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ABSTRACT: This study explores the contemporary status of Laz, an 
endangered South Caucasian language, exploring factors shaping its vitality 
within the ethnolinguistic vitality framework. Employing a mixed-methods 
approach, the research utilizes questionnaires and interviews within Laz-
speaking communities. While the questionnaires (n=259) probed vitality-
related aspects, the interviews (n=5) offered narrative data, essential for 
understanding lived experiences and perceptions of the community. Bridging a 
crucial gap in research by encompassing socio-cultural and demographic 
dimensions, the study reveals diverse influences on the visibility of Laz. This 
innovative approach contributes significantly to the broader field, offering a 
holistic exploration of ethnolinguistic vitality. Findings expose variations 
shaped by linguistic, cultural, and social dynamics. The quantitative data unveil 
statistically significant mean disparities in the perceptions of vitality held by 
the speakers towards their heritage language. The qualitative analysis, focusing 
on generational tensions, societal adaptations, and language use, underscores 
the resilience and challenges faced by the Laz. 
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“Dilimiz yok olmasın. Dilimiz hafızamızdır.”: Lazcanın etnodilbilimsel 

canlılığı üzerine karma yöntemli bir inceleme 

 

ÖZ: Bu çalışma, tehlike altındaki bir Güney Kafkas dili olan Lazcanın çağdaş 
durumunu ve etnodilbilimsel canlılık kuramı çerçevesi bağlamında bu canlılığı 
şekillendiren etkenleri incelemektedir. Karma yöntemli bir yaklaşım 
benimsenerek, Lazca konuşan topluluklarda anketler ve görüşmeler 
gerçekleştirilmiştir. Anketler (n=259) dil canlılığıyla ilgili unsurları incelerken, 
görüşmeler (n=5) topluluğun yaşanmış deneyimlerini ve algılarını anlamak için 
anlatısal veriler sunmuştur. Sosyokültürel ve demografik boyutları kapsayarak 
bu alandaki önemli bir boşluğu doldurmayı amaçlayan bu çalışma, Lazcanın 
görünürlüğü üzerinde etkili olan çeşitli unsurları ortaya koymaktadır. Elde 
edilen bulgular, dilsel, kültürel ve toplumsal dinamiklerin şekillendirdiği 
farklılıkları gözler önüne sermektedir. Nicel veriler, konuşurların miras 
dillerine yönelik canlılık algılarında istatistiksel olarak anlamlı ortalama 
farklılıklar olduğunu ortaya koymuştur. Nitel çözümlemeler ise kuşaklar arası 
gerilimler, toplumsal uyum süreçleri ve dil kullanımı üzerine odaklanarak 
Lazcanın karşı karşıya olduğu direnç ve zorlukları vurgulamaktadır. 

Anahtar sözcükler: Lazca, etnodilbilimsel canlılık, Türkçe, tehlike altındaki 
diller 
 

1 Introduction 

One of the adverse effects that globalization has had on human communication 
is how it has affected the linguo-diversity (Bromham, Dinnage, Skirgård, Ritchie, 
Cardillo, Meakins, Greenhill, & Hua 2022). Particularly, expansion of dominant 
languages as primary languages of international education, trade and the media, 
has had detrimental effects on endangered languages. As a result, this pattern of 
language transition from the use of minority languages to more dominant ones, 
not only do the languages but also cultural and historical knowledge that many 
endangered languages represent appears to be vanishing at an alarming rate 
(Crystal 2000; Grenoble & Whaley 2006; Bromham et al. 2022). With fewer 
languages spoken and a smaller reservoir of linguistic variation, the globe gets 
more homogenized as more languages vanish. Thus, conserving endangered 
languages for the benefit of both linguistic variety and the continuation of human 
knowledge and culture is of crucial significance.  
 Several studies focusing on language endangerment suggest that it is essential 
to make immediate investments and pursue academic studies like language 
documentation studies, bilingual education efforts, and community-based 
awareness raising programs in order to impede the extinction of more than 1,500 
languages by the end of the century (Bromham et al. 2022). An imperative 
starting point of language preservation studies is the identification of the level of 
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ethnolinguistic vitality of endangered languages (Yagmur & Kroon 2003) which 
describes the extent to which members of a linguistic and cultural group are 
driven to preserve and advance their identity, language, and culture (Giles, 
Bourhis, & Taylor 1977). This study aims to explore the status of Laz as an 
endangered South Caucasian language spoken in Türkiye and reveal factors 
shaping its vitality within the ethnolinguistic vitality framework. Türkiye is 
known as a country that hosts several minority languages and therefore reflects 
diverse cultural heritage. While some of these languages have a significant 
number of speakers, some others such as Romeyka (Sitaridou 2013), Hamshen 
(Vaux 2007), Syriac (Weaver 2019), Lomavren (Uzum, Demir, & Bagriacik 
2023), and Laz (Lacroix 2009) are reported to face challenges concerning 
language and cultural preservation and in danger of extinction. Yet, research on 
the ethnolinguistic vitality of these languages is scarce and there is need for 
investigating and documenting ethnolinguistic vitality of these languages. Thus, 
the present study aims to contribute to meeting this need and fill the gap in 
literature by examining the vitality of the Laz language, in comparison with the 
socially dominant language, Turkish. Thus, in this study, the quantitative 
analysis reveals statistically significant mean differences in Laz speakers’ 
perceptions of the vitality of their heritage language in comparison with the 
socially dominant language, Turkish, across all examined variables. These 
findings are further supported by highly significant p-values (p < .001), 
highlighting the robustness of the observed distinctions. Particularly prominent 
among these differences are variables concerning the use of Laz or Turkish in 
government services, educational institutions, mass media, and religious 
practices. The magnitude of these disparities suggests that the degree of ethnic 
representation or its absence within institutional, educational, media, and 
religious domains plays a decisive role in shaping the complex construct of 
ethnolinguistic vitality among Laz-speaking communities. 

