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VLINGS QUESTIONNAIRE 1.0

Abstract: The chapter describes the process of creating the sociolinguistic
VLingS Questionnaire 1.0, aimed at assessing the levels of language
endangerment or vulnerability of several minority linguistic varieties
spoken in Serbia (Aromanian, Banat Bulgarian, Bayash Romanian, Ladino,
Megleno-Romanian, Romani, Vlach, Vojvodina Rusyn). We outline the
rationale behind developing this sociolinguistic instrument, as well as the
criteria for selecting the linguistic varieties to which the questionnaire was
applied during fieldwork. The chapter elaborates on the pilot and main
versions of the questionnaire and provides details about the fieldwork. It
includes the English translation of the questionnaire originally created and
administered in Serbian and explains the adjustments made. We also present
the research conducted thus far using the data from the questionnaire, as
well as its possible applications to assess the levels of language endangerment
of various languages spoken worldwide.

Keywords: sociolinguistic questionnaire, Serbia, endangered languages,
vulnerable languages, fieldwork

Corresponding author: Mirjana Miri¢. Contact information is given in the Authors’ de-
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1. Introduction

This chapter aims to present the process of creating the sociolinguistic
questionnaire titled VLingS Questionnaire 1.0 and describe the specific
context in which it was developed. The questionnaire was designed within the
project “Vulnerable Languages and Linguistic Varieties in Serbia” (VLingS)
to assess the vulnerability or endangerment of several minority varieties
spoken in Serbia (see the Introduction in this volume). Although originally
written in Serbian and designed to address the linguistic specificities of
particular minority communities in Serbia, the questionnaire was translated
into English (see Appendix) and can easily be adapted to assess the levels of
vitality or endangerment of numerous other languages spoken worldwide.

In the remainder of the Introduction, we outline the rationale behind
creating this kind of sociolinguistic instrument and explain the criteria
for selecting the linguistic varieties under study. This is followed by a brief
overview of the pilot VLingS Questionnaire 0.0 and the pilot fieldwork
conducted to test it. Section 2 details the process of developing the main
version, VLingS Questionnaire 1.0, the subsequent field data collection, and
the creation of the final database. The adjustments made for the English
translation are also described. Section 3 focuses on the application of the
questionnaire in assessing language endangerment. In Section 4, we briefly
overview the research conducted so far using the data from the pilot and
main versions of the questionnaire. The last two sections discuss challenges
and outline future desiderata.

1.1. Why do we need another sociolinguistic instrument for assessing
language vulnerability?

Several international databases, such as the UNESCO Atlas of the
World’s Languages in Danger (Moseley 2010), Ethnologue (Lewis, Simons
& Fenning 2013), and Endangered Languages Project (ELP), already offer
valuable information on the levels of endangerment of languages spoken
worldwide, including those in Serbia. However, with regard to languages
spoken in Serbia, these databases differ significantly in several aspects:

a) The specific languages that are classified as endangered;

b) The exact levels of endangerment ascribed to particular languages;

¢) The estimated number of speakers;
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d) The sources of data.!

Available before the development of the pilot VLingS Questionnaire
0.0 began, in 2022, the earlier version of the UNESCO Atlas of the World’s
Languages in Danger (Moseley 2010) listed five minority languages as
endangered in Serbia: Aromanian, Banat Bulgarian, Romani, and Vojvodina
Rusyn as “definitely endangered” and Judezmo as “severely endangered”
(see Sorescu-Marinkovi¢, Miri¢ & Cirkovié 2020 for details). Among these
languages, only Romani and Rusyn had the status of minority languages
in Serbia, according to the European Charter for Regional or Minority
Languages (ratified in 2005). In contrast, the current online version of the
UNESCO World Atlas of Languages® registers four minority languages spoken
in Serbia—Bosnian, Hungarian, Romani, and Slovak—used alongside
Serbian, the official country wide language. This information is said to be
based on data from the 2011 Census of the Republic of Serbia. Of these
languages, Bosnian and Hungarian are classified as “safe”, while Romani and
Slovak are classified as “potentially vulnerable” Except for Romani, whose
status changed between the two versions of the database, the previously
identified endangered languages are not currently listed as spoken in Serbia.
Aromanian is now reported as spoken only in Albania, Bulgaria, and North
Macedonia and classified as “definitely endangered” in all three countries.
Rusyn is reported as spoken in Hungary, Poland, Slovakia, and Czechia,
being classified as “endangered/unsafe”. Ladino is classified as “potentially
vulnerable”, but without listing the countries in which it is spoken. Banat
Bulgarian is not mentioned at all.

The Endangered Languages Project,” whose findings were also available
prior to the development of the pilot VLingS Questionnaire 0.0, listed seven
endangered languages in Serbia: Aromanian, Balkan Romani, Baltic Romani,
Carpathian Romani, Ladino, Sinte Romani, Vlax Romani (see Sorescu-
Marinkovi¢, Miri¢ & Cirkovi¢ 2020 for details). However, the currently

! For a comprehensive overview of the scales of endangerment and existing international
inventories, with a particular focus on the problematic classification of languages spoken
in Serbia, see Sorescu-Marinkovi¢, Miri¢ & Cirkovié¢ (2020).

2 The beta version of the UNESCO Atlas across countries is available at: https://en.wal.
unesco.org/#countries and across languages at: https://en.wal.unesco.org/#languages.
Accessed August 28, 2024.

*  Available at: https://www.endangeredlanguages.com/lang/country. Accessed August 28,
2024.
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available interactive map features only one language—Balkan Romani—
located in the territory of Kosovo and classified as “at risk”* In addition to
erroneously labelling vulnerable or endangered languages actually spoken
in Serbia, the ELP list incorrectly places Carpathian and Baltic Romani in
Serbia.

The 23" edition of the Ethnologue, released in 2020, listed 24
languages as spoken in Serbia, none of which was classified as endangered
(Sorescu-Marinkovié¢, Miri¢ & Cirkovi¢ 2020). In contrast, the 27® edition
of the Ethnologue,’ released in 2024, registers “9 living indigenous languages
in Serbia”: Serbian as the official language of the state, Bulgarian, Gheg
Albanian, Hungarian, and Ruthenian as “institutional” languages, along
with Balkan Romani, Romano-Serbian, and Sinte Romani, all classified
as “stable”® It also includes Serbian Sign Language (though erroneously
linked to the information on Slovenian Sign Language). An additional 13
non-indigenous languages are mentioned but with no specifics. Many other
minority languages spoken in Serbia, officially recognized or not, are not
included in this database.

In summary, international databases of endangered languages not
only differ in their content, but also fall short of providing precise and
comprehensive information on the listed varieties. Despite significant
improvements in recent years, the data specific to Serbia remains insufficient
or inaccurate, and the sources of this information are often outdated or
not listed. Hence, we decided to develop our own instrument to identify
which languages are vulnerable or endangered in Serbia and gather relevant
data to estimate their endangerment levels. More importantly, we believe
that data collected in the field directly from the members of the linguistic
communities provide a more accurate image of language endangerment.

It should be highlighted that the existing databases emphasise the
number of speakers or intergenerational language transmission as the main
criteriaforassessingendangermentlevels. These databases oftenrely on widely
used methods and scales, such as the Graded Intergenerational Disruption
Scale (GIDS) (Fishman 1991), the Extended Graded Intergenerational

* Available at: https://www.endangeredlanguages.com/#/4/43.300/-2.104/0/100000/0/
low/mid/high/unknown. Accessed August 28, 2024.

Available at: https://www.ethnologue.com/country/RS/. Accessed August 28, 2024.

It is noteworthy that the Romano-Serbian variety does not feature in any of the relevant
linguistic classifications of Romani varieties, see Matras 2002, El$ik & Benisek 2020.
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Disruption Scale (EGIDS) (Lewis & Simons 2010), the Language Vitality
Index (Brenzinger et al. 2003), Degrees of Language Endangerment (Krauss
2008), or the Language Endangerment Index (LEI) (Lee & van Way 2016).
Although these scales aim to be comprehensive, they do not account for
the specific sociolinguistic contexts of individual linguistic communities in
particular countries.

