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PRESENTATION
The Laz Institute has been established in 17’th May 2013 by 37 people
formed of academicians, writers, musicians and activists, the majority
of who are of Laz origin. The fundamental aim of the Laz Institute is
the preservation and development of the Laz language and introduction of its culture and history to wide circles or people, to be passed
on to future generations. To this end, shortly after its establishment,
the Laz Institute has prepared the curriculum for the Laz language
lessons, which has been adopted by the Turkish Ministry of National
Education and Laz can be taken as an elective lesson for two hours a
week at the state secondary schools since 2013.
Subsequently, a donation protocol was made with the Ministry of
National Education to prepare Laz course books for the elective Laz
lessons at the years 5,6,7, and 8 of the secondary schools. The course
books for the years 5,6,7 and 8 have been prepared and delivered to the
Ministry. Another important step of these efforts has been providing
pedagogic formation on “how to teach the Laz
The Laz Institute has completed a project funded by the European
Union Delegation to Turkey, which took place between January 2016
and July 2018. The project titled as “Development of Mother TongueBased Multilingual Education in the Laz Language”, or in short “The
Living Laz Project”, has been conducted in the Laz speaking regions of
East Black Sea and Marmara in Turkey. During this project, another
protocol has been signed with the Turkish Ministry of National Education which allowed the Laz Institute to provide a 5 days training to the
official teachers of the Ministry of Education on teaching the Laz language to the students. At the end of this training, the participants were
given their certificates by the Turkish Ministry of National Education.
A second training has been organised by the Institute to train the instructors of Laz who are not affiliated to the Ministry of Education and
on completion certificates have been provided to the attendants by the
Laz Institute.
Education materials and printed and digital materials have been
prepared to support the training of educators of the Laz language.
Among the education materials were a Turkish-Laz-English dictionary, a Laz language teacher training book, and a textbook intended
for students called “Lazuri Doviguram”. Also, the video lectures of the
units that make up the book have been recorded and uploaded to the
Laz Institute social media accounts. In addition, posters and brochures
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have been prepared to introduce the Laz people and Laz language and
pointing out that Laz language is in danger of extinction. Additionally,
short films have been created, panels and conversation meetings have
been organized.
Furthermore, the Laz Institute has prepared a Laz language curriculum, followed by the preparation of a teacher training programme, in
order to faciliate the opening of Laz languages courses at the public
education centres as a part of the Turkish Ministry of National Education General Directorate of Lifelong Education. The teacher trainings
are planned to be implementd in the short term.
Another important component of the project is the report prepared
under the title ‘The Current Status of the Laz Language - 2018”, which
has been prepared as an output of a comprehensive field study carried out in the Laz spoken regions. The field research that constitutes
the basis of the report has been conducted in Pazar (Atina), Ardeşen
(Arûaşeni), Çamlıhemşin (Vica), Fındıklı (Vitze) districts of Rize province and in Arhavi (Arkabi), Hopa (Xopa), Kemalpaşa (Noğedi / Makriyali) and Borçka (Boçxa) districts of Artvin province in the Eastern
Black Sea Region where the Laz language continues its historical existence. In addition, in order to be able to make comparisons, data were
collected by means of questionnaire method in Sapanca and Düzce,
which are located in the Marmara Region, where the “‘93 War” immigrant Laz people live collectively. The fieldwork has been carried out
in two stages that supported each other. These are in-depth interviews
with 50 people and face-to-face surveys with 600 people. In addition,
field observations to support research were made and the usage of the
Laz language in social media was analysed.
Besides “The Current Status of the Laz Language - 2018” report being a first in terms of the Laz language, it is a fine exemplary work that
has been conducted in this field in Turkey. We believe that the report
will guide us on the steps that need to be taken for the survival of the
Laz language, as well as benefiting the other non-governmental organisations and decision-makers on saving other languages in danger,
too.
The Laz Institute will strive to continue to contribute towards sustaining the Laz language’s existence as a living language and the development of multilingual education in Turkey in its future studies.

					Ismail Avcı Bucaklişi
				
The Chairman of the Laz Institute
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FOREWORD
This Report presents the findings of a large-scale survey study conducted on the Laz language and Laz-speaking communities in Turkey. On the basis of data collected within the scope of the LIVING
LAZ project, the aim is to reveal the current status of Laz spoken
at home and in the community, with a focus on the historical, sociolinguistic and educational perspectives. The data for this project
were collected through a questionnaire study and an in-depth interview study in two different geographical areas in Turkey, where
Laz is spoken widely. To this end, a unique feature of this project is the analysis of the most recent systematic data concerning
Laz-speaking communities both in the Black Sea region (Eastern
Black Sea) with the highly-populated Laz speakers and those who
live in urban areas in the Marmara Region. Given that little to date
has been reported in terms of the use of Laz in detailed terms, the
current project-LIVING LAZ- is the first study which examines the
use of Laz in a large-scale study design. The aim is to raise awareness of Laz and to stimulate debate on language planning in Turkey
with special reference to the use of the Laz language and culture in
education.
According to UNESCO’s Atlas of the World’s Languages in Danger,
Laz has been classified as one of the ‘definitely endangered’ languages. In line with UNESCO’s classification, the results presented in
this project demonstrate that with respect to language proficiency and language use, in particular, competence in Laz is seriously
decreasing in Laz-speaking communities, and getting mostly restricted to daily communication. It remains to be seen the nature of
language shift across different different generations.
The findings reported here underline the need to reflect critically on the status of Laz while taking fully into consideration the
implications for human rights and language policies in societies
with bi/multilingual populations. This is a logical and necessary
step in the process of ensuring that any requirements accompanying language provision need to correspond to the needs of ethnic
or migrant groups in order to preserve their bi/multilingual profile.
21

22

1.