2  Theoretical Framework: Ethnolinguistic vitality 

Ethnolinguistic vitality (EV) delineates the intensity with which constituents of 
a linguistic and cultural cohort are dedicated to the conservation and 
advancement of their collective identity, language, and cultural legacy. A group’s 
members tend to use their language more frequently and regularly when it has a 
high level of ethnolinguistic vitality, which can strengthen their feeling of 
collective identification and support the preservation of cultural traditions. 
Additionally, groups with high levels of ethnolinguistic vitality may be more 
resistant to assimilation or language shift towards dominant languages, as their 
members are more likely to actively resist pressures to shift another language 
(see Giles, Bourhis, & Taylor 1977; Bourhis, Giles, & Rosenthal 1981; Giles & 
Johnson 1987).  
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 Studies have shown that EV can be influenced by a range of factors, including 
social and economic conditions, political power dynamics, and historical 
experiences of discrimination or oppression (Giles & Johnson 1987; Bourhis & 
Landry 2012). These factors can affect the level of positive attitudes and 
motivation that individuals have towards their language and culture, which in 
turn can impact their willingness to use and develop their language. Maintaining 
a high level of EV can also have positive effects on individuals’ psychological 
well-being and sense of belonging (Giles & Johnson 1987; Bourhis & Landry 
2012). 
 A range of typological models has been advanced to systematically 
investigate the linguistic situations of ethnic minorities, including the well-
known frameworks proposed by Giles, Bourhis, and Taylor (1977), Haarmann 
(1992), Haugen (1972), and Edwards (1992). Each of these typologies takes into 
account various linguistic and social factors that are deemed crucial for an 
effective depiction of language contact situations (Yagmur 2011). However, 
among these, the Ethnolinguistic Vitality theory proposed and developed by 
Giles et al. (1977) has frequently been employed in studies in the relevant 
literature as well as the present study. According to the framework, the status 
dimension of EV includes factors such as the economic, social, socio-historical, 
and language status of a group, both within and outside the mainstream 
community. Demographic factors are those that relate to the number and 
distribution patterns of members of the ethnolinguistic group in a particular 
region or national territory, as well as birth rates, rates of in-group marriages, and 
patterns of immigration and emigration. Institutional support factors refer to the 
level of formal and informal representation that a language group has in various 
institutions of a society, as well as the extent of support that they receive from 
these institutions, including mass media, education, government services, 
industry, religion, culture, and politics. 
 While objective data on group vitality is useful for cross-cultural research, 
subjective perceptions of vitality are also important in determining interethnic 
behaviors. Thus, to measure the subjective vitality, Bourhis, Giles, and Rosenthal 
(1981) developed a subjective questionnaire, combining both objective and 
subjective vitality information to get a better understanding of the dynamics of 
interethnic relations in multilingual and multicultural settings. The subjective 
questionnaire developed by Bourhis et al. (1981) was based on the assumption 
that individuals within a language group are best suited to provide information 
about their group’s vitality. The questionnaire consisted of items related to the 
group’s linguistic and cultural identity, perceived status and power in society, 
and the perceived threat of assimilation or marginalization. There has been a 
strong indication that the importance of the concept of ethnolinguistic vitality is 
on the rise in the twenty-first century, probably due to the relatively growing 
global interest in endangered and understudied languages (Yagmur 2011). 
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 Aligned with these theoretical premises, the notion of EV has attracted 
growing attention as a theoretical construct employed to examine various 
domains, including social networking (Sachdev, Bourhis, D’Eye, & Phang, 1987; 
Yagmur, De Bot, & Korzilius, 1999; Ehala, 2010; Akkuş & Sağın Şimşek, 2022), 
intergroup relations (Dubé-Simard, 1983; Bourhis, 1984; Bourhis & Sachdev, 
1984; Allard & Landry, 1986; Sachdev et al., 1987), language maintenance and 
shift (Gibbons & Ashcroft, 1995; Giles & Johnson, 1987; Yagmur, De Bot, & 
Korzilius, 1999; Yagmur & Akinci, 2003; Bourhis & Landry, 2012), language 
choice (McNamara, 1987; Akkuş & Sağın Şimşek, 2022), its influence on 
subjective health (Dragojevic, Gasiorek, & Vincze, 2018) and bilingual 
healthcare (Bourhis, 2017), as well as language revitalization (Yagmur & Kroon, 
2003, 2006). Furthermore, several studies have assessed the efficacy of 
ethnolinguistic vitality as a research tool (Giles, Rosenthal, & Young 1985; 
Yagmur 2011; Yagmur & Ehala 2011; Bourhis, Sachdev, Ehala, & Giles 2019). 
The outcomes of these investigations have demonstrated strong empirical 
support for both the objective and perceived social-psychological nature of 
ethnolinguistic vitality concepts. 
 Yagmur (2011) notes that Turkish-speaking communities in Western Europe 
adopt diverse strategies in language contact situations, underscoring the limits of 
ethnolinguistic vitality in capturing the complexities of language transmission 
and maintenance among minorities—a view also supported by Ehala and 
Zabrodskaja’s (2011) study of Russian speakers in Estonia. According to 
Mufwene (2017), the ecological dimension is particularly important in analyzing 
language vitality and potential language loss. As part of the broader language 
ecology, Mufwene emphasizes the significance of “local interactional dynamics 
within specific population structures” (2017:213). Accordingly, approaches to 
ethnolinguistic vitality would benefit greatly from integrating an ecological 
perspective. In this study, it is argued that such an emphasis enhances our 
understanding of ethnolinguistic vitality by offering a more comprehensive view 
of the dynamic interplay between linguistic and cultural factors within a given 
community. 

3  Contact between Turkish and Laz-speaking communities 

There has been substantial cultural and linguistic connection between the Turkish 
and Laz peoples dating back to the 15th century, when the Ottoman Sultan 
Mehmed II began his conquest of the Laz-inhabited northern Black Sea area. The 
area where the Laz-speaking minority lived after the Ottoman conquest in 1461 
became one of the Ottoman Empire’s main strongholds and hinterlands in 
Caucasia. Because of this, the Laz people have had tremendous interaction with 
Turkish people and the Turkish language, especially in the administrative, 
religious, commercial, and military spheres. 
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Over the years, this close contact between the Turkish and Laz people 

continued to influence their language and cultural dynamics. The Laz-speaking 
population was included into the Ottoman Empire’s institutional and 
administrative frameworks. The realms of trade and business promoted more 
interaction between the Turkish and Laz populations. The Laz area developed 
into an important center for commercial activity as the Ottoman Empire extended 
its trading networks. Turkish and Laz traders trading products and services 
allowed for cross-cultural interaction, linguistic contact, and the acquisition of 
Turkish lexicon associated with trade. The military also played a significant part 
in preserving Ottoman dominance over the area. Strategic fortifications and a 
Turkish military presence in Laz territory guaranteed the empire's power and 
created chances for continued interaction between the Turkish and Laz 
inhabitants. The two communities’ bonds were strengthened even further by their 
common military experiences and teamwork (see Akkuş & Akkuş 2020). As a 
result of intense contact between the languages across various domains, Laz has 
incorporated a large number of Turkish words, particularly in the areas of 
business, the military, government, and religion (see Lacroix 2009; Akkuş 2019 
for further examples). 

Studies on Laz in Türkiye remain limited in number. Early research 
predominantly adopted a linguistic perspective, addressing topics such as code-
switching among Turkish–Laz bilinguals (İmer, 1997), the case system in the 
Pazar dialect of Laz (Gürpınar, 2000), and finiteness and complementation 
patterns in the same variety (Emgin, 2009). Subsequent studies have explored 
the grammatical interaction between Laz and Turkish (Kutscher, 2008; Akkuş, 
2019), offering valuable insights into structural convergence and contact-induced 
change. More recently, the sociolinguistic dimensions of Laz have begun to 
receive attention. For instance, Haznedar and Avcı-Bucaklişi (2023) investigated 
language use within Laz-speaking communities, contributing important evidence 
of the ongoing shift in intergenerational transmission and the decreasing vitality 
of Laz in contemporary contexts. 

Drawing on the suggestions of these studies for further research and aiming 
to contribute to the discussion on the roles of social constructs on the 
ethnolinguistic vitality, this study attempts to shed light on the current 
ethnolinguistic situation of the Laz language.  

4  The Present Study 

Drawing on the subjective ethnolinguistic vitality constructs, this study aims to 
investigate two key goals. First, it seeks to explore the current ethnolinguistic 
vitality status of the Laz language and second, it aims to look at how Laz-
speaking individuals perceive the ethnolinguistic vitality of their heritage 
language. The study embraces a mixed-methods approach to accomplish its goals. 
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The quantitative component of the study entails gathering data to examine how 
language usage and ethnolinguistic vitality interact. In contrast, the qualitative 
component dives further into the experiences and viewpoints of the participants 
through semi structured interviews. Drawing on both quantitative and qualitative 
data, this study seeks to provide a comprehensive understanding of the complex 
interplay between the vitality of the Laz language and its speakers’ perceptions 
of its status. At its core, the research aims to assess the ethnolinguistic vitality of 
Laz as it is spoken in the eastern Black Sea region, while also exploring how Laz 
speakers perceive the visibility of their heritage language within their 
communities and in the wider sociolinguistic landscape. 