The VLingS Questionnaire 1.0 presented in this chapter stands apart
from various linguistic questionnaires that address language background,
experience, and proficiency. We will overview the most widely used ones.

The Bilingual Language Profile (BLP)” (Birdsong, Gertken &
Amengual 2012) is a self-report questionnaire designed to assess language
dominance in bilingual speakers. It is available for numerous language pairs,
such as English-Arabic, Spanish-Catalan, and French-Portuguese. The BLP
considers various linguistic variables, including the language history of the
bilingual speaker, language use, language proficiency, and language attitudes.
Respondents are asked to provide numeric answers to questions, such as the
age when they started learning the two languages, the number of years they
spent in environments where the languages are spoken, and the cumulative
percentages of language use in different domains across different languages.
They also evaluate their proficiency and language attitude statements using
scales. While the BLP is a valuable tool for assessing language background
and is widely used in studies of bilingualism, it can be challenging for
speakers with limited education due to the demanding format and the
extensive information required.

The Language Experience and Proficiency Questionnaire (LEAP-Q)*
(Marian, Blumenfeld & Kaushanskaya 2007, 2020) is an important tool
for assessing self-reported proficiency levels in bilingual and multilingual
speakers, which has been translated into over 20 languages. It is designed
to help researchers provide a comprehensive description of their bilingual
participants. The LEAP-Q covers self-reported proficiency, learning
milestones, immersion duration, factors contributing to language learning/
acquisition, extent of exposure, and self-reported foreign accent.

Further, the Language History Questionnaire (LHQ 2.0) (Lietal. 2014)
is a web-based tool intended for researchers to collect data on the language
history of participants in different studies. It includes questions about the

7 Available at: https://sites.]a.utexas.edu/bilingual/. Accessed September 7, 2024.
8 Available at: https://bilingualism.northwestern.edu/leapq/. Accessed September 7, 2024.
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participants’ language history (e.g. age of second language acquisition and
length of second language education), self-rated first and second language
proficiency, and language usage in the home environment. It is web-based,
so it cannot be used in linguistic communities whose members are illiterate
or without internet access.

The Language and Social Background Questionnaire (Anderson et al.
2018) is an instrument developed to assess the degree of bilingualism for
young adults who live in diverse communities in which English is the official
language. As relevant factors for describing the degree of bilingualism, the
authors emphasize the extent of non-English language proficiency and
use at home and non-English language use socially. The LSBQ includes
three sections: Social Background, containing questions on demographic
information; Linguistic Background, containing questions regarding self-
rated proficiency across different skills or frequency of use of each language;
and Community Language Use Behaviour, exploring language use in
different life stages and specific contexts. It is an invaluable tool for research
on the cognitive consequences of bilingualism and is especially relevant
for research of understudied communities. However, the purpose of this
instrument is not to assess the endangerment level or cover various aspects
or domains of language usage.

Although valuable, these instruments focus on individual speakers or
homogenous bilingual groups and are not intended for assessing the language
background of entire communities. Furthermore, they are not specifically
designed to address the specificities or needs of minoritised or endangered
communities. Overall, their scopes are different, and they cannot be used to
investigate language endangerment or vulnerability.

Therefore, we developed our own tool - the sociolinguistic
VLingS Questionnaire 1.0. While it shares many characteristics with
the aforementioned questionnaires and targets the same features as
international databases of language endangerment, it also addresses the
unique characteristics of several different communities in Serbia and
considers various sociolinguistic aspects and domains of language use. In
order to identify possibly vulnerable languages and linguistic varieties, we
thoroughly explored the literature on officially recognized and unrecognized
minority languages in Serbia and drew on our own knowledge and extensive
fieldwork experience in working with different minority communities across
the country. The questionnaire was applied selectively to the members of
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these communities only. It is not designed to single out vulnerable varieties
from a pool of languages spoken in a certain territory.

1.2. Selecting the linguistic communities

The latest Evaluation Report on Serbia, from March 17, 2023, by the
Committee of Experts of the European Charter for Regional or Minority
Languages, which entered into force in Serbia in 2006, applies to 15
minority languages: Albanian, Bosnian, Bulgarian, Bunjevac, Croatian,
Czech, German, Hungarian, Macedonian, Romani, Romanian, Ruthenian,
Slovak, Ukrainian, and Vlach.’ Further, the 2022 Serbian population census
registers 17 languages in use in Serbia: Albanian, Bosnian, Bulgarian,
Bunjevac, Croatian, Czech, Hungarian, Macedonian, Montenegrin,
Romani, Romanian, Russian, Rusyn, Slovak, Slovene, Vlach, and Ukrainian,
which are spoken alongside Serbian as the state language.'® However, given
that the census does not allow for flexibility in expressing one’s linguistic
identity, it cannot be exhaustive. The same holds for the Charter, as it mainly
relies on national legislation. Therefore, the selection of target varieties for
which the data on language endangerment would be collected through the
questionnaire was not based on the lists of languages mentioned above. We
decided to focus on the following linguistic varieties in Serbia: Aromanian,
Banat Bulgarian, Bayash Romanian, Ladino, Megleno-Romanian, Romani,
Vlach, and Vojvodina Rusyn, of which only the last three are officially
recognised minority languages.!

In the process of selection, we followed several criteria. First, we relied
on the information available in the aforementioned international databases
and selected varieties already classified as vulnerable or endangered to
a certain extent, aiming to verify the estimated endangerment levels and
provide more accurate data. This applied to Aromanian, Banat Bulgarian,
Ladino, Romani, and Vojvodina Rusyn communities. Second, we included
three Romance varieties (Bayash Romanian, Megleno-Romanian, and

° Available at: https://rm.coe.int/serbia-ecrml5-en/1680ab8322. Accessed September 4,
2024.

The Census 2022 also list the category “Other languages” Available at: https://popis2022.
stat.gov.rs/en-US/5-vestisaopstenja/news-events/20230616-st/?a=0&s=0. Accessed
November 21, 2024.

For a description of all varieties and the numbers of speakers according to the most
recent 2022 Census, see Mirié, Sokolovska & Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ 2024.
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Vlach), mainly based on the direct fieldwork experience and insider
knowledge of the linguists involved in the project, which suggested that
these varieties could be treated at least as vulnerable. Finally, we aimed to
ensure that at least one expert for each of the varieties would be working in
the project team.

Our previous interactions with the studied communities showed
that their members are predominantly bilingual or multilingual. However,
language usage trends vary among them, with some not speaking the
minority language at all. Therefore, our project included both fluent
speakers of the language and those who have completely shifted to Serbian
as their primary language. This allowed us to obtain a more realistic picture
of language endangerment in Serbia.

2. VLingS Questionnaire

2.1. The pilot VLingS Questionnaire 0.0

Before developing the main version of the questionnaire titled VLingS
Questionnaire 1.0, we created a pilot version, VLingS Questionnaire 0.0.
The pilot version included 190 questions and subquestions divided into
16 sections (for more details, see Miri¢, Sokolovska & Sorescu-Marinkovié
2024). Since the sections remained unchanged in the main version, we will
describe them, along with the methodology, data storage, and other relevant
details, in the next section.

The purposeofthe pilot version wasto testasubset of questionsintended
to assess language vulnerability in the studied linguistic communities. Both
the pilot and main questionnaires feature original questions developed
by the project team, except for the demographic questions found in the
final section or those that commonly feature in many sociolinguistic
questionnaires, e.g. the age of acquisition or domains of language usage.
The pilot questionnaire was administered during fieldwork in 2022 across
26 urban and rural settlements in Serbia, with a total of 158 respondents
participating in the pilot study (for details about the pilot sample, see Miric¢,
Sokolovska & Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ 2024). The data collected were entered
into a database specifically created for the purposes of the project. Based on
the data analysis, researchers’ experience in administering the questionnaire,
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and general feedback from respondents during the pilot fieldwork, the
questionnaire was condensed and revised to produce the main version.