INTRODUCTION

Meet Zeki, Asli, Gülhan, Halil, Gürsel, Volkan, Birol, Zeki is in his
mid-twenties. He lives in Pazar, one of the Laz-speaking communities in the Black Sea region. When he was asked what his mother
tongue was, he said
‘In my opinion it is Laz but if you ask which language I speak,
it is Turkish’.
Asli is also from Pazar and she is 26.
‘Of course my mother tongue is Laz. However, in some contexts we also need Turkish. If you have a job, people pay attention to your accent’.
Gülhan is a middle-aged person (58) who also lives in Pazar.
‘Our mother tongue is Laz. We were born as Laz, we grew up
speaking Laz. We also learned Turkish here and there. We
just get by’.
Halil was one of the oldest respondents in the study. He was 91,
living in Hopa. While stating that his mother tongue was Turkish,
he stressed that his mother tongue changed after he started school.
‘My mother tongue is Turkish. I also know Laz. I learned it
from my family. When I was born, we first grew up speaking
Laz only. When we started school, even before going to school we were able to speak some Turkish. But our mother tongue was initially Laz by then’.
Gürsel was from Findikli. He was 54.
‘I am at the intermediate level in terms of my competence in
Laz, because even in our generation speaking in Laz was declining.’
The decline in the use of Laz pointed out by Gürsel was also stressed by some of the repsondents who were in their twenties.
A young man Volkan (aged 22) from Arhavi expressed his views as
23

follows:
‘I cannot speak Laz fluently, but I can understand it’.
Likewise, Asli said
‘I know Laz but I cannot speak it’
Birol, another young man (aged 25) living in Findikli, pointed at his
mother and said:
‘I don’t know Laz. While my father is Laz, my mother is from
Hemşin. So, it was not spoken much at home. We didn’t have
any chance to learn Laz’
Irfan, another middle-aged (69) participant from Pazar stated:
‘No, I cannot read and write in Laz but I learned some of the
letters in Laz. There was a book on Laz and I learned some
letters such as X and 3, but I cannot write in Laz as the letters
are different. That’s why we cannot write’
These people are some of the participants of this project who
contributed both to the questionnaire and the interview study during the data collection period. What do all these people have in
common? They all share some knowledge of Laz: from the ability
to understand it a little to a quite robust grasp of the language. For
almost all of them, Laz co-exists with Turkish, the language with
which the majority of them are generally more comfortable in speaking. They all completed their schooling in Turkish and had no
formal education at all in Laz. Perhaps, 35 years ago, they were called semi-bilinguals (Dorian, 1981), or incomplete acquirers (Montrul, 2008, Polinsky, 2006), or unbalanced-pseudo-bilinguals (Baker
& Jones, 1998). The lack of a unified definition may be partially a
reflection of the general lack of consensus among researchers
about what these speakers know of their home language, and how
best we can define their language competence. Today, millions of
people like Zeki, Halil, Gürsel and Birol with similar or different life
stories are known as heritage speakers, a term which has gained
popularity among linguists since the mid-1990’s (Cummins, 2005).
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From a linguistic perspective, heritage speakers refer to individuals who are raised in a home environment where a language
other than the majority language spoken in the society. This generally occurs in first generation migrants or ethnic groups as well
as in second and later generations who are exposed to their family
language but may or may not speak it (Valdés, 2000). As highlighted in the above quotes from Zeki, Asli, Gürsel, Birol these people
are bilingual people, but their knowledge of the mother tongue appears to be limited, despite the fact that like many people around
the world they have access to their heritage language to some degree by hearing their grandparents or members of the community
who speak it. In most cases, these speakers begin learning their
heritage language concurrently with the dominant language which eventually become their stronger language. Based on data from
Laz speakers in Turkey, this is the kind of bilingualism examined
in this Report.
This Report presents a detailed analysis of the status of Laz,
based on the information gathered from two studies. In the first
study, quantitative data were collected from 450 Laz-speaking participants living both in the Marmara Region and the East Black Sea
Region. In the second study, 50 respondents living in the Black Sea
region participated in an in-depth interview study.
The project aimed to examine:
(a)

how Laz has been used at home and in the community,

(b)

how it is transmitted to next generations over time,

(c)

how Laz-speaking people perceive themselves as speakers of
Laz,

(d)

which language they prefer to use in daily life,

(e)

what their attitude towards the maintenance of Laz is
Apart from some folkloric elements, up until today, the Laz
language and the Laz-speaking communities have received
limited attention both in academic and educational circles in
25