4.1. Instruments and Participants 

Bourhis et al.’s (1981) Subjective Ethnolinguistic Vitality Questionnaire (SEVQ) 
was used as the main quantitative research tool to assess the subjective 
perspectives of group members. To this end, the questionnaire, which was 
originally developed in English, was translated into Turkish. The rationale 
behind translating the questionnaire was to make it comprehensible to young 
participants who lacked sufficient proficiency in Laz. Following the translation, 
the questionnaire was meticulously reviewed by two native Turkish speakers, 
who were graduates of the English Language Education and Translation Studies 
department, with expertise in the respective languages. The feedback concerning 
the clarity of the statements and recommendations from these experts were 
incorporated into the questionnaire. Next, the questionnaire was piloted on 10 
Laz speakers who matched the participant profile. The participants involved in 
piloting were asked to mark parts that they found unclear or challenging and 
provide clear feedback on these points. The comments and concerns expressed 
by the speakers were taken into account, and necessary revisions were made 
accordingly. 
 The SEVQ included 22 items that gauged group vitality across dimensions 
such as status, demographic factors, and institutional support for both Laz and 
Turkish speech communities. Respondents were asked to rate each item on a 
standardized 7-point Likert scale. In the context of ethnolinguistic vitality, a 
higher score on the scale typically indicates greater perceived vitality or strength, 
while a lower score suggests lower vitality. The framework of the questionnaire 
allowed for the standardization of data collection, assuring uniformity in the 
participant replies. In order to gain insight into the relationship between language 
use, ethnolinguistic vitality and language maintenance in the Laz-Turkish 
context, the quantitative data collected was analyzed using thematic analysis. 

The SEVQ prepared for the purposes of the present study (see APPENDIX 1) 
was administered in a number of regions, namely Borçka, Arhavi, Hopa, and 
Kemalpaşa in Artvin; Fındıklı, Ardeşen, Pazar, and Çamlıhemşin in Rize. The 
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data was gathered from 259 Laz-Turkish bilingual individuals in total. The 
participants included three different generation groups residing in and around the 
eastern Black Sea coast of Türkiye. The participants aged over 60 years (n=25) 
were considered as the first generation, while those between 25 and 59 years 
(n=180) constituted the second generation. Notably, the third generation 
encompassed the participants aged between 15 and 24 years (n=54). We believe 
that this tripartite classification serves as a foundational framework for 
understanding and analyzing distinct age-based cohorts within the context of the 
research, allowing for nuanced exploration of the experiences and characteristics 
associated with each generational group. All three groups were also given a 
language background questionnaire to learn more about their demographic, 
linguistic, and educational backgrounds. While the number of male participants 
was n=143 (55.2%) the number of female participants was 116 (44.8%).  
In the next phase of the data collection, semi-structured face-to-face interviews 
were conducted to complement the quantitative data gathered through the survey.  
Drawing on the SEVQ data, in-depth interview questions were formulated and 
arranged within a semi-structured framework. The interview questions were 
reviewed by a language specialist in the department of Turkish Language and 
Literature to ensure comprehensibility. The interview questions were also piloted 
with a Laz-speaking participant, and questions were further refined based on the 
feedback received. 

The Interview Questions were administered to five Laz participants who took 
part in the survey study. Through semi-structured questions, the participants 
were encouraged to share their views and experiences related to the vitality of 
their language and ethnic group. These interviews not only provided a deeper 
understanding of the sociolinguistic dynamics at play but also allowed for the 
exploration of factors influencing language use, cultural identity, and the 
perceived support from societal institutions. The data obtained from these 
interviews played a pivotal role in the comprehensive analysis of ethnolinguistic 
vitality within the context of the present study. The interviews were video 
recorded and later transcribed verbatim. The study employed a thematic analysis 
(Braun & Clarke 2006) in order to identify, analyze, and report themes regarding 
the ethnolinguistic vitality of the Laz-speaking communities.  

5  Findings 

5.1. Analysis of Perceived vitality of the Laz and Turkish languages 

The study employed the SEVQ (Bourhis et al., 1981) to examine and evaluate 
the perceived vitality of the Laz and Turkish languages across a range of 
dimensions. This instrument, consisting of twenty distinct variables, captures the 
self-reported perceptions of both Laz and Turkish speakers regarding language 
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status, presence in various societal domains, cultural pride, and expectations for 
the future. It is important to note that, as the data are derived from self-reported 
surveys rather than direct observation of language use, the findings should be 
interpreted as reflecting language preferences rather than actual usage—two 
aspects that may diverge in real-life communicative contexts. The responses are 
graded on a scale from 1, representing minimum vitality, to 7, signifying 
maximum vitality. To start with, the analysis of the data regarding the variables 
classified as “perceived language status”,  

 
Table 1. Perceived language status of Laz and Turkish 

Questionnaire 
variables 

Laz vitality Turkish vitality Mean 
difference 

p 

Perceived language 
status local 

5.48 6.29 0.81 .000 

Perceived language 
status international 

2.51 4.62 2.11 .000 

Table 1 reports the means of two distinct questionnaire variables, namely 
“perceived local language status” and “perceived international language status,” 
which are indicative of the vitality levels associated with the perceived language 
status. The results revealed by one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
highlights significant variations in vitality levels between the different perceived 
language statuses, as evidenced by the substantial mean differences and 
corresponding p-values. For instance, when the participants perceived the 
language status as “local,” the Laz vitality was notably lower (M = 5.48) 
compared to the Turkish vitality (M = 6.29), with a mean difference of 0.81 (p 
< .001). Similarly, for the “international” perceived language status, the Turkish 
vitality (M = 4.62) exhibited a substantial increase compared to the Laz vitality 
(M = 2.51), with a mean difference of 2.11 (p < .001). These findings emphasize 
the significant impact of perceived language status on vitality, shedding light on 
the perceptions and preferences of individuals within this context. As for the 
outcomes regarding the impact of the rate of Laz/Turkish representation in 
government services and political power on vitality, Table 2 illustrates the 
relevant variables. 
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Table 2. Amount of Laz/Turkish in government services 

Questionnaire 
variables 

Laz vitality Turkish vitality Mean 
difference 

p 

Amount of 
Laz/Turkish in 
government services  

2.15 5.26 3.11 .000 

Amount of 
Laz/Turkish political 
power 

4..44 5.17 0.73 .000 

Table 2 illustrates significant differences in vitality levels across various levels 
of Laz/Turkish presence in government services and political power. Notably, 
when the participants evaluated the amount of Laz/Turkish presence in 
government services, the Laz vitality (M = 2.15) was substantially lower 
compared to the Turkish vitality (M = 5.26), resulting in a significant mean 
difference of 3.11 (p < .001). Similarly, the appraisal of Laz/Turkish political 
power led to a distinct pattern, with the Turkish vitality (M = 5.17) surpassing 
the Laz vitality (M = 4.44), resulting in a mean difference of 0.73 (p < .001). 
These findings underscore the influential role of the rate of Laz/Turkish presence 
in government services and political power in shaping individuals’ perceptions 
of vitality, offering valuable insights into the dynamics of this context. Table 3 
presents the results concerning the effects of various demographic and cultural 
factors on the perceived vitality of the Laz language. 