2.2. The main VLingS Questionnaire 1.0

The main version of the questionnaire includes 151 questions and
subquestions divided into the following 16 sections (see Appendix for the
English translation of the questionnaire):

I General data about linguonyms and language usage
e Gathering information about each target language (e.g.
linguonym(s) in the variety itself and Serbian), all languages that
the respondents use, their mother tongue and first language, their
self-assessed proficiency in the production and comprehension of
the target language, frequency of language usage, and language use
in the family.
II Data about language acquisition and intergenerational language
transmission
e Collecting data about the age and sociolinguistic conditions
of language acquisition of the target language and Serbian,
language transmission to younger generations in the family, and
the respondents’ estimate of the endangerment level of the target
variety (based on a given response scale).
III Domains of language usage
o Investigating the frequency of the target language usage across
various formal and informal language domains or with particular
persons and across different topics or non-communicative uses of
target languages, i.e. inner speech.
IV Literacy
e Inquiring whether respondents can read and write in the target
language and Serbian and how frequently they employ both
languages in reading and writing across various formats.
V Education
e Gathering information on the use of the target language and
Serbian in schools, either as the primary language of instruction,
as an optional school subject, or as a language taught outside of
school.
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VI Institutional support and linguistic landscape
e Exploring the possibility of using the target language in the public
space and the existence of publicly visible signage and inscriptions.
VII Publications in the given language
¢ Gathering data on the type/genre and availability of publications in
each of the included linguistic varieties.
VIII Media
¢ Eliciting information on the use of the target language in various
types of media and the respondents’ personal experience with
them.
IX Religious service
e Asking about the use of the target language in the religious services
or their parts.
X Cultural events
e Collectingdataontheexistence of cultural eventsand manifestations
dedicated to a particular community or a target language.
XI Language level self-assessment
e Asking respondents to self-evaluate their linguistic competence
in the target language and Serbian on a five-point scale across
language comprehension, speaking, reading, and writing skills.
XII Respondents’ feelings towards own language
e Exploring the respondents’ feelings and attitudes towards their
target language and Serbian.
XIII Ethnic and cultural identity
e Focusing on the importance of the target language for each
respondent personally and for the (cultural) identity of a given
community.
XIV Language maintenance and revitalisation
e Inquiring about the existence of activities that focus on the
maintenance or revitalisation of the target language and their
relevance for the respondents.
XV Demographic information about the respondent
e Collecting personal information such as age, gender, marital status,
national and religious identity, education, employment, and place
of birth and residence (the respondents’ identity in the database is
hidden).
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XVI Final remarks
e Offering the respondents an opportunity to add any information
they believe may be relevant or give their contact details to the
researchers if they want to.

The sections in the questionnaire are numbered continuously using
Roman numerals, while questions within each section are numbered with
Arabic numerals, starting with question number 1 in each section. The
questionnaire predominantly included closed-ended questions (usually
multiple-choice questions or rating scales), with a few open-ended questions.

It is important to note that the questionnaire used the appropriate
linguonym for the targetlanguage in each linguistic community encompassed
by the project in every question where it was mentioned. For example, the
question was phrased as “When did you start learning Bayash Romanian?”
for the Bayash community, while for the Vlach community, it was formulated
as “When did you start learning Vlach?” The following linguonyms were
used throughout the questionnaire: cincarski “Aromanian’, paléanski “Banat
Bulgarian®, banjaski rumunski “Bayash Romanian’, ladino “Ladino’, megleno-
rumunski “Megleno-Romanian’, romski “Romani’, rusinski “Rusyn”, and
vliaski “Vlach” The final versions of the VLingS Questionnaire 1.0 created
for the eight varieties included in the project are available in PDF format
in the OSF repository: https://ost.io/dm2pc/?view_only=8a36f0c1b7e74e7
a8283c314b43feee5 and on the project’s website: https://vlings.rs/materials/
assessing-language-vulnerability/.

The questionsare designed to gather information based on respondents’
personal experiences with the linguistic varieties under study. While many
of the aforementioned questionnaires cover similar domains, our questions
were tailored to also address the specific characteristics of the linguistic
communities in question. Additionally, we considered the language policy
and planning of the Republic of Serbia, as well as its legislative framework.

For instance, the section “Education” included several specific
questions based on the existing information on education in minority
languages available through three different modules according to Serbian
legislation (for details, see Mandi¢ 2024 and Miri¢, forthcoming), including
language classes in the form of an optional subject called “Mother tongue
with elements of national culture” taught at different education levels.
Furthermore, the section “Domains oflanguage usage” underwent significant
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revisions after pilot fieldwork. It eliminated questions that proved irrelevant
in the Serbian context and incorporated new questions about language use
for non-communicative purposes, such as thinking, praying, or dreaming,
which were suggested by respondents during the pilot interviews.

In some of the questions, the respondents were asked to compare their
experience in their minority language to their experience in Serbian, e.g.
“How often do you read in Romani?” vs. “How often do you read in Serbian?”
These questions allowed for comparisons important from the perspective of
actual language usage. Without including Serbian as a reference, it would
have been difficult to determine whether a lower frequency of reading in a
minority language is due to the respondents’ generally low reading habits or
if it was specific to their usage of the minority language.

Before creating the questionnaire, we knew that education, media,
publications, religious services, and various cultural events or official
signage exist in many of the varieties under study. Our goal was to gather
information on whether individuals from minority communities have
witnessed language use in these domains, whether they are aware of it,
whether they employ their language in certain domains, and if so, to what
extent.

2.2.1. Data collection and storage

The questionnaire was administered during the main fieldwork
(2023) in face-to-face interviews conducted in Serbian. We chose this
oral in-person methodology in order to include as many respondents as
possible from diverse linguistic, literacy, educational, and socioeconomic
backgrounds (see also Section 4.1). As for the language choice, we opted
for Serbian as the language of the questionnaire for several reasons. First,
all respondents speak Serbian as the official language, but not all of them
speak the minority language of their community. By choosing Serbian, we
ensured methodological consistency in data acquisition. Second, many
of the varieties under study lack widely accepted standardised forms and
professional translators or proofreaders, which would have made translating
the questionnaire into these languages impractical or even impossible. A
translation attempt could also potentially lead to misunderstandings, given
the dialectal heterogeneity characteristic of some languages encompassed by
the study, e.g. Romani.
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The questionnaire was administered in the linguistic communities
either by researchers, i.e. project members who are experts in specific
varieties, or by language consultants who are members of the linguistic
communities under study. Before fieldwork began, the project members
organised training sessions for the language consultants, as many had
little or no prior experience in linguistic fieldwork. Our previous fieldwork
experience revealed that without the assistance of language consultants,
it would be impossible to collect a substantial amount of data in large or
dispersed communities such as Vlach, Romani, or Bayash Romanian.

Before the interviews, all respondents signed a consent form informing
them about the aims of the project, the participating institutions, and the
anonymity and protection of their identity. There was no remuneration
for participation. Respondents could withdraw at any moment during
the interviews, and their responses were later discarded. In addition, the
respondents could decline to answer any of the questions in the questionnaire,
including those in the demographic section. However, this rarely happened
during fieldwork.

Each interview lasted approximately 30 minutes, though the duration
varied depending on the amount of additional information the respondents
wanted to provide. After the completion of the questionnaire, the collected
data were anonymised, and each respondent was assigned a unique code that
included information on the particular variety they speak, the respondent’s
age category and gender, the researcher’s initials, and the recording number.
The answers to the questionnaire were recorded in audio format and stored
in the Digital Archive of the Institute for Balkan Studies, in a dedicated
VLingS Archive under a unique code.