Turkey. Given its large database and comparative research
design, this Project is aimed to fill this gap by providing original data from Laz speakers who live both in the East Black
Sea region and the Marmara region in Turkey.
After a brief introduction, Section 2 presents some introductory
remarks on the historical background of the Laz community and
their heritage language, Laz, with special reference to early studies
on Laz, the relationship between language and identity as well as
the use of Laz in daily life in Turkey.
Given that the participants of this Project are Laz-Turkish bilingual speakers, it will be useful to examine major components
of bilingualism. Therefore, Section 3 presents the conceptual framework of the Project and discusses key issues central to an understanding of bilingualism and bilingual communities. This section specifically focusses on types of bilingualism, cognitive and
social advantages of bilingualism, the notion of diglossia, language
shift and language maintenance, all of which are central to bilingual individuals and bilingual communities. This section concludes
with a discussion on previous work on Laz.
Section 4 discusses the methodology of the project with special reference to data collection procedures, the content of the questionnaire and the socio-demographic characteristics of the 450
participants who contributed to the project in the Black Sea and
the Marmara Regions. This section also presents the in-depth interview data collected from 50 participants living in the Black Sea
region.
Section 5 presents the results of the questionnaire study with
regard to the participants’ language preference, their competence
in Laz and Turkish, the use of Laz and Turkish in daily life, and attitudes towards Laz among the speakers, with special reference to
their perception of the mother tongue and its maintenance.
On similar grounds, Section 6 discusses the results of the data
from the in-depth interview study, with reference to the participants’ proficiency level in Laz, intergenerational transmission of
Laz to younger generations, the extent of the use of Laz in the fa26

mily. This section ends with the participants’ beliefs and attitudes
towards Laz.
In line with a bilingual and multilingual perspective, this Report
concludes with some suggestions on how the status of Laz can be
enhanced and the Laz community can become more visible in the
Turkish society. To this end, a number of suggestions are included
in the Report for further research on Laz and Laz-speaking communities. The appendices contain the figures and tables of the relevant statistical data on which this Report is based. Finally, the bibliography contains the titles of works used in the preparation of the
Report, which readers may wish to consult for further information.
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2. THE LAZ LANGUAGE AND THE LAZ-SPEAKING
COMMUNITIES
2.1. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
The Laz people are an ethnic group who live mainly in the East
Black Sea region of Turkey and Georgia. Their language, Laz, is one
of the South Caucasian languages spoken in Sarpi and Batumi in
Georgia and in some provinces located in Eastern Black Sea Region
of Turkey (Karimova & Deverell, 2001; Lacroix, 2007, Benninghaus,
1989). Despite that all the other South Caucasian languages such as
Mergel, Svan and Georgian are spoken in Georgia, Laz is the only
South Caucasian language spoken in Turkey (Kutscher, 2008:83).
Similar to Turkish, Laz has a subject–object–verb (SOV) order
(Kojima & Bucaklişi, 2003). There is no gender distinction in nouns,
pronouns or adjectives. The only marked categories for nouns are
number and case. Verbs in Laz are inflected for person, number,
tense and mood (Willis, 2010). There are numerous loanwords borrowed from Turkish and these loanwords generally show distinct
phonological adaptations (Lacroix, 2007).
The mainland of Laz and the Laz community is mostly the Eastern part of the Black Sea Region. While there is no detailed information about the history of the Laz people in the Eastern Black Sea
region (bkz. Minorsky 1952), it is well known that they have been a
part of the local people in the region for a long time (Brendemoen
(1990). Throughout history in the last millennium, the region was
first under the dominance of the Greek Pontus and later the Ottoman Empire. As a result of the changing power in the region, the
Laz were physically displaced and merged with Greek and Turkish
communities. Following the Ottoman-Russian war of 1877-1878,
many Laz people emigrated from Batum and settled mostly in the
Marmara Region, including the provinces of Istanbul, Sakarya,
Akçakoca, Bolu, Düzce, Yalova, Karamürsel, Sapanca and Balikesir.
The Laz population still exists in some villages near Batum (Sarpi
and Kvariati villages) within the borders of Georgia.
28

Today in geographical terms the Laz people primarily live in
two cities in the Eastern Black Sea region (see Figure 1): (i) Rize and
its provinces of Pazar, Ardeşen, Çamlihemşin and Findikli, and (ii)
Artvin and its provinces of Arhavi, Borçka, Kemalpaşa and Hopa.
The data within the scope of this project were collected from these
provinces. Figure 1 shows the geographical area of Laz-speaking
communities, extending from Rize to the city of Sarpi (or Sarp), a
town in Georgia where Laz is spoken.
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The Laz people up until recently were mainly considered to be
the speakers of the Black Sea dialects of Turkish. In particular, the
image of ‘naive’ and ‘funny’ in folk sayings is still used in the description of Laz people in films and TV series. For some anthropologists, they mostly identify themselves with their regions, villages, and Muslim communities. In traditional terms, the notions of
Turkishness and Islam go hand in hand in this region. For some
researchers, religion appears even more important then their ethnic identity. The majority of them relate their identity both to Turk
and Laz (Beller-Hann ve Hann 2001:38).
From a socio-political perspective, when the Ottomans ended
the Trabzon Empire in 1461, the whole region where the Laz people lived got under their dominance. This was perhaps the beginning of the Laz to learn Islam and their transition from Christianity
to Islam. The Ottoman Lazistan was ruled by semi-autonomous
powers like the other regions in the periphery. In the Ottoman Empire there was a Lazistan shrine in the Trabzon province (Minorsky
1952:1).
Perhaps the centralized governmental system that began in the
late Ottoman period and extended in the modern Turkish Republic
captured the Laz language in a more vulnerable state than other minority or ethnic languages. Following the establishment of the Turkish Republic, within the context of the Treaty of Lausanne signed
in 1923, Laz was not granted any legal status as in other minority
groups, except for Armenian and Greek which were given ‘minority
status’ and hence had access to certain cultural rights. Compatible
with the 1924 constitution, Turkish became the only state language
recognized in the country (e.g. Çolak, 2004; Haig 2004). In the following decades, Laz was simply ‘invisible’ in terms of having a status in the society. Starting in the 1940s until 1959, the names of the
places traditionally known in Laz were also changed into Turkish
in the Laz region (see Tunçel 2000). The 1961 Constitution also prohibited other languages and recognized Turkish as the only ‘official
language’. Similarly, the Turkish Constitution of 1982 defined Turkish as ‘the language of the Turkish state’ and prohibited the use of
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languages other than Turkish in education or teaching institutions
of Turkish citizens. This applied to all the other ethnic populations,
including Kurdish and Arabic speakers.

