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Abstract

This paper investigates the attitudes of members of vulnerable linguistic
communities in Serbia towards their own languages. Based on the results of a
quantitative survey carried out in 2023, the authors assess the attitudes of speakers of
vulnerable languages towards the maintenance and revitalisation of their languages,
including transmission to the younger generations and their introduction in the school
system, and discuss their feelings regarding speaking the language with the members
of the community and outside the community. Finally, they examine the correlation
between the aforementioned variables and a series of demographic factors to determine
whether there are any statistically significant relations between them. The research
shows that the majority of speakers of vulnerable languages in Serbia show positive
attitudes towards their language, regardless of gender in most of the cases. On the other
hand, the variable ‘language of the community’ is correlated with all other variables,
while the variables ‘age’ and ‘education level’ correlate with some of the
aforementioned attitudes and emotions. This is partially in line with what has been
recently termed an attitude shift by sociolinguists, a change in ideology implying
positive attitudes towards one’s own endangered language, a phenomenon observed in
several endangered language contexts worldwide.
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JE3UYKHU CTABOBH
N3 NEPCHEKTUBE HHTEPCEKIIMOHAJIHOCTMU:
PAIBUBU JE3UIIU U JESUYKU BAPUJETETHU Y CPBUJHU

Arncrpakr

Pan uctpaxyje cTaBoBe rOBOpHHKA pambHBUX je3uka y CpOuju mpemMa COnCTBEHUM
jesurMa. Ha ocHOBY pesynraTa KBaHTUTaTUBHOT MCTpaKHBama cripoBeneHor 2023.
TOJMHE, Ay TOPH NMPOLEHYjy CTAaBOBE TOBOPHHKA PAbUBUX je3HKa U Je3UUKUX BapHjeTe-
Ta y BE3W Ca OJPXKABAKHEM M PEBUTANM3AIM]OM CBOjHX je3MKa, Ka0 U Ca MIPEHOLICHEM
Ha Muialje TeHepaIyje U BbUXOBO YBOleHhe Y IKOJICKU CUCTEM, U TUCKYTYjy 0 ocehamu-
Ma | NepIeNInji COICTBEHNX je3nKa OJ CTpaHe TOBOpHHKaA. Jlajbe, ayTopHu HCTIUTY]Y
MOBE3aHOCT IIOMEHYTUX BapHjadbiu ca HU30M JeMorpadckux (axropa, kKako Ou ycra-
HOBWJIM 12 JIU [IOCTOjH CTaTHCTHYKH 3Ha4ajHa Kopenanyja naMehy mux. ctpaxusame
nmokasyje 1a BehnHa roBopHHKa pamuBHX je3uka y CpOuju MMa HMO3UTHBHE CTaBOBE
mpeMa COIICTBEHHM je3HKy, 0e3 003upa Ha moi u To y BehuHu ciydajeBa. Ca apyre
CTpaHe, je3UK KOjUM TOBOPHUIIM IPHYa]jy IMOKa3yje MOBE3aHOCT Ca CBUM OCTAJIUM Bapu-
jabmama, 1ok Bapujabie 'ToauHe' ¥ 'HUBO 00pa3oBama’ KOPEIHPajy ca HeKHM O] TOpe-
MOMEHYTHX cTaBoBa M ocehara. OBaj pe3ynTar je JeIMMHYHO y CKIIaay ca OHHM IITO
Cy COITMOJIMHTBUCTU HEJABHO Ha3BallM aftitude shift (IpoMeHa cTaBa), ITO O3HAYABA
HNPOMEHY HJEO0JIOTHje KOja UMILUTHIMPA TO3UTUBHE CTAaBOBE IIpeMa COIICTBEHOM yTIpo-
JKEHOM je3WKy, peHOMEHOM Koju ce faHac cpehe y BUIIEe YTPOKCHNX je3NUKUX KOHTEK-
CTa IIHPOM CBETa.

KibyuHe peun: je3WYKH CTABOBH, YTPOXKEHHM jE€3ULH, MHTCPCEKIIMOHAIHOCT,
MambHHCKH je3ury, Cpouja.

INTRODUCTION

Over the last decades, it has been repeatedly stressed that many of
the approximately six thousand languages that are spoken around the globe
are under threat. As language diversity is essential to human heritage and
even existence, efforts were made to document endangered languages, to
create new policy initiatives and support language communities in their ef-
forts to preserve their languages or to understand their roles. Alongside
these efforts, linguists have sought to identify factors contributing to lan-
guage endangerment in order to reverse it, and generally agree that lan-
guage endangerment may be the result of: external factors, such as military,
economic, religious, cultural or economic subjugation, or of internal fac-
tors, such as a community’s negative attitude towards its own language.'