The questionnaire was administered in 55 rural and urban settlements
to 686 respondents (for sample information, see Vlaji¢ & Sokolovska, this
volume)."> Members of all communities encompassed by the project took
part in both the pilot and the main phase of the study, except for those
from the Megleno-Romanian community. Although the presence of a tiny
community of speakers of Megleno-Romanian in Serbia was noted in the
2010s (Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ & Madran 2016), the pilot phase of the project
included only one passive speaker, and the main phase included none. Thus,
we determined that there are no living speakers of Megleno-Romanian and
that, to the best of our knowledge, this language is now extinct in Serbia.

12 For the locations covered in the main fieldwork, see the map available on the project’s
website: https://vlings.rs/map/. Accessed August 28, 2024.
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2.2.2. VLingS Database

After the data were collected during fieldwork, they were entered into
a database specifically created for the project using the SPSS software. In the
database, each question from the questionnaire was defined as a separate
variable, either nominal or scale, to facilitate future statistical analyses.
Following the initial data entry, conducted manually by researchers and
consultants, the database was checked multiple times for errors, which were
subsequently corrected. The final version of the database is available only to
the project members.

2.2.3. The English translation of the VLingS Questionnaire 1.0

As previously mentioned, the questionnaire was created and
administered in Serbian. An English translation is provided in the Appendix.
A few notes are necessary regarding some English equivalents used in the
translation.

Firstly, the linguonyms referring to specific varieties (see Section 2.2)
in the original versions of the questionnaires have been replaced with the
phrases “your language” and “my language” in the English version. This
substitution was made to facilitate the adaptation of the questionnaire to
other languages. However, for future adaptations, we recommend using
the actual linguonym in the questions, as the phrase “your language” could
be ambiguous and potentially cover more than one language for some
bilingual and multilingual respondents. Moreover, some linguistic varieties
may not be officially recognized as languages but are considered dialects or
vernaculars, which is another reason to avoid using the term “language” in
the questionnaire.

Secondly, in the English version, we chose to retain the term “Serbian”
instead of using phrases like “the state/official language” or “the majority
language.” This decision was made because some countries may have multiple
official or majority languages. Additionally, in multilingual contexts, it may
be more appropriate to use other languages for comparisons rather than the
official language or majority language. Furthermore, the reference to Serbia
as a country was kept in the English version for two reasons. Firstly, using
the phrase “in your country” would require more space, which is already
limited. Secondly, the questionnaire can be employed in other geographical
areas or regions and is not solely applicable to countries.
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The technical adaptation of the questionnaire includes using
lowercase letters for question formulations, whereas the original version
used uppercase. Additionally, the English version is formatted differently
from the original to align with the formatting requirements of this volume.

Finally, some questions were adapted to sound more natural in
English, which involved not only rephrasing but also omitting certain words
from the original questions. Nevertheless, the original meaning was in no
way altered.

3. How can the VLingS Questionnaire be used to assess language
vulnerability or endangerment?

The ongoing studies applying the VLingS Questionnaire focus on
comparing linguistic varieties within specific language usage domains or
exploring a particular variety across these domains (see Section 4). However,
only a handful of studies has tried to assess the levels of endangerment for
certain languages, such as the paper by Cirkovi¢ and Miri¢ (forthcoming) on
the Romani variety spoken in an eastern Serbian town or the chapters in this
volume by Pons, Miri¢ and Babic¢.

Typically, scales of endangerment aim to establish universal criteria
for evaluating languages. For instance, the Language Endangerment Index -
LEI (Lee & van Way 2016), a tool for the quantitative assessment of language
endangerment, employs a formula to establish the level of endangerment:
Level of endangerment = {[(intergenerational transmission score x 2)
+ absolute number of speakers score + speaker number trends score +
domains of use score] / total possible score based on number of factors used}
x 100 (Lee & van Way 2016: 285). Each of the four factors in the formula
is rated on a scale from 0 to 5, and the aggregate score is calculated as a
percentage, resulting in the following levels within each factor and overall:
safe, vulnerable, threatened, endangered, severely endangered, and critically
endangered. It is noteworthy that none of those factors can be taken
separately. This also holds for the Language Vitality Index (Brenzinger et al.
2003), which served as the basis for the UNESCO Atlas.

Unlike the LEI, the VLingS Questionnaire 1.0 is not intended for
quantitative measurement of endangerment levels. While various statistical
analyses and correlations between different variables in the database can be
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performed, the primary goal of the questionnaire is to provide a thorough
qualitative assessment of each linguistic community individually. Different
varieties can be further compared, but only within particular sections of the
questionnaire or across particular domains of language usage. The greatest
advantage of our questionnaire is that it covers numerous factors presented
across different sections, allowing for their in-depth intersection in the
analyses. Nevertheless, one could go a step further and develop a scale of
language vulnerability/endangerment based on the questionnaire.

The criterion of intergenerational language transmission, as presented
in the second section of the questionnaire, is clearly the most crucial factor
in determining levels of endangerment (see also Section 1.1). If no children
are acquiring the language, the language is inevitably endangered. If there are
no speakers left, the language is considered extinct. However, if responses to
questions about language maintenance and revitalisation indicate that the
majority of members of a particular minority community are interested
in activities to preserve or revive the language, this should be viewed as a
potential factor in improving its status. The responses from the questionnaire
could also be accompanied by fieldwork in the local communities to explore
their actual engagement in language maintenance.

Furthermore, linguistic varieties can have different statuses and be
vulnerable to varying degrees depending on whether theyare spoken in urban
and rural areas or even across different locations. For instance, the Romani
language can be transmitted to younger generations in a small town, while
the members of the Roma community could have experienced a complete
language shift to Serbian in some larger cities. Therefore, assessments should
focus on individual linguistic varieties spoken in different regions, such as
villages, towns, and municipalities.

In some communities, language use can vary depending on the type of
communication (formal or informal) or specific domains. A language might
be transmitted to children, used within the family, and employed in informal
settings, yet it could be noticeably absent from education, media, or literary
works. Conversely, a language might be officially present in formal domains
due to legislation, but speakers may be unaware of available opportunities or
choose not to use it for various reasons, such as the perception of language
prestige. Researchers can only suggest the level of endangerment by
integrating responses from all sections of the questionnaire and considering
the full range of language use within the community. It is not just a matter
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of whether education, media, publications, religious service, or cultural
events exist in the given language, but whether the members of minority
communities are familiar with them and whether they avail themselves of
these opportunities.

Introducing specific labels for endangerment levels has clear
advantages, such as enabling the comparison of languages on a universal
scaleand identifying those that require targeted preservation or revitalisation
measures. However, we believe that the scale should be more nuanced than
it typically is in databases and should also be adaptable as needed since
languages vary across many dimensions beyond those commonly accounted
for. Based on our experience with the data from international databases and
fieldwork in eight minority communities in Serbia, we do not object to using
the following labels for endangerment levels: safe, vulnerable, endangered,
critically endangered, and extinct. However, some of these labels can also be
preceded by the adverb “potentially” based on the researcher’s experience
with the given community.

4. Ongoing research based on the VLingS Questionnaire 0.0 and 1.0

Instead of listing numerous possible applications of the questionnaire,
in this section, we provide a brief overview of selected ongoing research
within our project based on data offered by the pilot and the main version of
the questionnaire. Firstly, several chapters in this volume deal with specific
varieties, such as Banat Bulgarian (Babi¢), Ladino (Pons), Romani (Miri¢),
and Vlach (Sorescu-Marinkovi¢). In addition, several other articles have
been published or submitted to date, and numerous conference presentations
have been delivered, presenting the results of data analyses based on the
questionnaire.

In their paper on the concept of “mother tongue”, Miri¢, Sokolovska
and Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ (2024) explore the meanings that bilingual and
multilingual speakers from various minority communities in Serbia attach
to the term. The authors analyse the responses to the open-ended question
“What does the concept ‘mother tongue’ mean to you?” from the pilot
version of the questionnaire. The study reveals that members of the linguistic
communities under study perceive the concept as more heterogeneous than
generally assumed, referring to the language learned first, the language used
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most frequently, the language learned from the mother or other family and
household members, the language of the community, or the language of
culture and identity.