Figure 1. The Laz-speaking areas (Bellér-Hann and Hann 2001:3)
With the abolition of Law 2932 in 1991, some changes took place
and new perspectives were adopted in the state’s official policies
on minority languages. Subsequently, in 2001 some legal reforms
were carried out to bring the legislation into line with the European Union requirements. To this end, in legal terms the following
changes were made: the ban on naming children in minority languages was lifted; private language courses were opened in local
languages; and publications in these tongues were made possible
(see Bayir 2013: 163-185). Despite some symbolic efforts in recent
years, no substantial provisions have been made in regard to the
maintenance of ethnic languages in Turkey.
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In demographic terms, the exact number of the Laz is not known.
Data regarding the Laz population during the pre-Republic period
goes back to V. Cuinet (1891-1894), according to which a total of
138,467 people were living in four towns and six provinces in the
area. 689 of them were Orthodox Greeks and the others were Muslims including Laz, Turkified Laz, Turkish and Hemşin people. According to Minorsky’s estimate, ‘the number of Laz people cannot
be more than half’ (Minorsky, 1952: 1). The figures obtained from
the censuses conducted after the establishment of the Turkish Republic have not been conclusive. Because the Laz belong to Sunni
Islam as a community, they have not been considered as minorities, and hence the ‘Laz’ ethnicity is not specifically mentioned in
the censuses over the years. In the 1935 census, the first census
in which Laz was identified, 63,253 people were native speakers of
Laz and 5,061 people were second language speakers. Almost all
of the Laz-speaking population lived in rural areas by then. In the
1965 census, there was a decrease in native speakers, an increase in
speaking Laz as a second language. In this census, a total of 81,165
people, including 26,007 native speakers and 55,158 second language speakers, were identified as Laz speakers. 3,943 people did not
speak any language other than Laz. 12,000 people out of 26,000
lived in Artvin and 5,754 lived in Rize. Few people lived in Kocaeli,
Sakarya and Bolu. In a study on Ethnic Groups in Turkey similar
numbers were also presented (Andrews 1992). In more recent work,
it has been estimated that the Laz-speaking population is around
250.000 (Feurstein,1983; Kutscher, 2008; Holisky, 1991)

2.2 EARLY STUDIES ON LAZ
Prior to the emergence of written Laz towards the end of 1920s,
beginning in the mid 19th century, early studies on Laz were conducted by some western and Russian researchers, with primary focus
on the Laz grammar and folkloric corpus studies. Among others,
the following works can be listed: the German researcher George
Rosen’s book, entitled Über die Sprache der Lazen (1844), the French
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linguist Georges Dumézil’s corpus entitled Contes Lazes (1937) the
Russian reseacher Nikolay Marr’s (1910) ethnographic and linguistic studies. However, the first use of written Laz began with the
great efforts of İskender Tzitaşi’s (1904-1938), a prominent figure in
the Laz language and cultural studies, who published a newspaper
called Mçhita Murutsxi in 1929 in Georgia. In line with the language policies adopted in the Soviet Union by then, Tzitaşi started to
use the Latin alphabet in his newspaper. He also prepared some
textbooks to be used in schools. These were the initial attempts for
the establishment of written Laz.
It is not clear to what extent these initial studies in the 1930s
had an impact on the Laz-speaking communities in Turkey due to
the dominant nature of Turkish. It was only in the 1990s that early
studies on the use of the written Laz began. The Laz cultural and
sustainability association, Lazebura, opened in the late 1980’s in
Germany published books and organized language courses in Laz.
Numerous Laz intellectuals came to Istanbul in 1992 and started to
work on publishing a magazine called Ogni (Duy-Hear), the first issue of which was printed in 1993. In this magazine, the new Laz alphabet was introduced in the Latin alphabet. In 2008, the Laz Cultural Association was established. Following the new regulations
which allowed the opening of elective courses in living languages
in Turkey, the Laz Institute was established in 2013 to conduct systematic efforts for the establishment of the Laz literature as well
as making Laz as the medium of instruction in formal settings. The
Laz Institute has currently been carrying out work not only to teach Laz but also to develop course materials as well as to increase
the number of instructors teaching Laz.
It should be noted that limited work to date has focussed on
the Laz syntax and lexicon. In 1999 Ismail Bucaklişi (President of
the Laz Institute) and Hasan Uzunhasanoğlu compiled the first
Laz-Turkish dictionary. This was followed by the publication of a
Laz grammar book in 2003. The book was written by Ismail Bucaklişi and a Japanese researcher Gôichi Kojima who conducted a field
work on Laz. In addition, a French researcher, René Lacroix, pre33