 
Table 3. Laz/Turkish birth rate and immigration patterns 

Questionnaire 
variables 

Laz vitality Turkish vitality Mean 
difference 

p 

Laz/Turkish birth rate 3.25 5.50 2.25 .000 

Proportion of 
Laz/Turkish locally 

4.85 5.63 0.78 .000 

Laz/Turkish 
immigration patterns 

3.52 4.27 0.75 .000 

Rate of exogamy 4.88 5.81 0.93 .000 
Laz/Turkish 
emigration patterns 

4.09 4.44 .35 .000 

The table reports the mean differences and associated p-values for five distinct 
variables: Laz/Turkish-speaking birth rate, Proportion of Laz/Turkish-speaking 
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locally, Laz/Turkish immigration patterns, Amount of exogamy, and 
Laz/Turkish emigration patterns. These variables are indicative of various 
aspects of demographic and cultural dynamics, and their impact on the 
ethnolinguistic vitality of the communities is under scrutiny. Notably, the 
findings reveal significant disparities in vitality levels associated with each 
variable, with p-values all indicating statistical significance (p < .05). For 
instance, Laz/Turkish-speaking birth rate demonstrates a substantial mean 
difference of 2.25, highlighting the impact of birth rate on vitality. These results 
offer valuable insights into the complex interplay of demographic and cultural 
factors in shaping the perceived vitality of the Laz-speaking communities. As for 
the impact of specific variables on the perceived vitality of the Laz-speaking 
communities, Table 4 reports the mean differences and corresponding p-values 
for three distinct factors: Laz/Turkish control over business, Rate of Laz/Turkish 
in business, and Perceived group wealth. 

 
Table 4. Rate of Laz/Turkish control over business and wealth 

Questionnaire 
variables 

Laz vitality Turkish vitality Mean 
difference 

p 

Laz/Turkish control 
over business 

3.15 6.20 3.05 .000 

Rate of Laz/Turkish 
in business 

3.43 6.02 2.59 .000 

Perceived group 
wealth 

5.11 5.26 0.15 .177 

The variables presented in table 4 delve into the role of business ownership, 
business representation, and perceptions of group wealth in shaping the vitality 
perceptions within these communities. Particularly, Laz/Turkish control over 
business reveals a substantial mean difference of 3.05, while “Rate of 
Laz/Turkish in business” shows a significant mean difference of 2.59, both with 
highly significant p-values (p < .001). In contrast, perceived group wealth 
demonstrates a negligible mean difference of 0.15, with a p-value of 0.177, 
indicating a lack of statistical significance. Analysis examining the influence of 
the Rate of Laz/Turkish in mass media on the perceived vitality of the Laz 
language, is presented in Table 5. 
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Table 5. Rate of Laz/Turkish in mass media 

Questionnaire 
variables 

Laz vitality Turkish vitality Mean 
difference 

p 

Rate of Laz/Turkish 
in mass media 

2.08 5.85 3.77 .000 

Table 5 reveals a substantial mean difference of 3.77 with a highly significant p-
value (p < .001). The data highlights a substantial mean difference of 3.77, 
emphasizing the statistically significant impact of the representation of Laz and 
Turkish-speaking communities in mass media on the vitality perceptions. The 
associated p-value (p < .001) underscores the robustness of this relationship. This 
finding underscores the substantial role that media representation plays in 
shaping the vitality perceptions, illuminating a crucial aspect of their socio-
cultural dynamics. Concerning the impact of group and cultural belongingness 
on vitality, Table 6 indicates that there is a statistically significant difference 
between the two groups regarding their perceived group status. 

 
Table 6. Perceived group status and cultural belongingness 

Questionnaire 
variables 

Laz vitality Turkish vitality Mean 
difference 

p 

Perceived group 
status 

5.17 5.98 0.81 .000 

Pride of cultural 
history 

5.31 5.73 0.42 .001 

Evaluation of group’s 
cultural representation 

3.75 5.90 2.15 .000 

As presented in Table 6, the mean score for the Turkish vitality for Perceived 
group status (5.98) is significantly higher than the mean score for the Laz vitality 
(5.17), indicating that the Turkish group perceives their group status as higher. 
Similar to the first variable, there is a statistically significant difference between 
the two groups in terms of their pride of cultural history. The Turkish group has 
a significantly higher mean score (5.73) compared to the Laz language (5.31), 
indicating that they take more pride in their cultural history. Again, there is a 
statistically significant difference in the evaluation of the group’s cultural 
representation between the two groups. The Turkish group’s mean score (5.90) 
is substantially higher than the Laz group’s mean score (3.75), suggesting a more 
positive evaluation of cultural representation by the Turkish group. In summary, 
the table illustrates that the Turkish group tends to have higher scores on all three 
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variables compared to the Laz group. The low p-values indicate that these 
differences are statistically significant and not likely due to random chance. 
These results provide insight into the cultural and group identity perceptions of 
the two groups being studied. Table 7 provides a comparative analysis of key 
questionnaire variables, Perceived Group Strength and Predicted Future 
Strength, of the two distinct languages, namely Laz and Turkish, shedding light 
on their ethnolinguistic vitality. 

 
Table 7. Perceived group strength of Laz and Turkish 

Questionnaire 
variables 

Laz vitality Turkish vitality Mean 
difference 

p 

Perceived group 
strength 

5.03 5.24 0.21 .162 

Predicted future 
strength 

3.39 5.27 1.88 .000 

In the presented data in Table 7, two questionnaire variables, Perceived Group 
Strength and Predicted Future Strength, were compared. The results show that 
there is no statistically significant difference in the perceived group strength, as 
indicated by a p-value of 0.162. However, for the variable “Predicted Future 
Strength,” there is a significant difference, with a p-value of 0.000. A 
significantly higher belief in the future strength of Turkish compared to that of 
Laz was reported, with a notable mean difference of 1.88. These findings 
underscore the importance of understanding how perceptions of group strength 
and future prospects can vary for different languages, potentially influencing the 
collective identity and aspirations of speech communities. The results concerning 
the impact of the use of Laz and/or Turkish in schools on vitality are presented 
in Table 8. 

 
Table 8. Use of Laz/Turkish in education 

Questionnaire 
variables 

Laz vitality Turkish vitality Mean 
difference 

p 

Amount of 
Laz/Turkish in 
schools 

1.97 6.05 4.08 .000 

Table 8 presents a comparison of questionnaire variables, specifically Amount 
of Laz/Turkish in schools. The mean difference of 4.08, with a p-value of 0.000, 
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indicates a highly significant disparity between Laz and Turkish representation 
in schools. Turkish shows a considerably higher mean score (6.05) compared to 
Laz (1.97). These findings highlight potential inequalities in the educational 
representation of the two languages, with possible implications for access, 
opportunity, and broader social and cultural dynamics. The results regarding the 
impact of the use of Laz and/or Turkish on the perceived vitality of the Laz 
language are presented in Table 9. 

 
Table 9. Use of Laz and Turkish as liturgical languages 

Questionnaire 
variables 

Laz vitality Turkish vitality Mean 
difference 

p 

Amount of 
Laz/Turkish in 
religious worship 

2.66 5.44 2.78 .000 

Table 9 indicates a statistically significant difference in vitality between Laz and 
Turkish, with a mean difference of 2.78 and a p-value of 0.000. This suggests 
that there is a substantial difference in the level of use of Laz and Turkish 
languages in religious worship, with the Turkish language having a significantly 
higher mean score (5.44) compared to the Laz language (2.66). These findings 
imply that there is a distinct variance in religious use or representation of the two 
languages. Table 10 presents the results of the questionnaire variable, 
specifically examining the amount of contact between Turkish and Laz, to assess 
the extent of interaction and social dynamics between the Turkish and Laz 
communities. 