Differences between linguistic communities are also the topic of several
conference presentations. In their study based on the pilot questionnaire,
Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ and Vlaji¢ (2024) investigate the respondents’ answers
to the questions from the section “Language maintenance and revitalisation”
and show that speakers of vulnerable languages have mostly positive
attitudes towards the preservation of their mother tongue, regardless of their
nationality, gender and level of education. Furthermore, two studies analysed
the data from the pilot questionnaire administered in four communities—
Banat Bulgarian, Romani, Rusyn, and Vlach. The first one shows thatlanguage
usage trends and frequency vary across the communities: Vojvodina Rusyns
use their minority language in communication more extensively than other
communities; Roma are typically bilingual in Romani and Serbian in private
communication, with Romani being notably absent in official domains;
Vlachs and Banat Bulgarians tend to use Serbian more frequently than other
communities (Miri¢, Redzi¢ & Vlaji¢ 2024). The other study on the same
sample explored whether language use is related to the respondents’ age
and reveals a potential decline in intergenerational language transmission,
with younger generations being less likely to actively use minority languages
(Vlaji¢, Redzi¢ & Miri¢ 2024).

Several studies focus on specific domains of language use or particular
varieties. In her research on Romance varieties in Serbia (Vojvodina
Romanian, Vlach and Bayash Romanian), Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ (2024) partly
relies on the answers of the Vlach community members to the questions
dealing with language attitudes. The study shows that the vast majority of
respondents consider their language important and think that Vlach should
be transmitted to the younger generation of speakers. However, some of
them reveal that they have negative feelings when speaking the language
in front of the members of the Serbian majority community, indicating
reduced prestige of the language within the community, likely as a result of
the long assimilation process and stigmatisation by the majority population.
In a different paper, focusing on the answers to only one question from
the section “Institutional support and linguistic landscape” in the Vlach
community of Eastern Serbia, regarding the private use of the Vlach version
of their name, Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ (2023) points to the importance of the
double system of naming, Serbian-Vlach, in this community.
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Analysing the questions from the sections “Cultural events” and
“Language maintenance and revitalisation” in the main questionnaire,
Paunovi¢ Rodi¢ (2024) explores the role of folklore events in the process
of language maintenance in the Vojvodina Rusyn community. The author
concludes that although folklore events are common in the given community
and represent an important aspect of identity, they are not crucial for
language maintenance, do not expand the functional domains of language
usage, and do not directly influence the increase in the number of Rusyn
speakers.

The study conducted in the Banat Bulgarian community (Redzi¢ &
Sokolovi¢ 2024) is based on the section “Domains of language usage” in
both versions of the questionnaire, combined due to the small number of
participants. The authors show that Banat Bulgarian remains restricted
to the domain of private communication with family members and less
frequently with friends, while Serbian dominates in conversations on
different topics, especially topics of social interest, such as politics, local
community problems, etc.

Drawing on data from two Slavic-speaking communities—Banat
Bulgarian and Rusyn—the study by Sokolovi¢ (2024) aims to identify the
social actors involved in the standardisation of these languages and to
describe their roles in that process. By examining various social actors—
individuals or groups that have impacted and shaped the linguistic situation,
ranging from those who advocated for, developed, and promoted the
standard language to those who merely used it, as well as those who rejected
it—the study aspires to provide insight into their influence on the vitality
and preservation of Rusyn and Banat Bulgarian in Vojvodina.

In a paper on the presence of the Romani language in the linguistic
landscape of Serbia, Cirkovi¢ (2023) analyses the respondents’ answers to
questions from the section “Institutional support and linguistic landscape”
in the pilot version of the questionnaire. The study reveals that only a few
respondents from the Roma community reported seeing official inscriptions
in Romani on state buildings or streets, and a relatively small number
mentioned seeing such inscriptions on tombstones. These findings suggest
that Romani remains largely invisible in Serbia’s public space. Continuing
with Romani, Cirkovi¢ & Miri¢ (forthcoming) focus on the Gurbet Roma
community in the eastern Serbian town of Knjazevac and analyse responses
from the pilot questionnaire. The authors point out that Romani can be
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considered vital in this community if the criterion of intergenerational
language transmission is taken into account, as the language is transmitted to
children and actively spoken in everyday private communication. However,
the use of Romani, restricted to informal settings, its absence from the
linguistic landscape, and the respondents’ lack of awareness of their language
rights signals that Romani is, in this domain, potentially vulnerable.

The need to assess the endangerment of Romani varieties based on
the status of individual dialects and specific Roma communities is also
highlighted in Miri¢ (2022). This is supported by analyses of responses
from the pilot questionnaire administered in several Roma communities
across Serbia. The study identifies several factors contributing to language
vulnerability, including the geographic area where the language is spoken,
the type of community (multilingual or not), the neighbourhood (Roma or
not), and marital patterns (in-group or not). When it comes to particular
language domains in which Romani is used, Cirkovi¢ (2024) explored the
section “Media” Her study shows that Roma actively watch and listen to
official TV and radio programs in Romani and follow diverse types of content
available on social media and the Internet. However, respondents emphasise
that the variety used in the media is somewhat different from their own and
may not be entirely understandable to the whole audience. Further, Miri¢
(forthcoming) focused on Romani language education and the questions
from the section “Education” in both versions of the questionnaire, showing
that Roma are insufficiently aware of the availability of Romani language
classes in their surroundings.

Some questions from the questionnaire have already been adapted and
used in other research. This is the case of a paper that explored education
in Romani in the school subject “Romani language with elements of
national culture” (Miri¢ 2024). Adapting some questions from the VLingS
Questionnaire 1.0, the author developed a questionnaire for elementary
school pupils about their motivation and attitudes towards attending
Romani language classes.

In another paper focusing on education, Corkovié¢ (2023) approaches
the VLingS Questionnaire 1.0 from the perspective of less commonly taught
languages (LCTLs). Thestudy presentsan innovative approach demonstrating
how the VLingS Questionnaire 1.0 results could provide a foundation for
teachers to explore local and regional minority language issues and enhance
their students’ intercultural competence. The paper presents strategies

356



VLINGS QUESTIONNAIRE 1.0

for addressing various aspects of intercultural competence, including
knowledge about endangered languages and appreciation of linguistic and
cultural diversity and heritage. Additionally, the results could be employed
to promote skills for democratic engagement and critical understanding of
identity, culture, power, and related concepts.

In a study on motivation to learn LCTLs in a multilingual context,
Corkovi¢ (2024a) draws on two data sets. The initial data set comprises a
questionnaire developed by the author and applied over the past eight years
to investigate motives for learning LCTLs (Romanian, in this case) as a
major subject at the university level. The second data set is based on the
results from the VLingS Questionnaire 1.0. The initial instrument indicates
that students lack motivation to enrol in Romanian classes as LCTLs but
during their studies develop positive attitudes and recognise the value of
the language in various domains. Similarly, paradoxical issues that emerge
in research on LCTLs can be found in the results of the second instrument.
Namely, even though fewer parents transmit minority languages to younger
generations, they want their children to learn and maintain them. The
results of both questionnaires consistently suggest that language teaching
and learning are inextricably linked to power, ideology and identity, which
must be taken into account in research on LCTLs.

In a study on Romanian language in education in Vojvodina,
Corkovi¢ (2024b) further explored models of learning LCTLs present in the
multilingual context of Serbia. Although on the margins of the study, the
question of the choice to learn Romanian inspired comparisons with data
from the VLingS Questionnaire 1.0 on the language repertoire of Romance-
speaking communities, and whether it includes Romanian as a language
that could be easily learned. The paper calls for further research on the
motivation to learn LCTLs spoken in Serbia and the power of the educational
system to change attitudes towards these languages and to promote their
social, cultural and professional importance in the multilingual context of
Southeastern Europe.