sented a detailed grammatical analysis of the Arhavi dialect of Laz
in his PhD dissertation in 2009. It should be noted, however, that
these initial studies are still far from providing a standard grammar and vocabulary of Laz used in the written language. Overall,
no institutional effort really exists to conduct language planning in
Laz.
In regard to printed materials and publications in Laz, a similar
picture emerges. It appears that the limited number of materials
published in Laz in the 1990s has gained momentum in the 2000s.
To this end, the Laz Publication Collective (Lazika Yayin Kolektifi)
established in 2011 published over 70 books mainly in Laz in particular in literature and language. Furthermore, recent years have
seen the translated versions of World Classics, which has certainly
contributed to the status of Laz. Following the publication of the
first Laz magazine Ogni, several other magazines such as Mjora,
Skani Nena and Tanura appeared in 2000, 2008, 2011 respectively,
and Ağani Murutsxi, the first Laz only newspaper which appeared
in 2013. However, they were all short-lived and stopped being published after the first several issues.
In recent years some Laz activists, who would like to take advantage of the widespread use of the internet all over the world,
opened websites in Laz. As part of the fieldwork within the scope
of the current Living Laz Project, the Laz Institute also produced a
social media Report in order to find out the use of Laz in social media. The aim was to reveal the frequency of the Laz content and the
kinds of topics shared on various groups or platforms like Facebook. Between March-April 2016 and August and September 2016, for
instance, all posts on Facebook were examined in terms of shares,
likes and comments. Five different Facebook platforms were examined with special reference to those with an emphasis on (i) daily life and cultural/artistic shares; (ii) popular shares on Laz; (iii)
Lazika Noğaz TV which produces Laz videos; (iv) Lazvine – Lazca
Dublajlar which mostly shares Laz programs; (v) the facebook platform of the Laz Institute, a non-profit NGO whose primary concern
is to raise awareness on Laz and Laz-speaking communities in Tur34

key (see Social Media Report for further details).
From a cultural perspective, the Laz music has made contributions to the visibility of the Laz language since the 1990s. Zuğaşi
Berepe rock band and its soloist Kazim Koyuncu went beyond the
geographic borders of Laz and made it possible for people living in
other regions to hear Laz for the first time through recently compiled folk songs. The group also changed the incorrect view that Laz
is a variety of Turkish spoken in the Black Sea region. Beginning
in the mid-2000s a number of young musicians emerged and began
to perform the distinct and rich tradition of the Laz music. Largely
based on the compilation and reinterpretation of Laz folk songs,
Laz music is generally categorized as part of the Black Sea Music
tradition and its development goes hand in hand with new advances in the Laz culture.
This section has first provided brief information about the historical background of Laz and Laz-speaking communities and then
discussed recent cultural and technological advances in support of
the visibility of Laz in the society.
The next section sets the ground for the conceptual framework
of the Project.
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3. THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
3.1 BILINGUALISM AND BILINGUAL COMMUNITIES
In many parts of the world today bilingualism is a very widespread phenomenon in almost all age groups and is present in every
country of the world. A glance at the roughly 6000-7000 languages
spoken in over 200 countries demonstrates how common bilingualism is. Millions of children begin to learn another language in
early childhood and recent statistics show that almost two-thirds
of the global population is either bilingual or multilingual (Bhatia &
Ritchie, 2013 Grosjean, 2008, 2012). Even in the so-called monolingual societies or those which adopt monolingual language policies,
there are abundant numbers of bilingual/multilingual individuals.
For instance, according to the US Census Bureau (2015), nearly 350
different languages are spoken in American homes. The US Census
bureau estimated that over 20% of the population speaks a different
language at home, the largest group being Spanish heritage speakers (comprising 13% of the population in the US). Likewise, India,
a highly multilingual society, is home to more than 200 languages.
In Germany nearly 18% of the population speaks a language other
than German (Shin, 2003). Turkey is no exception. There are millions of people with different ethnic identities, ranging from Turkish,
Caucasian, Balkan-origin, and Kurdish to Roman. Results of a study
on ethnic identities in Turkey showed the following proportions
of the language in current use: Turkish (84,54%), Kurdish-Kirmanci (11,97%), Zaza (1,01%), Armenian (0,07%), Greek (0,06%), Hebrew
(0,01%), Laz (0,12%), Circassian (0,11%) (ERG Report prepared by
Ceyhan & Koçbaş, 2009).
Given the primary purpose of this Report which deals with bilingual speakers of Laz and Turkish, it will be useful from the outset
to provide a definition of the notion of bilingualism, as some portions of the discussion is directly related to the type of bilingualism
the participants of the study have experienced or are still in the
process of experiencing. There are various types of bilingualism
used in different contexts for different reasons depending on whe36

re the two languages are used with whom in what circumstances.
In general terms, bilingualism refers to the use of more than one
language. Under these strict definitions of bilingualism, someone
who learns additional languages after the age of five is a second
language learner/second language user. While one might think of
bilingualism as a continuum (Valdés, 2001), adopting the strict definitions can be useful because it separates those who are likely to
have fluency and a high level of proficiency (or be native-like) in
two or more languages and who use these languages on a regular
basis in daily life. Many different types of bilingualism can be identified in the literature. While simultaneous bilinguals refer to learners who are exposed to two languages from infancy (DeHouwer,
2009), successive/sequential bilinguals are those whose exposure
to another language begins after the first language has been acquired, i.e. at the age of three to five years, but before schooling starts.
As can be seen some participants of this Project, in particular those
whose language exposure consists of Laz only, can be categorized
under successive/sequential bilinguals. One should also note the
distinction between additive bilingualism vs. subtractive bilingualism, the former referring to situations where the learner’s both
languages are supported in their community and school settings,
the latter referring to situations where the learner’s mother tongue
is not given much value at the expense of the acquisition of the
society/majority language (e.g. Cummins, 2005; Garcia, 2009; Skutnabb-Kangas, 2015). One final remark at this point concerns the
lack of balanced bilingualism in global terms. In the majority of the
bilingual communities, mostly due to social, educational and political reasons, one of the languages becomes more dominant than the
other (e.g. Baetens-Beardsmore, 1982). Fishman (1972) went even
one step further and argued that bilingual individuals are rarely
equally proficient in all domains of their two languages.
As it will be clearer in the following sections of the Report, the
participants of the current study fall into two categories of bilingualism defined above. Given the fact that all of the participants
were exposed to Laz at home through exposure from their family
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members, they are heritage language users. This is known as family bilingualism (e.g. Genesee, Paradis, Crago, 2004). Furthermore, given the fact that most of the participants declared that they
could understand Laz but have limited language skills in regard to
speaking, reading and writing in Laz. This is known as receptive bilingualism according to which learners can understand but do not
necessarily use it in all social domains with all linguistic skills fully
developed, including literacy skills. Having introduced different types of bilingualism, the next section deals with cognitive and social
advantages of bilingualism.