 
Table 10. Rate of Laz/Turkish in religious worship 

Questionnaire 
variables 

Laz vitality Turkish vitality Mean 
difference 

p 

Rate of Laz/Turkish 
in religious worship 

2.66 5.44 2.78 .000 

The data displays a substantial mean difference of 1.69, and a p-value of 0.000, 
signifying a highly significant difference. These results highlight a significant 
variance in the level of interaction or contact between the two communities. 
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5.2. Analysis of the narratives 

Besides the analysis of the perceived vitality of the Laz and Turkish languages, 
the narratives shared by the participants during the semi-structured interviews 
provide a valuable resource for gaining insight into how the participants shape 
their attitudes towards the ethnolinguistic vitality of their own heritage language 
and the socio-politically dominant language spoken around them. The 
participants of the interviews exhibit geographical diversity, residing in a variety 
of provinces and districts. Additionally, the wide age range, spanning from 20 to 
74 years, captures perspectives from different generations, revealing potential 
differences in attitudes towards language influenced by traditional and modern 
influences. The inclusion of both male and female participants acknowledges the 
role of gender in shaping language dynamics within the community, offering a 
nuanced exploration of gender-related language practices. Furthermore, 
variability in educational backgrounds, including primary and tertiary education, 
contribute to our interpretation of language proficiency, choices, and attitudes 
among participants. Upon the completion of the qualitative data collection 
process, the video recordings underwent verbatim transcription. The preliminary 
transcriptions underwent manual refinement and categorization in accordance 
with the predefined categories derived from the interview questions. The 
meticulous transcription of data assumes a pivotal role in case studies, as 
emphasized by Yin (2014), facilitating rigorous and in-depth analysis. In this 
context, the transcriptions were subjected to thorough review on multiple 
occasions, occasionally cross-referencing with the corresponding audio 
recordings to ensure a profound immersion into the data. 

 Employing the thematic analysis framework, this study also incorporated 
predefined themes aligned with Bourhis et al.’s (1981) framework. Accordingly, 
predetermined language status, language use, birth rate dynamics, language 
prestige, speech community prestige, influence of marital relations on language 
maintenance, and migration movements were integrated as predefined themes. 
These themes served as guiding pillars, grounding the analysis process in 
established theory while concurrently reflecting the real-life experiences of the 
participants. Analysis of the interview data that aimed to capture the present 
moment within its specific locality and examine how the Laz-speaking 
individuals reflect on the ethnolinguistic vitality of their heritage language, 
revealed three main themes. This section presents these themes together with 
illustrating excerpts. 
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A generational tension regarding the use and maintenance of the Laz language 

The predominant theme that surfaced from the data is a generational tension 
regarding the use and maintenance of the Laz language, as illustrated in Laz (1)’s 
narrative in Excerpt 1.  
 
Excerpt 1 [Laz (1), Interviewer] [underlined italics show switches to Laz, (Eng.) 
shows English translations] 
 
1. Laz (1): (…) I also speak Turkish. But I prefer Laz over Turkish… ee… 
2. My children and grandchildren tell me not to speak the Laz language.  
3. They tell me to speak Turkish. 
4.   Interviewer: Is that so? 
5.   Laz (1): They tell me that ‘Grandma, do not to speak like that!’ 
6.   Interviewer: So, how does the loss of the Laz language affect you? 
7.   Laz (1): I told you… “May our language not perish!” 
8.   I said that our language is our memory. My grandchildren disagreed with it. 
9.   They told me that they would learn it later. I said if you don’t learn it now,  
10.  you won't be able to learn later. 
11.  I also teach the children to count (in Laz), one, two, three - ar, jur, sum. (eng. 
 one, two, three) 
 
The excerpt highlights a generational and cultural tension regarding the use and 
preservation of the Laz language. Laz (1), as an aged speaker of Laz, expresses 
a commitment to maintaining the language as part of their cultural memory, 
while her descendants seem to have a more relaxed approach, suggesting an 
intent to learn it at a later time. Laz (1) emphasizes the importance of acting 
promptly to prevent the potential loss of the language, and their efforts include 
actively teaching younger family members to count in Laz. The conversation 
underscores the complex dynamics involved in language preservation within a 
family context. This excerpt supports the finding regarding “perceived local 
language status” and “perceived international language status,” which are 
indicative of the vitality levels associated with the perceived language status.  
Both the survey and the interview data reveal that the Laz vitality was 
significantly lower than Turkish vitality. These findings highlight the substantial 
influence of perceived language status on vitality, revealing valuable insights 
into the perceptions and preferences of individuals within this specific context. 
In a similar vein, the following excerpt captures a poignant conversation between 
the interviewer and Laz (2), exploring the pressing concern of the potential 
linguistic death of the Laz language. 
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Excerpt 2 [Laz (2), Interviewer] 
 
1. Interviewer: Do you think Laz is a language at the risk of extinction? Why? 
2. Laz (2): I think so. Because the new generation… unfortunately… 
3.   The generations that come after us do not prefer Laz.  
4.   They speak Turkish because they do not understand Laz. 
5.   Unfortunately, due to their speaking Turkish, Laz is at the risk of extinction. 
6.   Interviewer: How does it make you feel? 
7.   Laz (2): Well, because it is a part of my culture, this fact naturally hurts me. 

In this excerpt, Laz (2) expresses a concern that Laz is indeed at risk of extinction. 
The explanation begins by pointing out the unfortunate trend among the new 
generation, which, regrettably, does not show a preference for Laz. Laz (2) notes 
that they opt for Turkish, likely due to a lack of understanding of the Laz 
language. Laz (2) emphasizes that the usage of Turkish by the younger 
generation contributes to the endangered status of the Laz language. Furthermore, 
Laz (2) shares that the potential extinction of the Laz language evokes a deep 
emotional response. This sentiment is rooted in the cultural significance of the 
Laz language to Laz (2), expressing a sense of natural hurt caused by the prospect 
of losing a vital element of his cultural heritage. The response highlights the 
emotional connection between language, culture, and personal identity for Laz 
(2). 

This excerpt highlighting a generational tension regarding the use and 
maintenance of the Laz language was not revealed in the survey. Yet, the 
participants emphasized the importance of the use of their heritage language by 
youngsters for the maintenance of their linguistic heritage. 

Navigating the societal norms and languages in social domains 

Another central theme derived from the interview data is navigating the societal 
norms and institutions dominated by the majority language. This theme comes to 
the forefront through the narrative presented by Laz (3) in Excerpt 3. 

Excerpt 3 [Laz (3), Interviewer] 

1. Interviewer: (…) Well, you just said it yourself. 
2. you feel more comfortable speaking Laz when speaking Laz, right? 
3. Laz (3): Of course, of course, it naturally shifts in that direction. 
4. Interviewer: Alright, what about when you go to the hospital or something? 
5. Laz (3): I speak Turkish with them. 
6.   Interviewer: Turkish? 
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7.   Laz (3): I respond to them in Turkish.  