Nowadays the key factor in language endangerment are most prob-
ably the attitudes of the speech community concerning their language, as a

I As stated in the document Language Vitality and Endangerment, compiled by the
UNESCO Ad Hoc Expert Group on Endangered Languages and submitted to the
International Expert Meeting on UNESCO Programme Safeguarding of Endangered
Languages in Paris, 1012 March 2003, available at: https://ich.unesco.org/doc/src/00120-
EN.pdf. Last accessed: September 10, 2024.
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series of linguists have stressed (Bradley, 2002; Sallabank, 2013). Alt-
hough it might seem counterintuitive from the perspective of majority lan-
guage speakers, speakers of minority languages are not always appreciative
of their own language. Negative attitudes are often internalised by speak-
ers, and the use of a minority language comes to be stigmatised, so that
speakers feel ashamed of it (Sallabank, 2013). Therefore, they will be even
more appreciative of the majority language(s) and avoid using their own
language, which increases the risk of the language becoming endangered
(Garrett, 2010; Dragojevic, Fasoli, Cramer & Raki¢, 2021). Moreover, neg-
ative attitudes towards one’s language make speakers less likely to transmit
it to their children, which leads to a self-perpetuating downward spiral and
might seal the future of the language (Calvet, 1998; Sallabank, 2013).

Although a negative attitude towards one’s language usually triggers
language shift and speakers becoming less and less proficient in it, putting
the survival of their language in danger, it has been shown that the opposite
does not always hold true. Namely, nowadays speakers of already vulner-
able or highly endangered languages and sometimes their offspring, who
do not speak the language any longer, do not have negative attitudes to-
wards the language. On the contrary, more often than not they show posi-
tive and highly appreciative attitudes. Therefore, a change in ideology, im-
plying positive attitudes towards one’s own endangered language, has been
identified among the generation whose parents shifted language for eco-
nomic reasons (Crystal, 2000, p.106). The same phenomenon was observed
in other endangered language contexts on a society-wide basis, and termed
attitude shift to echo language shift, although the direction of attitude shift,
from negative to positive, tends to support a reversal of language shift (Sal-
labank, 2010, p.78).

The present paper is based on the results of a quantitative survey
carried out in 2023 in vulnerable language communities in Serbia. Using a
series of quantitative methods, the aim of our study is threefold. First, we
aim to assess the attitudes of speakers of vulnerable languages towards the
maintenance and revitalisation of their languages, including transmission
to the younger generation and introducing them into the school system.
Second, we aim to assess their feelings regarding speaking the language
with the members of their community, and outside the community. Third,
we want to determine whether there is a statistically significant correlation
of the aforementioned attitudes and feelings with specific demographic fac-
tors and with specific languages.

In order to achieve the third objective of the paper, we use intersec-
tionality as an analytic lens (Salem, 2018). Although it has received much
criticism and has been deemed too inflexible (Lugones, 2014; Nagel, 2019)
in the time following the term’s initial introduction by Kimberlé Crenshaw
(Crenshaw, 1989), we use the intersectional lens to understand how differ-
ent factors which form the identity of the members of the vulnerable lan-
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guage speaking communities in Serbia result in unique combinations of
discrimination or privilege. We therefore, following Tripp, consider the in-
tersectional analytic lens a perceptual aid, whose use “is not a neutral act, nor
does it guarantee clear perception, but it does allow us to begin the process of
identifying that which is imperceptible without it” (Tripp, 2023, p. 515).

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Our study draws on the results of research carried out within the
framework of the project Vulnerable Languages and Linguistic Varieties
in Serbia (VLingS) between 2022 and 2024.? Starting from the data offered
by Serbian population censuses, the UNESCO Atlas of the World’s Lan-
guages in Danger, Ethnologue and the Catalogue of Endangered Lan-
guages, but also by unofficial estimates regarding the number of speakers
of different varieties, and the direct experience and expertise of the project
members, the project was aimed at providing a more accurate assessment
of the degree of vulnerability of languages and linguistic varieties in Ser-
bia. The project encompassed the following languages and language vari-
eties: Aromanian, Banat Bulgarian, Vojvodina Rusyn (Ruthenian), Ju-
dezmo (Ladino), Romani (Vlax and Balkan varieties), Megleno-Romanian,
Vlach and Bayash Romanian. Out of these, only Rusyn and Romani are
officially recognised as minority languages in Serbia according to the Eu-
ropean Charter for Regional or Minority Languages. Bulgarian, on the
other hand, is recognised, but Banat Bulgarian is not.

The pilot fieldwork research within the VLingS project was con-
ducted in 2022, and the main fieldwork research was conducted in 2023, in
Serbia, in the linguistic communities included in the project.? For the quan-
titative survey part of the research, we used a sociolinguistic questionnaire,
which was coupled with interviews in the target languages, aimed both at
language documentation and gathering qualitative information. The ques-
tionnaire was not an adaptation of any existing sociolinguistic question-
naire, but created by the members of the project. The questionnaire had a
pilot version, VLingS Questionnaire 0.0, which was administered during
fieldwork in 2022 in 26 settlements in Serbia, with a total of 158 respond-
ents participating in the pilot study (see Miri¢, Sokolovska & Sorescu-
Marinkovi¢, 2024, for details).

2 More about the project in: Miri¢, Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ & Sokolovksa (2024), and on
the website of the project https://vlings.rs/. Last accessed: September 10, 2024.