3.2. COGNITIVE ADVANTAGES OF BILINGUALISM
Despite sociological variations such as the amount of exposure received in both languages and the degree of literacy in the community, in cognitive terms there is no evidence for biological limits
to learning additional languages. All normally developing children
can acquire two or more languages with varying degrees of proficiency during childhood, provided that they have sufficient exposure and interactional opportunities in the language to be learned.
Indeed, decades of research in many bilingualism studies has focused on the cognitive and linguistic advantages associated with
exposure to two languages in early childhood (Bialystok, 2001;
2005; 2009; Bialystok & Martin, 2004).
In the early years of bilingualism research, there existed a common misconception regarding the linguistic and cognitive development of bilingual children. Due to methodological shortcomings
such as failure to control for variables such as SES or age, lack of
appropriate and standardized tools designed for the specific characteristics of bilingual participants (i.e. in each of the languages),
and insufficient assessment of bilingual proficiency, early studies
failed to represent the trajectory of bilingual children’s language
development properly (Bialystok, 2005; Nanez, 2010). Findings of
such studies gave rise to a deficit approach, which suggested that
bilingualism caused confusion and delays in the mental develop38

ment of children. However, following the seminal study of Peal and
Lambert (1962), there has been a shift from the deficit approach
towards a perspective which emphasizes the uniqueness of the bilingual experience (Cook, 1997) and focuses on the possible advantages of having two different linguistic representations (Bialystok,
2007). In their pioneer study, Peal and Lambert (1962) found that
bilingual French-English children outperformed monolingual English children in most of their measures, including nonverbal intelligence. Hence, the researchers attributed large amounts of mental
flexibility to bilingual children as a possible outcome of their switching between languages.
Bilingual advantage is generally discussed with regard to higher
performance in tasks which require the use of Executive Functioning (EF) system, which refers to control processes used to regulate thoughts and behaviour (Miyake & Friedman, 2012). The early
model proposed by Green (1998) provided a strong foundation for
the notion that bilingual individuals perform better when they are
required to inhibit irrelevant information and direct their attention
to the target stimuli because they need to manage two competing
linguistic systems on a daily basis. Bilinguals utilize this inhibitory
system when they use one of their languages by suppressing the
other in accordance with the contextual requirements. Hence, bilingualism is considered to “train” EF skills due to the involvement
of language selection (Bialystok, 2015, p. 118).
Evidence suggests that while monolingual and bilingual children perform similarly in simple cognitive and linguistic tasks, bilinguals outperform their monolingual peers in tasks which involve conflicting information (Bialystok, 2007). For example, in one
of her early studies, Bialystok (1988) asked a group of children to
make grammatical judgements about semantically implausible
sentences. Findings revealed that while bilingual children managed to disregard the semantic anomaly and focus on whether the
target sentences were grammatical, monolingual kids performed
poorly because they were distracted by the semantic anomaly presented in the sentences. Although this superiority seems to reflect
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better levels of metalinguistic awareness, it is closely related to the
cognitive ability required to handle conflicting information rather
than an advantage in linguistic processing (Bialystok, 2015).
In several other studies, bilingual children were found to have
higher levels of performance when compared to monolingual children (Bialystok, 2007; Bialystok, Craik, & Luk, 2008). Since most of
these experimental designs rely on the use of visual stimuli, Filippi et al. (2015) investigated whether the same bilingual advantage
could be observed in tasks which made use of auditory modality.
Their findings demonstrated that bilingual participants comprehended syntactically complex sentences better than monolinguals
in the existence of verbal interference. Results of other studies (e.g.
Filippi, Leech, Thomas, Green, & Dick, 2012) revealed similar advantages for adult bilinguals.
Although robust evidence supports the view that bilingualism is
an enriching and cognitively rewarding experience, bilinguals are
reported to have some disadvantages such as fluency problems,
weaker access to lexical items and limited vocabulary knowledge (Bialystok, 2007; Bialystok & Craik, 2010). For example, in their
study, Bialystok, Luk, Peets and Yang (2010) found that monolingual students received higher scores in receptive vocabulary measures when compared to bilingual students across all age categories (a range of 3-10 years) despite the fact that bilingual children
were all fluent in English, which was the medium of instruction. In
addition, this difference did not tend to change based on different
language pairs.
Similarly, Michael & Gollan (2005) found that even when bilinguals were tested in their dominant language, they performed
more slowly and made more errors in tasks which involved picture
naming and verbal fluency. In the same vein, Gollan and Acenas
(2004) found that in comparison to their monolingual peers, bilingual participants experienced more tip-of-the tongue phenomena.
When one considers the fact that a bilingual child is not exposed
to his or her languages (even the dominant language) to the same
extent as a monolingual child, it is not very surprising that the bi40