As exemplified in this excerpt, in light of the sociolinguistic context where 
Turkish is the socially dominant language and Laz is an endangered, dominated 
language, the dialogue takes on added significance. Laz (3)’s preference for 
speaking Laz and feeling more comfortable in that language suggests a 
connection to their linguistic and cultural heritage. When interviewer the inquires 
about Laz (3)’s language choice in certain domains, such as going to the hospital, 
Laz (3) explains that they switch to Turkish. This shift likely reflects the 
pragmatic necessity of using the dominant language in formal or institutional 
settings. The use of Turkish in specific contexts could be seen as a pragmatic 
adaptation to navigate the societal norms and institutions dominated by the 
majority language. The dialogue, therefore, reflects the complex interplay 
between language, culture, and the challenges faced by speakers of endangered 
languages in a socially dominant linguistic landscape. Similarly, Excerpt 4 
captures another instance, delving into the intricacies of language dynamics and 
societal expectations within a context dominated by the majority language, 
Turkish. Through the lens of Laz (4)’s experiences, the excerpt illuminates the 
tension between language preference and the practical demands imposed by 
societal norms. 

Excerpt 4 [Laz (4), Interviewer]  
 
1. Interviewer: (…) At the university, which language do you mostly use? 
2. Laz (4): At school? 
3. Interviewer: With your friends and professors. 
4. Laz (4): Turkish. Also with my Turkish friends. 
5. Interviewer: So, with your friends as well, it’s Turkish. 
6.   Laz (4): Yes. 
7.   Interviewer: So, let’s say you go to a government institution in Xopa.  
8.   For instance, you go to the hospital. 
9.   Laz (4): Yes. 
10. Interviewer: Or you go to the municipality or the population directorate.  
11. How do you speak? When you run into Laz acquaintances… 
12. Laz (4): Yes. 
13. Interviewer: Have you ever spoken Laz at a government institution? 
14. Laz (4): No, generally, Laz people don’t speak Laz in such formal places. 
15. Interviewer: Hmm… 
16. Laz (4): They prefer Turkish over Laz in governmental bodies. 
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This excerpt provides insights into the language choices and preferences of Laz 
(4) in different social contexts, particularly within the academic and 
governmental spheres. Laz (4) indicates a predominant use of Turkish at the 
university, with Turkish friends and professors. The interviewer then probes into 
the language practices in governmental institutions, specifically mentioning 
scenarios like hospitals or municipal offices. Laz (4) confirms the continued use 
of Turkish in such formal settings and emphasizes that Laz people generally 
avoid speaking Laz in these environments. The final statement, “They prefer 
Turkish over Laz in governmental bodies,” underscores a broader trend within 
the Laz-speaking community, highlighting a practical adaptation to the dominant 
linguistic norms in official and formal spaces. The dialogue thus unveils the 
intricate dynamics of language use, social expectations, and the preservation of 
linguistic identity within a broader sociolinguistic context. This finding aligns 
with the survey results, highlighting significant disparities in the representation 
and vitality of Laz and Turkish in educational and governmental domains. The 
survey reveals a significant imbalance where Turkish has a notably higher mean 
score (6.05) compared to Laz (1.97). It also illustrates significant differences in 
vitality levels based on Laz/Turkish presence in government services. Laz 
vitality is substantially lower in both contexts, emphasizing the influential role 
of language representation in shaping perceptions of vitality. 

The following excerpt unravels another theme that reflects complex tapestry of 
language preferences within the social spheres of the Laz speaker, shedding light 
on the delicate dance between Laz and Turkish languages.  

Dancing between Laz and Turkish in social networking, with a focus on social 
bias 

Excerpt 5 [Laz (5), Interviewer] 

1.   Interviewer: Well, when communicating with relatives and neighbors,  
2.   which language or languages do you mostly use? 
3.   Laz (5): When in the village, we greet each other in Laz,  
4.   and then we speak Turkish. Because... 
5.   Interviewer: Do you switch into Turkish? 
6.   Laz (5): Exactly. 
7.   Interviewer: So, it’s Turkish around eighty to ninety percent of the time. 
8.   Laz (5): Yes, something like that. 
9.   Interviewer: What about with your relatives, like your auntie or uncle? 
10. Laz (5): Oh, I speak Laz with them. 
11. Interviewer: You do? 
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12. Laz (5): Yes. 
13. Interviewer: I think the percentage increases then. I mean... 
14. Laz (5): It varies according to the degree of closeness. 
15. Interviewer: It varies? Hmm… 
16. Laz (5): Yes. 
17. Interviewer: Hmm. How about with your mother and father? 
18. Laz (5): Well... 
19. Interviewer: For example, if your mom or dad called right now. 
20. Laz (5): Yeah. 
21. Interviewer: How would you speak? 
22. Laz (5): Well, in such situations, I try to speak Laz because it’s private. 
23. Interviewer: I see. 
24. Laz (5): I speak Laz. I think they might feel uncomfortable, so I go outside  
25. and speak Laz. Actually, there were people who found it strange. 
26. Like, “Speak Turkish,” or something, after that, I never spoke Laz in public. 
27. Interviewer: You didn’t. Do you respond?  
28. Laz (5): When they say that, I say it’s my mother tongue. I keep talking. 
29. Interviewer: Great! Well, with your elders, your grandfather, how much do  
30. you speak in Laz? 
31. Laz (5): Fifty percent. 
32. Interviewer: So, in what language do your mom and dad talk to each other? 
33. Laz (5): In Laz. Always in Laz. 

This excerpt sheds light on the dynamic nature of language choices in various 
social networks of the interlocutor, identified as Laz (5), emphasizing the 
influence of familial relationships. Laz (5) reveals a pattern where greetings are 
exchanged in Laz within the village, followed by a transition to Turkish during 
conversations. This bilingual practice suggests a contextual adaptation 
influenced by the social network. Further questioning by the interviewer prompts 
Laz (5) to elaborate on language choices within the family. Interestingly, Laz (5) 
indicates that the language used varies according to the degree of closeness with 
relatives. While Turkish is predominant, Laz is reserved for interactions with 
close relatives, adding a layer of complexity to the linguistic landscape. This 
excerpt also unveils the private nature of Laz (5)’s conversations with parents, 
where Laz is deliberately chosen over Turkish. She explains this choice as an 
attempt to create a sense of intimacy and comfort. However, the finding that Laz 
(5) faced criticism for speaking Laz in public demonstrates the societal 
expectations and the impact of external perceptions on language choices. 
Furthermore, Laz (5) discloses that approximately fifty percent of interactions 
with the grandfather occur in Laz. This finding highlights the role of generational 
differences in shaping language preferences within the family. 
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6  Discussion and conclusion 

The present study aimed at investigating the ethnolinguistic vitality of the Laz 
language in Türkiye, recognizing the broader implications of language 
preservation efforts in the face of globalization (Bromham et al. 2022). 
Ethnolinguistic vitality, as defined by Giles et al. (1977), is crucial in examining 
the state of minority languages and the vitality of the communities that speak to 
them. The study aligns with the imperative outlined by Bromham et al. (2022) to 
invest in language documentation, bilingual education, and community-based 
awareness programs to prevent the extinction of endangered languages. The 
quantitative data reveal statistically significant differences in how Laz speakers 
perceive the vitality of their heritage language compared to Turkish across all 
examined variables. These findings are supported by very small p-values (p < 
.001), indicating strong statistical significance. The largest differences appear in 
variables related to the presence of Laz and Turkish in government services, 
schools, mass media, and religious settings. This suggests that representation 
within institutional, educational, media, and religious domains plays a key role 
in shaping the ethnolinguistic vitality of Laz-speaking communities. 
Furthermore, variables related to international language status, immigration 
patterns, and anticipated future strength are key contributors to the identified 
disparities. These variables offer poignant evidence that perceptions of 
international recognition, migratory dynamics, and prospective trajectories 
significantly inform the mosaic of group vitality perceptions. Though some 
variables, such as “Perceived group strength,” and “Perceived group wealth,” 
may exhibit more modest mean differences, they should not be relegated to the 
periphery of scholarly contemplation. These factors, albeit less salient, 
nevertheless resonate within the broader context of ethnic group dynamics, 
underscoring the pertinence of variables encapsulating dimensions of group 
potency and economic well-being. 

