal interactions, social activities, and cultural events also 

socialize a heritage language in a more indirect way, as they help to establish it as a key symbol of 

individual and community-based identity. Whether or not a community’s heritage language is spoken 

frequently or is only used in specific and highly ritualized cultural or religious performances, youth are 

socialized to their heritage language as a symbol of community attachment and cultural identity (Eckert 

2018). Linguistic socialization in the churches within the sample turned out to be complex and plural, 

mirroring the individuals’ multiple identities and their affiliations with different social networks and 

cultural communities (Fishman 1991; Trudgill 1983). 

In regard to heritage language shift and maintenance, this paper has demonstrated the importance of 

local immigrant institutions and networks, like the churches in this sample, as they generate spaces for 

the potential use and maintenance of heritage language through the organization of cultural, social, and 

liturgical events (Fishman 1991). The indexicality between these spaces of interaction and the heritage 

language of the immigrant community turns out to be essential to linguistic vitality and diversity in 

Quebec.  
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