Going beyond the questionnaire, the paper by Radi¢-Bojani¢ and
Sokolovska (2024) explores various methodological and ethical challenges
that emerged during fieldwork within the VLingS project. The authors
developed a questionnaire for researchers conducting fieldwork interviews
and collecting material for language documentation. Among the main
challenges identified during the interviews with respondents in the field,
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the authors highlight the researchers’ personal involvement, establishing
contact with interlocutors, and recruiting them.

To summarize, the sociolinguistic questionnaire developed within the
framework of the VLingS project has already been employed in a range of
studies examining various linguistic varieties and topics. Overall analyses
show that multiple factors influence the status of language endangerment,
indicating the need for such a tool to capture the unique characteristics of
different communities.

5. Challenges

In the process of creating the questionnaire, as well as during fieldwork
interviews and subsequent data analyses, numerous challenges emerged.
These can be categorised as methodological, terminological, and ethical
challenges.

Terminological challenges primarily involve the specific linguonyms
used in the questionnaire. While selecting a linguonym was straightforward
for some varieties, such as romski for Romani or rusinski for Rusyn, other
varieties presented difficulties when multiple options were available. For
example, choices like arumunski, aromunski or cincarski for Aromanian,
banatski bugarski or paléanski for Banat Bulgarian, ladino or jevrejsko-Spanski
for Ladino, required careful consideration. We selected the linguonym most
widely used within each community, and fieldwork interviews indicated
that this choice was appropriate. For Vlach and Bayash Romanian, there was
also a challenge related to the sociolinguistic status of these varieties due to
the ongoing debate about whether to classify them as separate languages
or dialects of Romanian (Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ 2011, Sorescu-Marinkovié
& Hutanu 2023). However, respondents were given the option to add any
other names by which their language is known. If they used only one specific
name, the researchers adjusted the questionnaire on the spot to reflect that
preference.

Furthermore, in two questions in the questionnaire, we used the
term maternji jezik “mother tongue” when asking respondents what their
mother tongue is and what this concept means to them. As elaborated by
Miri¢, Sokolovska and Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ (2024), the use of this term
in contemporary sociolinguistic literature is controversial. However, the
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term is used in the questionnaire as “it is the only term used in the Serbian
population censuses and school curricula to refer to what has been otherwise
termed first, home or heritage language” and also because “it is (still) the
preferred term in the Serbian public space, and therefore, the only one which
our respondents have encountered or are familiar with” (Miri¢, Sokolovska
& Sorescu-Marinkovic¢ 2024: 2).

The primary methodological challenge was determining the format of
the questionnaire. This involved deciding whether to administer it orally or
in writing, through face-to-face or remote interviews, and whether to include
the option for an online survey. As previously mentioned, we opted for in-
person interviews for several reasons. First, we aimed to include both literate
and illiterate respondents, as well as those with visual or other impairments
who might struggle with extensive reading and writing. Besides, this method
proved the most inclusive because not all respondents have computers,
internet access, or know how to use online applications for surveys. Second,
this approach allowed us to ensure that respondents fully understood
each question, as the researchers could provide additional explanations
during the interviews when needed. Third, as the pilot fieldwork showed,
one significant advantage of this method was the opportunity to gather
insights from respondents who, inspired by the questions, offered valuable
additional information during the interviews. However, this approach is
time-consuming and costly as it requires travelling to the communities
and manually entering data into the database, unlike online surveys, which
would allow for faster data collection and automatic data storage.

The methodology of data collection posed additional challenges,
particularly in recruiting respondents, as detailed in Radi¢-Bojani¢ and
Sokolovska (2024). Some respondents were reluctant to participate due to
a lack of prior experience with such studies. To address this, the researchers
sought help from language consultants and leveraged personal contacts
within the communities. This experience underscores the need for a
structured network to facilitate more effective respondent recruitment.’

Regarding ethical challenges, it is important to note that some
questions elicited emotional responses from respondents during interviews,
particularly those concerning their feelings about language use or
experiences of being prohibited from using their language. To address this,

B For other limitations of sociolinguistic questionnaires, see Schleef 2014.
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the respondents were given the option to skip questions or opt out of the
interview if they felt uncomfortable. Despite this, the collected responses to
these questions provide invaluable insights, highlighting the significance of
the language to the individuals involved.

Furthermore, for some communities, certain questions from the
questionnaire may be skipped if they are found to be irrelevant. For
instance, in the pilot version of the questionnaire, the “Literacy” section
did not explicitly ask whether respondents could read and write. Instead,
it focused on the frequency and content of reading and writing activities.
The pilot fieldwork revealed that some respondents were illiterate or had
low levels of reading and writing skills, with some having received no
schooling. As a result, questions about reading and writing habits led to
respondents repeatedly stating their illiteracy, which was uncomfortable for
them. To address this, the specific questions “Can you read/write in your
language?” were added to the main questionnaire. However, this change
caused discomfort among some well-educated respondents, who found the
question nearly offensive. To mitigate this issue, researchers were instructed
to skip these questions when it was evident that the respondent was literate.

Given the described challenges, we recommend that each linguistic
community is approached carefully, accounting for its unique characteristics.
Researchers and language consultants should be given the flexibility to adapt
their methods to individual respondents and specific circumstances.

6. Future desiderata

With the data collection process for the VLingS Questionnaire 1.0 now
complete, the next step is to conduct quantitative and qualitative analyses
based on the extensive data at our disposal. Future analyses may involve
comparing the linguistic varieties under study or focusing on specific
varieties to assess their vulnerability or endangerment levels. These analyses
could consider responses across the entire questionnaire or concentrate
on particular domains. By carefully examining responses to open-ended
questions, researchers may recommend measures to be taken for language
promotion, maintenance, and revitalisation. Overall, the data obtained
from this questionnaire could be valuable to policymakers, as it highlights
language usage trends and reveals that many members of the researched
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minority communities may be unaware of their language rights or the
opportunities provided by legislation and language policy.

Although the questionnaire was specifically designed to address the
sociolinguistic context of selected linguistic communities in Serbia, it can be
adapted to include other minority varieties spoken in the country. Despite
the official recognition of some minority languages, such as Albanian,
Hungarian, or Slovak, which have relatively high numbers of speakers or are
considered “safe” in Serbia, the VLingS Questionnaire 1.0 can still be used to
identify specific domains of language use that may require intervention to
prevent these languages from becoming vulnerable. Nevertheless, it might
be difficult to apply it in person in larger communities, which require larger
samples, so an electronic version and remote surveys may be a better option.

Finally, adapting the questionnaire to evaluate the levels and domains
of language endangerment for other linguistic varieties worldwide would
add to its value and provide deeper insights into the diverse challenges faced
by minority languages globally.
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VLINGS QUESTIONNAIRE 1.0
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English translation”. In Vulnerable and Endangered Languages in Europe, eds. Annemarie
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Balkan Studies SASA, Faculty of Philology, University of Belgrade.
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I GENERAL DATA ABOUT LINGUONYMS AND LANGUAGE USAGE

1. What is the language of the
community (ethnic group or nation) in
which the research is conducted?

circle a number >
(filled by the researcher)

1. Serbian

2. Aromanian

3. Megleno-Romanian
4. Bayash Romanian
5. Vlach

6. Romani

7. Rusyn

8. Banat Bulgarian
9. Ladino

10. (An)other
language(s):

2. Which language(s) do you use?

write the number(s) from (1) —

3. Are there other names for your
language (in Serbian)?

circle a number, write —

1. YES, the following name(s):

2. NO
3.1 don’t know.

4. How is your language called in your
language?
write the name(s) —

5. What is/are your mother tongue(s)?
write —
(pay attention to the order of listing)

6. What does the concept “mother
tongue” mean to you?
write —

7. What was the first language you
acquired as a child?
write the number(s) from (1) —

8. Which language/languages do you
use most frequently today?

write the number(s) from (1) —

9. If you use your language, do you use
it more frequently, less frequently, or
equally frequently now compared to
when you were a child (up to age 7)?

circle a number —

1. T use it more frequently.
2. I use it equally frequently.
3. I use it less frequently.
4.1 don’t know.
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10. If you have a partner, in which
language do you communicate with
each other?

write the number(s) from (1) —

11. Did the people with whom you
spent the most time during your
childhood speak your language?

1. No, they didn’t speak the language.

2. Yes, they were able to use some words.

3. Yes, they were able to use simple sentences.
4. Yes, they spoke the language fluently.

circle a number —

5.1 don’t know.