The findings of the study contribute to the ongoing discourse on language 
preservation, cultural identity, and the impact of globalization on linguo-
diversity (Bromham et al. 2022). The observed variations in ethnolinguistic 
vitality perceptions among Laz and Turkish speakers underscore the complex 
interplay of linguistic, demographic, and institutional factors. The disparities 
revealed in domains such as government services, political power, media 
representation, and educational settings highlight the multifaceted challenges 
faced by minority languages like Laz. The study’s mixed-methods approach, 
combining quantitative and qualitative data, aligns with the call for a more 
comprehensive understanding of language vitality. While some themes that 
emerge in interviews support the findings revealed in the survey, some important 
themes emerge only in the interview and have a huge impact on our 
understanding of the broader context of language dynamics within the Laz-
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speaking community. In particular, the interviews unveil critical aspects related 
to language maintenance and ethnolinguistic vitality perception of Laz among its 
speakers. These unique themes delve into the intricacies of how the community 
perceives the vitality and relevance of Laz within their social, educational, and 
governmental interactions. This additional layer of qualitative data not only 
enhances our comprehension of the complexities surrounding language use but 
also enriches the discussion on the challenges and strategies associated with 
sustaining Laz, contributing significantly to a more comprehensive 
understanding of the community's linguistic landscape.  
One of the prominent themes emerging from the study is the generational tension 
regarding the use and maintenance of the Laz language. The narratives highlight 
a commitment to preserving the language as part of cultural memory, 
emphasizing the urgency of action to prevent potential loss. However, the 
younger generation appears to have a more relaxed approach, suggesting an 
intent to learn Laz at a later time. This tension reflects the broader challenge 
faced by many endangered languages, where the older generation perceives a 
threat to linguistic and cultural heritage due to the changing language preferences 
of the youth. The preference of the younger generation for Turkish, coupled with 
a lack of understanding of Laz, contributes to the endangered status of the 
language. The emotional response from Laz speakers underlines the deep cultural 
significance of the Laz language, reinforcing the link between language, culture, 
and personal identity. This emotional connection is a crucial aspect of 
ethnolinguistic vitality, as individuals with a strong sense of ethnic and linguistic 
identity are more likely to have higher levels of self-esteem and life satisfaction 
(Phinney 1990). The findings also highlight the complex dynamics of navigating 
societal norms dominated by the majority language, Turkish. Narratives 
showcase a pragmatic adaptation to the linguistic landscape, where Laz speakers, 
while expressing a preference for Laz in certain contexts, shift to Turkish in 
formal or institutional settings. This pragmatic use of Turkish reflects the 
challenges faced by minority languages in domains such as academic institutions 
and governmental bodies. The excerpts reveal the tension between language 
preference and practical demands imposed by societal norms, showcasing that 
Laz people generally avoid speaking Laz in governmental institutions, 
emphasizing a pragmatic choice driven by the dominant linguistic norms in 
official and formal spaces. This reflects the influence of institutional support 
factors, one of the dimensions of ethnolinguistic vitality as outlined by Giles et 
al. (1977).  

In the context of Laz, whose vitality is shaped by both historical and 
contemporary sociolinguistic pressures, Mufwene’s (2017) ecological 
perspective offers a particularly valuable lens. The Laz language exists within a 
complex ecology in which intergenerational transmission, community cohesion, 
and patterns of interaction with the dominant Turkish-speaking environment play 
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decisive roles. According to Mufwene, the “local interactional dynamics within 
specific population structures” (2017: 213) are crucial for assessing both current 
vitality and the likelihood of future language loss. For Laz, these dynamics 
include factors such as the concentration of Laz speakers in geographically 
contiguous areas, the extent of intra-community social networks, and the degree 
of integration into broader societal institutions. An ecological approach 
underscores how these localized social and cultural interactions—not just the 
presence of bilingualism or institutional support—mediate the maintenance or 
erosion of the language. In this sense, integrating Mufwene’s ecological 
framework into the study of Laz ethnolinguistic vitality provides a more holistic 
understanding of the interplay between linguistic practices, cultural identity, and 
socio-political conditions, offering deeper insight into the language’s prospects 
for survival. 

The discussion further extends to social networking dynamics, emphasizing 
the influence of familial relationships on language choices. The choice of 
language within the family varies based on the degree of closeness with relatives, 
highlighting the influence of demographic factors on language preferences.  
However, the revelation that speakers faced criticism for speaking Laz in public 
underscores the impact of social bias on language choices. This aligns with the 
subjective dimension of ethnolinguistic vitality, emphasizing the importance of 
individuals' perceptions of their group's vitality. The criticism faced by speakers 
indicates the external pressures and societal expectations that contribute to the 
challenges faced by speakers of endangered languages. The qualitative data in 
this study, capturing the present moment within the specific locality of Laz-
speaking individuals, aligns with Mufwene’s (2017) emphasis on the ecological 
perspective. The generational tension, pragmatic language choices, and social 
networking dynamics collectively underscore the need for a larger emphasis on 
the ecological perspective in approaches to ethnolinguistic vitality. The language 
ecology, including local interactional dynamics within specific population 
structures, is crucial in understanding the challenges and opportunities for 
language preservation. 

The study provides valuable insights into the ethnolinguistic vitality of the 
Laz language, emphasizing the complex interplay of linguistic, demographic, 
and institutional factors. The generational tension, pragmatic language choices, 
and social networking dynamics contribute to the broader discourse on language 
endangerment, preservation, and the need for a comprehensive understanding of 
language vitality in specific sociolinguistic contexts. 

In conclusion, the study not only sheds light on the specific challenges faced 
by the Laz language and its speakers but also contributes to the broader discourse 
on language endangerment, preservation, and the intricate dynamics of linguo-
diversity in the context of globalization. The findings underscore the urgency of 
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preserving minority languages like Laz to maintain linguistic variety and 
safeguard cultural heritage in the face of evolving global linguistic landscapes. 
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EK-1  
Lazca etnodilbilimsel canlılık anketi 

Değerli katılımcı, 
 
Çalışmamıza katıldığınız için teşekkür ederiz. Bu anketten elde edilecek bilgiler 
sadece “Doğu Karadeniz'de Konuşulmakta Olan Yok Olma Tehlikesi Altındaki 
Dillerin Etnodilbilimsel Canlılık Durumu” projesi kapsamında gerçekleştirilen 
"Lazcanın Etnodilbilimsel Canlılık Durumu" başlıklı bilimsel çalışma için 
kullanılacaktır ve başka hiçbir şekilde kullanılmayacaktır. 

 
 

1. GENEL BİLGİLER 
 

Yaş: Cinsiyet:       Erkek □              Kadın □ 

Mesleği: Doğum Yeri: 

Eğitim Durumu: İkamet Yeri: 

 
2. DİL GEÇMİŞİ BİLGİSİ 

 
 

2.2. Annenizin ana dili nedir?  

2.3. Babanızın ana dili nedir?  

2.4. Lütfen a) bildiğiniz dilleri öğrenme sırasına ve hangi yaşta öğrendiğinize 
gore sıralayınız, 

b) bu dillerdeki başarı seviyenizin sözlü, yazılı ya da her ikisi mi 
olduğunu belirtiniz. 