3 The results of the pilot research are presented in several studies: Cirkovi¢, 2023;
Sorescu-Marinkovi¢, 2023; Miri¢, Sokolovska & Sorescu-Marinkovié, 2024. Megleno-
Romanian was part of the pilot research, with only one respondent, but was not
encompassed by the main research, as we could not identify any more members of the
community and therefore consider Megleno-Romanian extinct in Serbia.


https://vlings.rs/
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On the basis of VLingS Questionnaire 0.0, the main survey tool,
VLingS Questionnaire 1.0, was developed, which consists of 16 sections
that contain a total of 190 questions and sub-questions that elicited diverse
information based on the interviewees’ personal experience with the lan-
guages and linguistic varieties encompassed by the project. The sections of
the questionnaire were as follows: 1. General data about linguonyms and
language usage, II. Data about language acquisition and intergenerational
language transmission, III. Domains of language usage, IV. Literacy, V.
Education, VI. Institutional support and linguistic landscape, VII. Publica-
tions in the given language, VIII. Media, IX. Religious service, X. Cultural
manifestations, XI. Language level self-assessment, XII. Respondents’
feelings towards own language, XIII. Ethnic and cultural identity, XIV.
Language maintenance and revitalization, XV. Demographic information
about the respondent, and XVI. Final remarks (see Miri¢ et al, 2025).

The questionnaire was administered orally, in face-to-face surveys,
in Serbian, so as to allow for the uniformity of the methodology in field-
work research. This was possible given that all interviewees who partici-
pated in the research spoke Serbian as they were either bilingual in their
minority language and Serbian, or multilingual. The statistical analysis of
the data was conducted using IBM SPSS 23 statistical software. Following
the initial data entry, the database was checked multiple times for errors,
which were subsequently corrected. The analyses we present further were
done on this final version of the database.

The total number of interviewees who completed the main survey
and answered the questions of the VLingS Questionnaire 1.0 was 686. The
data was collected in 56 places in Serbia, both urban and rural. Interview-
ees of both sexes participated in the research (53.6% women vs. 46.4%
men). As for the education of the interviewees, the following distribution
was obtained: no education (5.5%), unfinished elementary school (12.4%),
finished elementary school (23.8%), vocational school (13.3%), high
school degree (19.9%), college degree (5.8%), university degree (15%),
postgraduate/PhD studies (3.5%), other (0.7%). As the study did not in-
clude persons who were not of age, the youngest interviewee was 18, while
the oldest was 88. The average age of participants was 47.79 years (SD =
16.43).

The number of speakers of the target languages and linguistic vari-
eties in the overall sample of the VLingS project is presented in Table 1.
Not all varieties are equally represented (Table 1), given that the sample
was created so as to conform to the share of speakers of the target languages
according to the data available from the 2011 census, scientific literature
and researchers’ expertise on the size of the community, when the census
offered no data. The varieties with the biggest number of respondents were
Romani — 290, and Vlach — 160. According to the 2011 census, the number
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of Roma in Serbia was 147,604, while that of Vlachs was 35,330.# The
other language varieties were represented with the following number of
respondents in the sample: Bayash Romanian — 85 (not present in the cen-
sus), Vojvodina Rusyn — 78 (the 2011 Census gives a total number of
14,246), Aromanian — 30 (2011 Census: 243), Banat Bulgarian — 29 (not
registered in the census as a separate minority) and Ladino — 14 interview-
ees (not present in the census).

Table 1. The distribution of languages and language varieties in the
overall sample of the VLingS project

Language Aromanian Bayash Vlach Romani Vojvodina Banat Ladino

Romanian Rusyn  Bulgarian
Freq 30 85 160 290 78 29 14
% 4.4 124 233 423 114 4.2 2

We framed the present paper from an intersectional perspective and
analysed the answers to several questions from the questionnaire using the
intersectional lens. By applying intersectional analysis, we wanted to show
what points of intersection make the respondent’s age, gender and educa-
tion level with the specific vulnerable language they speak. In what fol-
lows, we focus on three questions from section XIV. Language mainte-
nance and revitalization, and on two questions from section X/I. Respond-
ents’ feelings towards own language. The questions from section XIV,
which tackle the respondents’ attitudes towards the revitalisation of their
language, its transmission to the younger generations and its use in the
school curriculum, are:

X1V 4. Is it important to you to preserve/revitalize (or learn) your

language?

X1V 6. Is it important to you that your language is passed on to

younger generations?

X1V 7. Is it important to you that your language is introduced or

maintained in schools in Serbia?

The questions from section XII, which are meant to assess the feel-
ings of the respondents towards their own language, are:

XII 1. How do you feel when you speak your language in the pres-

ence of other speakers of your language?

XII 2. How do you feel when you speak your language in the

presence of Serbian speakers?

41t has been proven that the number of Vlachs offered by the population censuses is not
relevant, as they have a double, contextual identity and usually identify as Serbs whose
mother tongue is Vlach (see Raduski, 2006; Knezevi¢ 2019; Hutanu & Sorescu-
Marinkovi¢, 2023). Therefore, we established our sample of Vlach speakers according
to estimates of their number, not to the census results.
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We have correlated the answers to these questions with three demo-
graphic factors — age of respondents, gender and education level — and to
the specific target language, in order to see and better understand whether
and in which way they are related to the preservation and possible revital-
isation of vulnerable languages. For the purpose of examining the relation-
ships of answers to the aforementioned questions and ‘language of com-
munity’, ‘gender’ and ‘education level’ Chi-square test for independence
was applied, while relationship with age of participants was examined by
one-way ANOVA.