12. Which language(s) do/did your parents speak? | MOTHER:
write the number(s) from (1) — FATHER:
13. Which language(s) do/did your grandparents MATERNAL:
speak?
PATERNAL:

write the number(s) from (1) >

14. What other family members do you remember
or know to have spoken/speak your language?

write >

II DATA ABOUT LANGUAGE ACQUISITION AND INTERGENERATIONAL LANGUAGE

TRANSMISSION
1. When did you start learning your 1. As a child, before the age of 7
language? 2. As a child, after the age of 7
3. As an adult
circle a number > | 4. I didn’t acquire the language.

2. If you learned your language, from
whom did you learn it the most?

circle a number >
(choose one answer)

From parents

. From grandparents

. From members of the extended family
. From speakers outside the family

At work

. Independently (books, TV)

. At school (or preschool)

. In language workshops/classes

. Other:

10. I didn’t learn the language.

3. When did you start learning Serbian?

circle a number >

1. As a child, before the age of 7
2. As a child, after the age of 7
3. As an adult

4. How did you learn Serbian the most?

write a number from (2) >

5. If you have children, do they speak your
language?

circle a number >
(referring to the majority of children)

1. No, they don’t speak the language.

2. Yes, they can use some words.

3. Yes, they can use simple sentences.

4. Yes, they speak the language fluently.
5.1 don’t know if they speak the language.
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6. If you have children, in which language
do you communicate with them?

write the number(s) from (1), section I >

7. If you have grandchildren, do they speak
your language?

circle a number >
(referring to the majority of grandchildren)

1. No, they don’t speak the language.

2. Yes, they can use some words.

3. Yes, they can use simple sentences.

4. Yes, they speak the language fluently.
5.1 don’t know if they speak the language.

8. Which generations in Serbia use your | 1.
language? 2.
3.
4.
5.

circle a number >

Mainly all generations, including children
Mainly the generation of parents and older
Mainly the generation of grandparents and older
Mainly only the generation of great-grandparents
Nobody

IIT DOMAINS OF LANGUAGE USAGE

1. How often do you use your
language in conversations
with the following persons or
in the following situations?
mark the field with an X

1

. 2
Always

Often

3.
Sometimes

4

Rarely | Never N/A

1. With family members

2. With friends

3. With neighbours

4. With colleagues at work

5. With members of the clergy

6. With public officials (e.g.
at the municipality/local
community/post office/
police).

2. Do you use your language as a “secret
language” when you don’t want others to
understand you? circle a number >

1. YES
2.NO

3. If you do, in what situations?

write >
4. Do you listen to music in your 1. YES
language? circle a number > | 2. NO

5. In which language do you more
frequently discuss private topics (e.g.
family, health, daily life)?

. 4.1
circle a number >

1. In my language
2. In Serbian
3. Equally frequently in my language and in Serbian

don’t know.
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6. In which language do you more 1. In my language
frequently discuss social topics (e.g. 2. In Serbian
topics related to politics, village/city)? | 3. Equally frequently in my language and in Serbian
circle a number > | 4.1 don’'t know.
7. In which language do you think? 1. In my language
2. In Serbian
3. In both my language and Serbian
4. In some other language
circle a number > | 5. I don’t know.
. 1. In my language
8.In wll?(;?h language do you count (to 2. In Serbian
yourself)? 3. In both my language and Serbian
circle a number 4. In some other language
5.1don’t know.
9. In which language do you pray? 1. In my language
2. In Serbian
3. In both my language and Serbian
4. In some other language
circle a number > | 5.1 don’t know.

10. In which language do you dream? 1. In my language

2. In Serbian

3. In both my language and Serbian

4. In some other language

circle a number > | 5.1 don’t know.
IV LITERACY
1. Can you read? L. YES If the answer is yes, please answer the following
) 2' NO questions.
circle a number > | = mark the field with an X |
2.How often doyou... | 1. Always | 2.Often | 3.Sometimes | 4. Rarely 5. Never
1. read in your language?
2. read in Serbian?
3. Can you write? L. YES If the answer is yes, please answer the following
) 2' NO questions.
circle a number > | = mark the field with an X |
4. How often do you... | 1. Always | 2. Often | 3.Sometimes | 4. Rarely 5. Never
1. write in your language?
2. write in Serbian?
5. Did you learn to read and write in 1. YES
your language at school? 2.NO
circle a number > | 3.1didn’t go to school.
6. Did you learn to read and write in 1. YES
Serbian at school? 2.NO
circle a number > | 3.1 didn’t go to school.
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7 I,)o you 8.Doyoureadin | 9.Do you writein | 10. Do you read
write in your 5 . .
your language... Serbian... in Serbian...
language...
L SMS, Viber |} yps ) NO | 1.YES 2.NO 1. YES 2.NO 1. YES 2.NO
messages, etc.?
2. information
on social 1. YES 2. NO 1. YES 2. NO 1. YES 2. NO 1. YES 2. NO
networks?
Dl 1.YES 2.NO | 1. YES 2.NO 1. YES 2.NO 1. YES 2.NO
emails?
?
4. other? 1.YES 2.NO | L. YES 2.NO 1. YES 2.NO 1. YES 2.NO
V EDUCATION
1. Is there a dedicated subject at school that | 1. YES
teaches your language in Serbia? 2.NO
circle a number > | 3.1 don’t know.
2. Did you learn your language as a separate | 1. YES
subject at school in Serbia? 2.NO
circle a number > | 3.1didn’t go to school.
3. If yes, how long did you study your
language in school?
write the number of years >
4. If yes, at which levels of education? 1. In preschool
2. From 1st to 4th grade
3. From 5th to 8th grade
4. In high school
5. At university
6. At different levels
circle a number > | 7.1 don’t know.

5. Has anyone in your family

circle number(s) >

studied your language as a 1. YES
separate subject at school (in | 2. NO
Serbia)? 3.1 don’t know.

Who? (circle if the answer was YES)

1. Parents 4. Grandchildren

2. Grandparents 5. Other family members
3. Children 6.1 don’'t know

6. If you studied Serbian at school, how long did you study it?

write the number of years >

7. Is there an opportunity to learn your language outside of school
(e.g. language schools, private lessons, language workshops)?

1. YES
2.NO
3. I don’t know.

circle number(s) >

2
Where? school?

o 1. Parent
(write if the answer was YES) arems

2. Grandparents

Who in your family has learned your language outside of

(circle if the answer was YES)

3. Children 5. Other family members
4. Grandchildren 6.1 don’'t know.
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VIINSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT AND LINGUISTIC LANDSCAPE

1. Do you know of any institution in Serbia
that supports the realisation of minority
rights of your community?

circle a number >

1. YES
2.NO
3. I don’t know.

2. Do you (privately) use a version of your 1. YES
name in your language? 2.NO
3. There isn’t a version of my name in my
circle a number > | language.

3. Are there official signs in your language on/inside buildings of
state institutions (health centres, municipalities, schools, etc.) or

street names and names of places?

circle a number >

1. YES
2.NO
3. Idon’t know.

4. If yes, what kind of signs and on what kind of buildings have | what signs? Where?
you seen them?
write >
5. Have you ever seen any signs in your language (e.g. inscriptions | 1. YES
on monuments, gravestones, graffiti)? 2.NO
circle a number > | 3.1 don’t know.
6. If yes, what kind of signs and where have you seen them? What signs? Where?

write >

VII PUBLICATIONS IN THE GIVEN LANGUAGE

1. Do you know of any libraries in Serbia

where books in your language are available? 1. YES
. 2.NO

circle a number >
2. Is literature in your language availablein | 1. YES
Serbia? 2.NO

circle a number >

3.1 don’t know.