lingual child may manifest lexical retrieval difficulties especially in
terms of reaction times. In the existing literature, these findings are
not interpreted as disadvantages, but rather, as the outcomes of a
more complex mental organization.
Regarding the comparison of monolingual and bilingual children, Genesee (2015) argues that although the rate of acquisition might demonstrate slight differences across monolingual and bilingual groups, these children follow similar routes in their linguistic
and cognitive development. For Bialystok (2007) ‘Bilingual children
are no more intelligent or knowledgeable than their monolingual
peers; but they have an enhanced ability to control the use of their
knowledge in performance, especially where competing or distracting information must be resisted. The source of the advantage,
is the experience of controlling attention to the relevant language
system in the face of competition from the other language. This
experience boosts those control processes, making them more efficient for other uses, even nonlinguistic ones’ (Bialystok 2007: 215).
Given the societal nature of bilingualism which has a great impact on the way languages function in bilingual communities, now
it will be useful to examine some of the social properties of bilingualism.

3.3. SOCIAL ADVANTAGES OF BILINGUALISM
From a sociological perspective, many researchers have also argued for the benefits of bilingualism. Two views have long been pervasive in many early studies in bilingualism research. For a group
of researchers bilingualism is advantageous because it gives children access to community-level resources (e.g. Bankston & Zhou,
1995; Stanton-Salazar & Dornbusch, 1995). For others bilingualism
is advantageous because it enables children to communicate with
their parents. Mouw and Xie (1999) argue that the advantages
to bilingualism do not vary by culture or ethnicity. It is pervasive
everywhere when the two languages of the individual are equally
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supported. However, in most cases the language ideology of the dominant language and culture over the home language/s of migrants
or ethnic minority groups generally accelerate the pace of language shift and might lead to unwillingness to speak home languages
(Zhang, 2008). In particular, once the young children have mastered the dominant language of the society, they accept it as their
primary language, which is often learned at the expense of losing
the family language (Veltman, 2000; Zhang, 2008).
A heritage language is usually spoken at home (Garcia, 2002).
Portes (2002) found that, by age 17, second generation students
are no longer proficient in their heritage language in terms of the
ability to speak, understand, read, and write well. However, gaining proficiency in heritage languages contributes to language
minority speakers in many aspects (Bankston & Zhou, 1995),
strengthening their ethnic identity (He, 2008; Kim & Chao, 2009)
and self-esteem (Cummins, 1983).

3.4. BILINGUAL COMMUNITIES: DIGLOSSIA
In addition to various aspects of bilingualism experienced at the
individual level, in a wider context the interaction of language and
its use in the society is discussed in terms of the notion of diglossia.
This term was first proposed by Ferguson (1959) to refer to the use
of two different varieties of a language in different social situations, such as a formal variety at work and an informal variety at
home. This suggests a division of labour between the two varieties
of the same language, as in the case of High vs. Low German used
in Switzerland.
Fishman (1967), who worked on minority languages, expanded
the content of diglossia. For him, in a bilingual or multilingual
context, while the language of the dominant society is often used
in official and formal contexts, whereas the minority language in
more intimate and family relations. Although it has the potential
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for the loss of the minority language, perhaps not immediately but
in the long run, according to Fishman, such a hierarchy also contributes to the preservation and maintenance of minority languages,
as long as they are transmitted to next generations in the home. In
other words, as long as the functional separation between the dominant language and the minority language can be maintained, the
minority language will still be maintained as it is functionally used
in the family and close social circles. When social changes such as
modernization and “osmosis” (a kind of culturalization or assimilation with sensible changes in the perceptions of the community)
occur and the dominant language expands into social areas traditionally matched by the minority language, ‘Language shift’ begins
and this often progresses as a slow but a non-stoppable trend.
Theoretically speaking, when there is more than one language
option to use, the language individuals use depends on many factors: the interlocutor and the degree of closeness, the setting, the
topic, etc. However, these factors often co-occur and determine
the linguistic or social behaviors of individuals. In this context the
‘social domain’ is used as an umbrella term and the assumption is
that individuals’ social behaviours are often appropriate to a given
context. The most common areas for language communities include home/family, neighborhood, bazaar-market, school/education,
workplace, government, media, and settings for praying.
As can be seen from the discussion in this section, at the society
level bilingualism or language contact can offer two different outcomes for the minority language: (i) ‘language preservation’, which
means the minority group continues to use its language in some
social domains; and (ii) ‘linguistic shift, which refers to weakening
in the minority language due to partial or total dominance of the
majority language in the society.
When bilingualism at the individual level interacts with diglossia, which is identified with the functional dissociation of language
use at the society level, this leads to different types of relationship between the two varieties (Fishman 1967: 360). For example,
in some communities minority groups are made up of bilingual
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individuals, but they use both languages in totally separate social domains. In such contexts, minority groups, on the one hand,
transmit their language to the next generation, on the other, they
have the opportunity to actively participate in socio-political and
economic processes, as they have access to the dominant language
and culture. In other communities, although the minority group is
bilingual, both languages are used in the same social environment.
In this case, the dominant language is often systematically introduced into social domains such as home and neighborhood, where
the minority language is often traditionally used, and accelerates
language shift within the community. According to Fishman, the
first type of bilingualism preserves the language, while the second
type leads to language shift, which is the topic of discussion in the
next section.