RESULTS

First, we will discuss the distribution of answers to the five analysed
questions in the sample, starting with the three questions in section X7V.
Language maintenance and revitalization, which aim at assessing the re-
spondents’ attitudes towards the maintenance of their language, transmis-
sion to the younger generations and introducing it in school.

In Table 2, we see that 614 respondents (90.6%) answered “YES”
to the question Is it important to you to preserve/revitalize (or learn) your
language? Only nine respondents (1.3%) provided a negative answer,
while 55 (8.1%) said they were indifferent.

Table 2. The distribution of answers to the question XIV 4
in the overall sample of VLingS Questionnaire 1.0

XIV 4. Is it important to you to preserve/revitalize (or learn) your language?

YES NO It doesn’t matter to me.
Freq 614 9 55
% 90.6 1.3 8.1

Regarding the question Is it important to you that your language is
passed on to younger generations?, the distribution of answers is similar
to the previous one (Table 3). The majority of respondents (91.6%) con-
sider it important, only a small percent provided a negative answer (1.5%),
while 47 respondents said it did not matter to them (6.9%).

Table 3. The distribution of answers to the question XIV 6 in the overall
sample of VLingS Questionnaire 1.0

XIV 6. Is it important to you that your language is passed on to younger generations?
YES NO It doesn’t matter to me.

Freq 622 10 47

% 91.6 1.5 6.9
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The third analysed question in this category, Is it important to you
that your language is introduced or maintained in schools in Serbia?,
shows, nevertheless, a slightly different distribution of responses (Table 4).
While the majority of respondents offered positive answers (79.1%), there
are definitely more responses in the categories “NO” (9.9%) and “It doesn’t
matter to me” (11%).

Table 4. The distribution of answers to the question XIV 7
in the overall sample of VLingS Questionnaire 1.0

XIV_7. Is it important to you that your language is introduced or maintained
in schools in Serbia?

YES NO It doesn’t matter to me.
Freq 533 67 74
% 79.1 9.9 11

The response distribution to the questions in section XIV supports
the ideological shift marked by a predominantly positive attitude among
speakers toward their endangered language. We will return to possible ex-
planations for the higher percentage of negative responses to question
XIV_7, compared to XIV_4 and XIV_6, when presenting the analysis of
its relationship with community affiliation (see Table 7). For now, it is
worth noting that the slightly higher number of negative responses to
XIV_7 likely reflects variation in the number of active speakers among
different languages, differences in the perceived importance of language
for ethnic identity, and the (non-)existence of a written standard.

Further, the interviewees could choose one of the following six an-
swers, covering a range of pleasant, neutral and unpleasant feelings, to reply to
the two analysed questions from section XII. Respondents’ feelings towards
own language: “1 am proud,” “I feel comfortable,” “I feel as usual,” “I feel
uncomfortable,” “I am ashamed” and “I don’t know, I don’t think about it.”

The answers to the first question from this section, How do you feel
when you speak your language in the presence of other speakers of your
language?, present the following distribution: 49.3% of the respondents
have pleasant feelings (they feel proud or comfortable), 43.3% feel as
usual, 4.9% do not think about it and 2.5% have unpleasant feelings (they
feel uncomfortable or ashamed) (Table 5).

Table 5. The distribution of answers to the question XII 1
in the overall sample of VLingS Questionnaire 1.0

XII_1. How do you feel when you speak your language in the presence of other
speakers of your language?
Proud Comfortable Asusual Uncomfortable Ashamed Idon’tknow
Freq 148 173 282 7 9 32
% 22.7% 26.6% 43.3% 1.1% 1.4% 4.9%




Language Attitudes through an Intersectional Lens 829

As for the answers to the second question, How do you feel when
you speak your language in the presence of Serbian speakers?, the results
show a different picture (Table 6). This time, only 27% of the respondents
feel proud or comfortable, while the majority, 57%, show neutral feelings
(they feel as usual or do not think about it), with 15.9% showing unpleasant
feelings (feeling uncomfortable or ashamed).

Table 6. The distribution of answers to the question XII 2
in the overall sample of VLingS Questionnaire 1.0

XII_2. How do you feel when you speak your language
in the presence of Serbian speakers?
Proud Comfortable Asusual Uncomfortable Ashamed I don’t know
Freq 109 66 282 97 6 87
% 16.8% 10.2% 43.6% 15% 0.9% 13.4%

The larger number of respondents who feel uncomfortable speaking
their language in the presence of Serbian speakers, compared to those who
feel the same when speaking it in front of other speakers of the same lan-
guage, may indicate internalised negative attitudes and the stigmatisation
of minority language use among a portion of the respondents.

The Language of the Community

The Chi-square test for independence showed that there is a statistically
significant relationship between belonging to a specific language community
and all the analysed answers to the three questions from section XIV.
However, members of all vulnerable language communities in Serbia included
in the survey consider it important to maintain, revitalise or learn the language
of their community, to transmit their language to younger generations and to
introduce or maintain their language in the school system.