3. Are any of the following types 1. Dictionaries
of publications available in your 2. Grammar books
language in Serbia? 3. Language textbooks
4. Scientific articles about your language
5. Religious publications
circle number(s) > | 6.1 don’t know.

4. Have you ever used any publications | 1. YES

in your language? 2.NO

circle a number, write >

What? (write if the answer was YES)
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VIII MEDIA

1. Do the following media exist in your language in Serbia?

circle a number |

(Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, etc.)

1. Radio shows 1.YES 2.NO 3.Idon’t know.
2. TV shows 1.YES 2.NO 3.Idon’t know.
3. Newspapers 1.YES 2.NO 3.Idon'tknow.
4. Websites 1.YES 2.NO 3.Idon’t know.
5. Social networks 1.YES 2.NO 3.1don’t know.

2. Do you follow or use the following media in your language?

circle a number |

(Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, etc.)

1. Radio shows 1.YES 2.NO
2. TV shows 1.YES 2.NO
3. Newspapers 1. YES 2.NO
4. Websites 1.YES 2.NO
5. Social networks LYES 2.NO

3. If yes, what kind?

write >

4. How many hours a day can you follow
radio or television programs in your
language?

circle a number >

There is no program
Up to one hour a day

Throughout the entire day

1.
2.
3. Several hours a day
4.
5.

I don’t know.

IX RELIGIOUS SERVICE

in your language in Serbia?

1. Does religious service or any of its parts exist

circle a number >

1. YES
2.NO
3. I don’t know.

(or sermon) in your language in Serbia?

2. Have you ever attended a religious service

circle a number, write >

1. YES
2.NO

Where?

When?

(if the answer was YES)

X CULTURAL EVENTS

1. Do you know of any cultural events

dedicated to your community in Serbia (e.g.

music festivals, gatherings, folklore events)?
circle a number >

1. YES
2.NO

3.1 don’t know.
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2 If hat ; ¢ involved? 1. Music festivals 6. Folklore events
- Iyes, what types of events are Involveds | 5 1p.tre festivals 7. Religious events
3. Film festivals 8. Linguistic
4. Exhibitions workshops
5. Lectures 9. Culinary events
10. Other:
Give example(s):
circle number(s), write > ple(s)
3. Have you ever attended any of them? 1. YES
circle a number > | 2. NO
4. If yes, what type of events have you 1. Music fesnv.als 6 Foll'd'ore events
attended? 2. Theatre festivals 7. Religious events
’ 3. Film festivals 8. Linguistic
4. Exhibitions workshops
5. Lectures 9. Culinary events
10. Other:
circle number(s), write > Give example(s):
5. Are there associations or cultural centres
il:llstzl::l:nzhlzl: ’:;u :;ave access to your 1. YES Please name them
guage: 2.NO (if the answer was YES):

circle a number, write >

3. I don’t know.

XI LANGUAGE LEVEL SELF-ASSESSMENT

1. Please rate on a scale from 1 to 5 how proficient you are in your language and Serbian
according to the skills listed in the table. We are not assessing your proficiency level but the

extent to which you use the languages.

1 - not at all, 2 - poorly, 3 - well, 4 - very well, 5 - excellent
mark the field with an X |

1

2 3

1. How well do you understand your
language?

2. How well do you understand Serbian?

3. How well do you speak your
language?
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4. How well do you speak Serbian?

5. How well do you read in your
language (any kind of content)?

6. How well do you read in Serbian (any
kind of content)?

7. How well do you write in your
language (any kind of content)?

8. How well do you write in Serbian
(any kind of content)?

XII RESPONDENTS’ FEELINGS TOWARDS OWN LANGUAGE

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

circle a number >

1.Iam proud.
2. 1 feel comfortable.
3. I feel as usual.

4.1 feel
uncomfortable.

5.1 am ashamed.

6.1 don’t know, I don’t
think about it.

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

circle a number >

1.1 am proud.
2. I feel comfortable.
3.1 feel as usual.

4.1 feel
uncomfortable.

5.1 am ashamed.

6. I don’t know, I don’t
think about it.

3. How does your language sound to you?

circle a number, write >

3. I don’t know.

write >
4. Has anyone ever prohibited you from
: 2
G T S, 1. YES In what situations?
2.NO (write if the answer was YES)

5. Has anyone ever prohibited members of
your family from speaking your language?

circle a number, write >

1. YES
2.NO
3.1 don’t know.

In what situations?
(write if the answer was YES)

XIII ETHNIC AND CULTURAL IDENTITY

1. Do you think your language is important?

circle a number >

1. YES

3.NO

2. Partially

culture of your community?

2. Does your language represent your community and the

circle a number >

1. YES

3.NO

2. Partially
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VLINGS QUESTIONNAIRE 1.0

XIV LANGUAGE MAINTENANCE AND REVITALISATION

1. Are there any activities in your
surroundings related to maintaining or
revitalising your language (official or private
initiatives)?

circle a number >

1. YES
2.NO
3.1 don’t know.

2. If yes, what kind of activities (e.g. language
workshops, publishing materials, translating
works into your language, introducing your
language into schools)?

write >

3. If not, would you like such activities to be
introduced?
circle a number >

1. YES
2. NO
3. It doesn’t matter to me.

4. Is it important to you to preserve/revitalise
(or learn) your language?
circle a number >

1. YES
2. NO
3. It doesn’t matter to me.

5. Why is it important?

write >

6. Is it important to you that your language is
passed on to younger generations?

circle a number >

1. YES
2. NO
3. It doesn’t matter to me.

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

circle a number >

1. YES
2.NO
3. It doesn’t matter to me.

1. YES
2.NO

8. Is your language disappearing?

circle a number >

3.1 don’t know.

9. What do you think should be
done to preserve or revitalise your
language?

write >
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XV DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ABOUT THE RESPONDENT

1. SIGNED Researcher’s / s
INFORMED Consultant’s name: z'ﬁESPgﬁEEyT f dIiJKII\H)QUE CUDEILE
CONSENT same as e recording
3. Gender 1. Male 4. How old are you? |
2. Female
circle a number > | 3. Other
5. Marital status 1. Smgle.: 4. Divorced
2. Married . .
. . 5. Widower/Widow
circle a number > | 3. In a common law marriage
6. Nationality 1. Serbian 9. Albanlag
. 10. Bulgarian
2. Montenegrin .
. 11. Hungarian
3. Croatian
12. Vlach
4. Yugoslav .
13. Aromanian
5. Slovak
. 14. Other:
6. Romanian
7. Ruom 15, Dual mationaliy
8. Romani . Lo
(Serbian and minority)
circle a number >
7. Religion 1. Orthodox Christian 4. Jewish
2. Catholic 5. Other:
circle a number > | 3. Muslim 6. 'm not religious.
8. Education level 1. No schooling 6. Higher vocational school
2. Unfinished elementary school 7. University/academy
3. Elementary school 8. Postgraduate or PhD studies
4. Vocational school 9. Other (e.g. evening school):
circle a number - | 5. High school/gymnasium
9. Employment
1. Employed full-time 4. Unemployed
. . 5. Dependent (children, students,
2. Employed in temporary jobs ;
homemakers, disabled persons)
3. Self-employed .
. 6. Retired
circle a number >
.. 1. Rural
10. Place of upbringing > 5. Urban Name:
. 1. Rural
11. Place of residence > Name:
2. Urban
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12. Living in the place of
residence

circle, write >

1. From birth

2. Settled or resettled, reason:

1. Schooling

2. Marriage

3. Family

4. Work

5. Refugee status

6. Other:

XVI FINAL REMARKS

1. May we contact you later regarding your

responses?

circle a number >

1. YES, contact me at:
2.NO

2. Would you like to add anything else?

write >

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN OUR RESEARCH!
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