 

APPENDIX 1 
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3.  LAZCANIN TOPLUMSAL KULLANIM ORANI 

Bu bölümde Lazcanın toplumsal kullanım oranı ile ilgili bir soru bulunmaktadır. Cevaplarınız 
için şimdiden teşekkür ederim. 

1. Şu an yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca konuşanların sayısının (yüzde 0'dan 100'e değin) 
yüzdelik oranı tahmininize göre nedir?  
%________ 

2. Şu an yaşadığınız şehirde Türklerin sayısının (yüzde 0'dan 100'e değin) yüzdelik oranı 
tahmininize göre nedir? 
%________ 

4.  LAZCANIN TOPLUMSAL DURUMU 

Bu bölümde Lazcanın toplumsal kullanım durumuyla ilgili sorular bulunmaktadır. 
Cevaplarınız için şimdiden teşekkür ederim. Cevaplarınızda 1 en az; 7 ise en yüksek anlamına 
gelmektedir. 

1. Şu an yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca ne kadar saygın bir konuma sahiptir? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Hiç saygın değil   ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça saygın 

2. Şu an yaşadığınız şehirde Türkçe ne kadar saygın bir konuma sahiptir? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Hiç saygın değil   ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça saygın 

3. Dünyada uluslararası alanda Lazca ne kadar saygın bir konuma sahiptir? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Hiç saygın değil   ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça saygın 

4. Dünyada uluslararası alanda Türkçe ne kadar saygın bir konuma sahiptir? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Hiç saygın değil   ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça saygın 

5. Şu an yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca devlet hizmetlerinde (örn. sağlık kurumları, 
belediye, sosyal yardım kuruluşları) hangi sıklıkla kullanılır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Hiçbir zaman       ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Her zaman  
 

6. Şu an yaşadığınız şehirde Türkçe devlet hizmetlerinde (örn. sağlık kurumları, 
belediye, sosyal yardım kuruluşları) hangi sıklıkla kullanılır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Hiçbir zaman       ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Her zaman 

7. Şu an yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca konuşanların doğum artış oranını/durumunu 
tahmin ediniz.  
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Azalan                   ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Artan 

8. Şu an yaşadığınız şehirde Türkçe konuşanların doğum artış oranını/durumunu 
tahmin ediniz.  
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Azalan                   ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Artan 

9. Şu an yaşadığınız şehirde ekonomik ve ticari işlemlerde Lazca dili ne sıklıkla 
kullanılmaktadır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Hiçbir zaman       ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Her zaman  

10. Şu an yaşadığınız şehirde ekonomik ve ticari işlemlerde Türkçe ne sıklıkla 
kullanılmaktadır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Hiçbir zaman       ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Her zaman 
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11. Lazca kitle iletişim araçlarında (örn. televizyon, radyo, gazete) tarafından ne kadar 

iyi yansıtılmaktadır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Pek iyi değil         ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça iyi 

12. Türkçe kitle iletişim araçlarında (örn. televizyon, radyo, gazete) tarafından ne kadar 
iyi yansıtılmaktadır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Pek iyi değil         ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça iyi 

13. Yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca konuşmak bireye ne kadar saygınlık kazandırır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Hiç kazandırmaz ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça kazandırır 

14. Yaşadığınız şehirde Türkçe konuşmak bireye ne kadar saygınlık kazandırır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Hiç kazandırmaz  ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça  kazandırır 

15. Yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca konuşan insanlar yaşadıkları yerlerde ne oranda 
çoğunluk/azınlık durumundadır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Küçük bir azınlık ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Büyük bir çoğunluk 

16. Yaşadığınız şehirde Türkçe konuşan insanlar yaşadıkları yerlerde ne oranda 
çoğunluk/azınlık durumundadır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Küçük bir azınlık ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Büyük bir çoğunluk 

17. Yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca okullarda (seçmeli ders de dahil) ne oranda 
öğretilmektedir? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Hiç okutulmaz     ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Tamamen okutulmaktadır 

18. Yaşadığınız şehirde Türkçe okullarda (seçmeli ders de dahil) ne oranda 
öğretilmektedir? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
Hiç okutulmaz     ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Tamamen okutulmaktadır 

19. Lazca konuşulan bölgelere her yıl ne kadar Lazca konuşan insan (geri) göç 
etmektedir? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

20. Lazca konuşulan bölgelere her yıl ne kadar Türkçe konuşan insan (geri) göç 
etmektedir? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

21. Lazca konuşanlar ne oranda Lazca konuşanlarla evlenmektedir? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 
 
 

22. Lazca konuşmayanlar/bilmeyenler ne oranda Lazca 
konuşmayanlarla/bilmeyenlerle evlenmektedir? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

23. Lazca konuşanlar yaşadığınız şehirde ne oranda siyasi hayatta etkindir? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

24. Lazca konuşmayanlar/bilmeyenler yaşadığınız şehirde ne oranda siyasi hayatta 
etkindir? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 
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25. Laz dili yaşadığınız şehirde iş yerlerinde ve iş ilişkilerinde hangi sıklıkla 

kullanılmaktadır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

26. Türkçe yaşadığınız şehirde iş yerlerinde ve iş ilişkilerinde hangi sıklıkla 
kullanılmaktadır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

27. Yaşadığınız şehirden her yıl ne oranda Laz başka yerlere göç etmektedir? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

28. Yaşadığınız şehirden her yıl ne oranda Lazca konuşmayan/bilmeyen kişi başka 
yerlere göç etmektedir? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

29. Yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca konuşanlar kendi tarih ve başarılarıyla ne sıklıkla gurur 
duymaktadır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

30. Yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca konuşmayanlar/bilmeyenler kendi tarih ve başarılarıyla 
ne sıklıkla gurur duymaktadır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

31. Yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca ibadethanelerde ve ibadette ne sıklıkla kullanılmaktadır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

32. Yaşadığınız şehirde Türkçe ibadethanelerde ve ibadette ne sıklıkla 
kullanılmaktadır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

33. Yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca kültürel etkinliklerde (konser vb.) ne sıklıkla 
kullanılmaktadır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 
 
 

34.  Yaşadığınız şehirde Türkçe kültürel etkinliklerde (konser vb.) ne sıklıkla 
kullanılmaktadır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

35.  Yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca konuşanların ne oranda etkin ve güçlü olduğunu 
düşünüyorsunuz? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

36.  Yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca konuşmayanların/bilmeyenlerin ne oranda etkin ve 
güçlü olduğunu düşünüyorsunuz? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

37.  Yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca konuşanların ne kadar varlıklı ve zengin olduğunu 
düşünüyorsunuz? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

38.  Yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca konuşmayanların/bilmeyenlerin ne kadar varlıklı ve 
zengin olduğunu düşünüyorsunuz? 
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                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

39.  Yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca konuşanların ileriki yıllarda (20-30 yıl sonra) ne kadar 
etkin olacağını düşünüyorsunuz? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

40.  Yaşadığınız şehirde Lazca konuşmayanların/bilmeyenlerin ileriki yıllarda (20-30 
yıl sonra) ne kadar etkin olacağını düşünüyorsunuz? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                  Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 

41.  Lazca konuşanlarla ve Lazca konuşmayan/bilmeyenler arasında genel olarak ne 
oranda iletişim vardır? 
                                1        2         3        4        5        6        7 
                     Hiç    ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝      ⃝  Oldukça fazla 