Regarding the introduction of the language in school, Table 7 shows
that generally it is important to everybody. The effect size (Cramer’s V =
.328, p <.01) indicates that for the table of these dimensions the association
of the two variables is medium, but close to the criteria for large (.35) (Pal-
ant, 2009). However, one should be careful in interpreting the results be-
cause 28.6% of cells have expected frequencies less than 5, which violates
the assumption of the lowest expected cell frequency (that at least 80% of
cells have expected frequencies of 5 or more) (ibid).

Nevertheless, a closer look at Table 7 shows important differences
between communities. Out of the 29 respondents from the Aromanian com-
munity who answered this question, 12 (41.4%) do not consider it im-
portant that their language is introduced in the school system in Serbia. Out
of the 14 respondents belonging to the Sephardic Jew community, 11
(78.6%) do not think it is important that Ladino is introduced in schools.
This can be explained by the fact that these two communities are the small-
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est in our study, with a very small number of active speakers, therefore the
members are aware that there would probably be no pupils to attend the
language courses. Additionally, it is possible that members of these com-
munities do not view their language as a marker of ethnic identity and,
therefore, do not consider it relevant for education.

On the other hand, the Vojvodina Rusyn respondents show the high-
est percentage of positive attitude towards the introduction/maintenance of
their language in the school system: 98.7% (77 out of 78 respondents an-
swered “YES” to the question). As the Vojvodina Rusyn are an officially
recognised national minority in Serbia and their language has a written
standard and has been taught in schools since the end of World War 11
(Ramac, 2018), this is most probably connected to the already existing pat-
terns and high language prestige, both in the in-group and the out-group.

In between are the Vlachs (7% are against the introduction of their
language in schools), Roma (8%) and Banat Bulgarian (24.1%). The first
two language varieties are atomised into dialects, and all three have a de-
bated standard and are hardly present in the school system — in only a few
places in Serbia, in the form of an optional subject “Mother tongue with
elements of national culture.” As at least the two varieties have a relatively
large number of speakers, a long tradition of orality and a relatively good
intergenerational transmission, part of the members of the community find
it counterproductive to widen the domain of use of their language. Never-
theless, the positive attitudes prevail.

Table 7. The distribution of answers to the question XIV 7
according to the language of the given linguistic community

XIV_7. Is it important to you that your language is introduced or maintained
in schools in Serbia?

The language of YES NO It doesn’t matter
the community (%) (%) to me. (%)
)
Romani 231 23 33
(80.5%) (8%) (11.5%)
Vlach 121 11 26
(76.6%) (7%) (16.5%)
Vojvodina Rusyn 77 0 1
(98.7%) (0%) (1.3%)
Bayash Romanian 66 3 10
(83.5%) (3.8%) (12.7%)
Banat Bulgarian 22 7 0
(75.9%) (24.1%) (0%)
Aromanian 13 12 4
(44.8%) (41.4%) (13.8%)
Ladino 3 11 0

(21.4%) (78.6%) (0%)
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The Chi-square test for independence showed that there is a statistically
significant relationship between belonging to a specific language community
and all the analysed answers to the two questions from section XII. Therefore,
members of all vulnerable language communities included in our survey
generally have pleasant feelings or feel as usual when speaking their language
in the presence of other speakers of their language. Specifically, the results
show that 148 respondents (22.7%) feel proud, 173 (26.6%) report feeling
comfortable, and 282 (43.3%) state that they feel as usual. Seven respondents
(1.1%) feel uncomfortable, while 9 (1.4%) report feeling ashamed. A total of
32 respondents (4.9%) say they do not reflect on their emotional experience.
Likewise, they generally have pleasant feelings or feel as usual when speaking
their language in the presence of Serbian speakers, but in this latter case it is
evident that the bigger the number of respondents from a specific language
community is, the bigger the percentage of those who feel uncomfortable when
speaking the language (Table 8).

Table 8. The distribution of answers to the question XII 2
according to the language of the given linguistic community

XII_2. How do you feel when you speak your language in the presence of
Serbian speakers?
The language Proud Comfortable Asusual Uncomfortable Ashamed 1don’t

of the (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) know
community (%)
)
Vlach 37 9 59 37 0 14
(23.7%) (5.8%) (37.8%) (23.7%) (0%) (9%)
Romani 27 26 136 37 6 46
(9.7%) (9.4%)  (48.9%) (13.3%) (2.2%) (16.5%)
Bayash 26 14 34 6 0 4
Romanian (B1%)  (16.7%) (40.5%) (7.1%) 0%) (4.8%)
Vojvodina 10 4 41 10 0 12
Rusyn (13%) (5.2%)  (53.2%) (13%) (0%) (15.6%)
Aromanian 7 4 3 2 0 2
(38.9%) (22.2%) (16.7%) (11.1%) (0%) (11.1%)
Banat 2 5 7 5 0 7
Bulgarian (7.7%)  (19.2%) (26.9%) (19.2%) (0%) (26.9%)
Ladino 0 4 2 0 0 2
(0%) (50%) (25%) (0%) (0%)  (25%)

The biggest percentage of those who have negative feelings when
speaking their language comes from the Vlach community: 23.7%. This
can be definitely connected to the long history of prejudice of the majority
Serbian population against this ethnic community and the resulting low
language prestige among the members of the community (Durli¢, 2023;
Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ & Hutanu, 2023). The same holds true for the Roma
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community, which has been prejudiced against by the majority population
for a long time (Basi¢, 2021; Jaksi¢, 2015). Our research showed that
15.5% of the Roma have unpleasant feelings (feeling uncomfortable or
ashamed) when speaking their language in the presence of Serbian lan-
guage speakers. However, only Roma out of all language communities en-
compassed by the project reported feeling ashamed (not only uncomforta-
ble) when speaking their language outside the community.

The Gender of the Respondents

As far as the gender of the respondents is concerned, the Chi-square
test for independence showed that there is no statistically significant
relationship between it and the analysed answers to the five questions,
except for the last one, How do you feel when you speak your language in
the presence of Serbian speakers? (Table 9). The results show that women
are more prone to experiencing all the examined feelings than men when
speaking their own language. The only exception is the neutral emotional
experience, which men are slightly more inclined to. The value of Cramer’s
V = .142, p < .05 indicates that, for a table of these dimensions, the effect
size is small (Palant, 2009).

Table 9. The distribution of answers to the question XII 2
according to the gender of the respondents

XII_2. How do you feel when you speak your language
in the presence of Serbian speakers?
Gender Proud Comfortable Asusual Uncomfortable Ashamed I don’t

! (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) know
(%)
M (N=304) 40 29 139 50 0 46
(132%)  (9.5%) (45.7%)  (16.4%) (0%)  (15.1%)
F(N=342) 69 37 143 46 6 41

(202%)  (10.8%) (41.8%)  (13.5%)  (1.8%) (12%)

The Age of the Respondents

In order to see whether the age of the respondents has a significant
association with the variables in question, we used the one-way analysis of
variance (ANOVA). The results showed that there is no statistically significant
relationship between age and respondents’ attitude towards maintaining and
revitalising their language, or transmitting it to the younger generations.

Nevertheless, the results show that there is a statistically significant
difference in age between the groups of respondents divided according to
the importance that the introduction or retention of their vulnerable lan-
guage in Serbian schools has for them (F (2, 668) = 7.335, p < .01). The
results of the post hoc test (Tukey), which compares each group with each
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other, show that respondents who consider it important to introduce or
maintain the language in schools are statistically significantly younger than
those who do not consider it important. Likewise, those who do not care
about this question are statistically significantly younger than those who
answered “NO.” There is no statistically significant difference in age be-
tween the group of respondents who answered affirmatively to this ques-
tion and the group who do not care. In other words, the results show that
younger respondents either do not think too much about the importance of
introducing/maintaining their language in schools or consider it very im-
portant, while older respondents exhibit a clearly defined negative attitude
toward this question. One possible interpretation of these findings might
be that younger respondents or their children attended language classes
themselves and therefore support introducing/maintaining their languages
in education, but further research is needed.

Likewise, there is a statistically significant difference in the age of
the respondents when we divide them according to the feelings they expe-
rience when they use their language in front of other speakers of the same
language (F (5, 642)=2.738, p <.05). The results of a post hoc test (Tukey)
imply that the only two groups that significantly differ from each other in
terms of age are the group that feels proud to speak their language and the
group that does not think about it. Table 10 shows that the first group is
older than the second. There are no statistically significant differences in
age between the other groups of respondents.

Table 10. The distribution of answers to the question XII 1
according to the age of the respondents

XII_1. How do you feel when you speak your language in the presence of other
speakers of your language?

Number of Age
respondents (N) Mean SD
Proud 147 49.83 16.667
Comfortable 173 48.59 16.848
As usual 280 46.86 15.357
Uncomfortable 7 43.86 12.415
Ashamed 9 39 19.216
I don’t think about it 32 40.19 14.434
Total 648 47.58 16.164

Finally, the results show that there is also a statistically significant
difference in the age of the respondents when we divide them according to
the feelings they experience when using their vulnerable language in the
presence of Serbian speakers (F (5, 638) = 2.867, p < .05). The results of
the post hoc test (Tukey) indicate that the only two groups that differ from
each other in terms of age are the group that feels comfortable and the
group that feels as usual. The first group is older than the second.
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The Education Level of the Respondents

The chi-square test for independence showed that there is a statistically
significant relationship between the education level of the respondents and all
the analysed variables, except for the importance the respondents put on the
transmission of language to the younger generations (y? (16, N = 678)=23.287,
p = .106). More specifically, a statistically significant relationship was found
between respondents’ level of education and the following variables: the
importance that preserving, revitalising, or learning the minority language holds
for members of a given language community (y* (16, N = 677) = 35.465, p <
.01); the importance of introducing or maintaining the minority language in
Serbian schools for members of that language community (¥ (16, N = 673) =
34.372, p < .01); the feelings experienced by minority language speakers when
using their language in front of other speakers of the same language (y* (40, N =
650) =102.108, p < .01); and the feelings experienced when speaking their lan-
guage in the presence of Serbian speakers (¥* (40, N = 646) = 69.055, p <.01).

Therefore, members of all education levels consider it important to
preserve or learn their language, and to introduce or keep it in the school
system. In other words, within each education level — except for the
“Other” (the names of all levels are provided in Table 11) —the number of

Table 11. The distribution of answers to the question XII 2 according to
the education level of the respondents

XII_2. How do you feel when you speak your language in the presence of
Serbian speakers?

Education Proud Comfort- Asusual Uncom- Ashamed Idon’t
level (%) able (%) fortable (%) know
| (%) (%) (%)
No school 4 5 15 9 1 3
(10.8%) (13.5%) (40.5%) (24.3%) (2.7%) (8.1%)
Unfinished 20 6 37 10 4 6
elementary school (24.1%) (7.2%) (44.6%) (12%) (4.8%) (7.2%)
Elementary 16 25 74 22 1 17
school (10.3%) (16.1%) (47.7%) (14.2%) (0.6%) (11%)
Vocational 15 10 38 13 0 14
school (16.7%) (11.1%) (42.2%) (14.4%) (0%) (15.6%)
High 20 7 58 19 0 23
school (15.7%) (5.5%) (45.7%) (15%) 0%) (18.1%)
Higher vocational 5 5 11 9 0 7
school (13.5%) (13.5%) (29.7%) (24.3%) (0%) (18.9%)
University 26 6 37 11 0 14
(27.7%) (6.4%) (39.4%) (11.7%) (0%) (14.9%)
Postgraduate, 3 2 11 1 0 1
PhD (16.7%) (11.1%) (61.1%) (5.6%) (0%) (5.6%)
Other 0 0 1 2 0 2

(0%)  (0%)  (20%)  (40%)  (0%)  (40%)
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respondents who consider it important to preserve or learn their language,
and to introduce or maintain it in the school system, is greater than the
number of those who do not or who are indifferent. However, given that only
five respondents selected “Other” as their level of education, it can be
concluded that this pattern holds across all education levels. Additionally,
respondents of all levels of education have mainly pleasant feelings or feel
as usual when they speak their language in the presence of others speakers
of their language, as well as when they speak it in the presence of Serbian
speakers. To save space, only the last of the above results—the relationship
between level of education and feelings when speaking one’s language in the
presence of Serbian speakers—will be presented in tabular form (Table 11).

Nevertheless, we should be careful in the interpretation of results, as
in the case of the variables: language of the community, gender and educa-
tion level the assumption of chi-square concerning the ‘minimum expected
cell frequency’ has been violated in most of the cases. In those instances,
it is recommended to consider Fisher’s Exact Test as a statistical indicator.
However, although not shown here for space-saving, the Exact Test yielded
the same results as the Chi-square.

CONCLUSION

Our study focused on the assessment of attitudes of speakers of vul-
nerable languages in Serbia towards the maintenance and revitalisation of their
languages, their transmission to the younger generation and introducing them
into the school system, as well as on their feelings regarding speaking the
language with the members of the community and outside the community.
These variables were intersected with a series of demographic factors and with
the target language of specific communities, to determine whether there is a
statistically significant correlation with any of them. We found out that, out of
these factors, the language of the given community is the most important
variable, which yields a statistically significant correlation with every other
variable, while the gender of the respondents is the least important.

This finding supports the general conclusion that vulnerable or en-
dangered languages and the communities who speak them should be treated
individually, not only in Serbia, but around the world. Researchers of vul-
nerable or endangered languages should have a language and community
specific approach, as should those trying to maintain or revitalise these lan-
guages. Therefore, the assessment of the level of vitality or endangerment
should focus on individual linguistic varieties spoken in different territo-
ries, and avoid generalisations. Each linguistic community should be ap-
proached carefully, accounting for its unique characteristics, by researchers
who possess the flexibility to adapt to individual languages, respondents
and specific circumstances.
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The findings of our study also show that age, gender, and education
level are not related to certain aspects of language preservation and the
feelings that speakers have towards their minority language. Additionally,
the study indicates that respondents generally have positive attitudes to-
wards the preservation of their languages, as they perceive language as an
important factor of ethnic identity. This is partially in line with the attitude
shift noticed by linguists in other endangered language contexts, which val-
idates the hypothesis that there is currently a general tendency among
speakers whose languages are endangered to value their language much
more than before. However, attitudes are not actions and, in order for the
language to widen its domains of use, to re-establish intergenerational
transmission or to gain prestige, language planners and activists must focus
their efforts in this direction.

A more specific conclusion of our research is connected to the attitudes
of speakers of certain vulnerable languages in Serbia towards their introduction
into the school system. As we have discussed above, very small language
communities do not consider it important that their language is introduced in
the school system. Additionally, some of the speakers of atomised languages,
with several dialectal forms and a debated or no written standard, such as Banat
Bulgarian, Romani and Vlach, might not consider it important or be indifferent
to the possibility of the introduction of their language in the school system, as
some of these languages or language varieties have a relatively large number
of speakers, a long tradition of orality and a relatively good intergenerational
transmission. On the other hand, respondents whose language is already taught
in schools almost unanimously agree that it is important for it to be maintained
in the school system.

Finally, although the majority of our respondents showed positive
or neutral feelings when speaking their language in the presence of Serbian
speakers, with the above-mentioned two linguistic varieties, Romani and
Vlach, negative attitudes — feeling uncomfortable or ashamed — were also
encountered. This can be definitely connected to the status of the two lan-
guages, which have only recently been standardised, the standard is not
readily accepted by everybody, along with the long history of prejudice of
the majority population against these two communities and low language
prestige derived from this. Therefore, although speakers of vulnerable and
endangered languages might show a tendency to positively evaluate their
languages, efforts should be also directed towards raising awareness of the
importance of language diversity among the majority language speakers.
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JE3UYKHU CTABOBH U3 ITIEPCIIEKTUBE
HUHTEPCEKIIMUOHAJIHOCTH:
PAIBUBH JE3ULIA U JE3UYKU BAPHJETETH Y CPBUJN

Anamapuja Copecky-Mapunkosuh', lyman Baajuh?
'Bankanonomku uactutyt CAHY, Beorpan, Cpbuja
2Vuusepsuter y Hunry, ®unosodeku daxynrer, Hum, Cpouja

Pe3ume

ToxoM nocIenmBHX AeeHH]a TTOCTANIO je OYUTIIETHO 1A je BEJIMKHI OpOj je3nka KOju ce
rOBOpE IIMPOM CBeTa yrpoxkeH. Crora JIMHIBHUCTH HACTOje Ja MICHTHOHKY]Y pakTope Koju
yOp3aBajy ryosbembe jesrka. Mel)y MHOTUM MHTEPHHUM U CKCTEPHUAM (haKTOpHUMa, CTaB TO-
BOpHE 3ajeIHHIIE IPeMa COTICTBEHOM jE3HKY JJaHAC j€ je[jaH o1 KJIbYYHHUX (haKkTopa Koju yop-
3aBa TyOJberse je3rka. To 3Ha4H Jia TOBOPHHUIM oJpeljeHHX, YIIIABHOM MambHHCKHX je3HKa,
yClell HeraTHBHHUX CTEPEOTHIIa U TUCKPHMUHALM]E, U CaMU NPECTAjy Ja IIeHE CBOj je3HK,
IITO JIOBOJM 0 CTUTMAaTH3allfje HeroBe yrnorpebe u 10 mpeknaa y MelhyreHeparijckom
HPCHOLICHY.

OBaj paj ce 3aCHMBa Ha pe3yNTaTHMa KBaHTUTATUBHOT HCTPaXKHBAbA CIIPOBEICHOT
2023. romune y CpOuju, Ha y30pKy o 686 roBopHHKa cireiehix pamHBHX je3UKa U je3nd-
KHX Bapujerera: apymyHcku (30), 6anarcku Oyrapcku (29), Bojeohatcku pycuscku (78),
naguHo (14), pomcku (290), Bramku (160) u Gamamku pymyscku (85). Kopucrehn Huz
KBaHTUTATUBHUX METOIA, IIWJb CTyHje je Ouo Tpoctpyk. [IpBu mmsb 610 je ma ce mporeHe
CTABOBHM T'OBOPHHKA PAFHBHX je3UKa MpeMa OYyBakby M PEBUTAIM3ALMjH CBOJUX je3HKa,
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yKIBY4yjyhu npeHomene Ha Mialje reHepanje 1 yBoheme y IIKOJICKH chcTeM. [{pyru b
6mo je ma ce mpoleHe HUXoBa oceharma y Be3n ca KopHIIhemheM je3rka y pa3roBopy ca wia-
HOBHMa 3ajeIHHUIIE U ca ApyruM ocodama. Tpehu b 61O je fa ce yTBpAU Ja iU OCTOj!
CTaTUCTHYKH 3HAYajHa KOpelalja TOPEIoMEeHyTHX CTaBoBa U ocehama ca crienupuiHuM
nemorpadcekuM (hakTopuMa (CTapocT UCIMTAHKKA, IO M HUBO 00pa3oBarmba) 1 je3uIrMa,
3a IIITa CMO KOPUCTUIIM HHTEPCEKIIHOHAIHOCT K0 aHAJUTHIKY METOLY.

Pesynrarn Hate cTyzuje noapyKaBajy OIIITH 3aK/bydaK Jia paHBe WM YTPOXKEHE je-
3WKE U 3ajeIHHUIIE KOje HX TOBOpe Tpeba TpeTupaTH HHANBUAYATHO, Oyayhu fa cy pasno3u
YIPOKEHOCTH PA3IMIUTHX j€3UKa BPJIO CHEU(MIIHH 1 Bapupajy Ol 3ajeAHHLIE 10 33jeIHH-
ne. [Topen Tora, HCTpaXXUBambE je MOKA3aJIo Jja CTapoCT, MOJI 1 HUBO 00pa3oBama HHUCY Y
3HAYajHO] MEPH TOBE3aHM ca oJpel)eHNM acleKTHMa OdyBama je3nka U ocehamnMa Koja
TOBOPHUIIM UMajy TIpeMa CBOM je3uKy. Ha kpajy, aiu He Mare BaXKHO, CTy/IHja je MoKa3ana
Jla UCTIMTaHULM TeHEPATHO MMajy TIO3UTHBHE CTABOBE IPeMa OUyBamy CBOJHX je3UKa jep
JE3UK TOXKHMBIBaBAjy Kao BakaH (paKTOp ETHIYKOT HACHTUTETA, IITO MTOTBpPhyje XUIoTe3y 1a
TPEHYTHO ITOCTOj! OMIITA TeHIEHIHja Meljy TOBOPHHIMMA YTPOXKEHHX je3HKa Jla NX MHOTO
BHIIIE BPEIHY]y HETO paHuje.