3.5. BILINGUALISM: LANGUAGE SHIFT
3.5.1. Intergenerational Language Transmission
The language spoken by the individuals or the members of a community generally plays a determining role in people’s social relations and status. The language cannot be dissociated from their social and linguistic environment. On similar grounds, language loss
or language change can only be assessed and evaluated in terms
of the social and political factors which influence the community
where the language is spoken. To this end, it is more appropriate
to examine language loss or language maintenance from a wider
perspective, with special reference to the social and political conditions of the society.
For Fishman (1968), language maintenance and language shift
deal with the relationship between change in the use of language
patterns and ongoing psychological, social and cultural processes in populations that use more than one speech variety for intra-group or inter-group purposes (1968:76). Language shift or ma44

intenance can occur if the following conditions are present:
1. When more than one language/variety co-exists in the same
society
2. When there are differences in power, value and status conferred on one of the languages that lead people to maintain or
abandon the home language.
3. When there is pressure in political, economic or social forms on one of the two languages used in the society (e.g. Batibo,
2005; Paulston et. al, 1993).
Language shift among immigrant or ethnic groups usually takes
place over three generations, through which patterns, forms and
uses are reduced and eventually this process leads groups to use
one language more than the other (e.g. De Bot & Clyne, 1994).
Fishman’s Graded Intergenerational Distruption Scale (GIDS)
designed in the 1990s (Fishman, 1991) has long been used as an
shows how ethnolinguistic groups can assess the threatened nature of their languages. This scale consists of 8 steps, showing the
continuity between language maintenance and language shift. This
is presented in the following table where the higher score shows
the lower status of the language of a minority/ethnic group:
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Table 2: Scales of Intergenerational Language Transmission
Level
1
2
3

Definition
Language is used nationwide in education, workplace, media and civil services
Language is used in the local and regional media,
civil services are provided only at the local level.
Language is used by both members and non-members of the community in business.

4

Language is taught in schools.

5

Language is spoken by all generations and the written language is actively used by the members of the
community.
Language is spoken by all generations and children
learn it at home as the mother tongue.
Parents use the language with their own parents but
do not necessairly teach it to their children.
Language is spoken only by the old generation (e.g.
grandparents)

6
7
8

For Fishman (1991), the critical stage is stage 6 beyond which
no intergenerational mother tongue transmission is possible. Without intergenerational mother tongue transmission, language maintenance cannot be achieved. For him, the language which is not
transmitted cannot be maintained (Fishman, 1991; 113). This will
eventually leads to the endangerment of languages, which is addressed in the next section.
3.5.2 Language death/loss
Language death/loss refers to a phenomenon that has existed throughout the human linguistic history. Latin and Ancient Greek
are among the well-known examples of dead languages. However,
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a scientific approach to language endangerment started around
the 20th century. As noted previously, there are about 7000-6000
living languages spoken in nearly 200 countries (Austin & Sallabank, 2011). Of the approximately 7000 languages in the world, it is
estimated that most of them will not survive. If there are problems
in the transmission of the language to children and the language
use is only limited to home, language is “not safe” anymore. When
children do not mostly learn the language, the degree of endangerment increases. According to UNESCO’s Atlas of the World’s
Languages in Danger, Laz has been categorized one of the ‘definitely endangered’ languages in the world. While it is not clear which
criteria has been used for the classification of Laz as a ‘definitely
endangered language’ (Christopher 2010), it will be useful to examine UNESCO’s categories (Colette, et. al, 2003) presented below
which are identified for the assessment of the degree of language
endangerment:
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1) Degree of endangerment Intergenerational Language
Transmission
Safe:

Vulnerable:

Definitely endangered:
Severely endangered:

Critically endangered:
Extinct:

Language is spoken by all generations;
intergenerational transmission is uninterrupted.
Most children speak the language, but
it may be restricted to certain domains.
(e.g. home)
Children no longer learn the language as
mother tongue in the home
Language is spoken by grandparents
and older generation, while the parents’
generation may understand it, they do
not speak it to children or among themselves.
The youngest speakers are grandparents and older, and they speak the language partially and infrequently.
There are no speakers left.

http://www.unesco.org/new/en/culture/themes/endangered-languages/atlas-of-languages-in-danger/
2. Size of the linguistic community: It is likely that a larger
linguistic community will remain as a separate community, and
hence its language will be more resistant.
3. Ratio of the speakers in the majority population: If almost
all or most of the people in the community speak the language,
its linguistic vitality is high, whereas it is endangered if very few
people speak it.
4. Language shift in social domains: The use of language in
a variety of contexts with a wide variety of interlocutors on different domains has a direct impact on its vitality and intergenerational transmission. It could be that the linguistic functions of
each language could be clearly separated from each other like in
a diglossic situation, or the dominant language might intervene
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and begin to be used in the home contexts, which will lead to a
decline in its vitality. The parents often or always address their
children in the majority language. The children speak their heritage language only in a limited sense and this leads to receptive
bilingual contexts where children comprehend but do not necessairly speak much.
5. The use of language in the media, social media and other
social contexts: In connection with the changes in people’s living conditions, it is crucial that the heritage language is still
used in new social domains. In most cases the majority language
becomes dominant through education, work and media such as
TV-radio and the internet. When the minority language is not
used in these domains, it could lead to negative perceptions of
the minority language and people might start perceive it as useless and unnecessary language. The use of the minority language in school and the media is extremely important both in terms
of practical and perceptual reasons.
6. Materials for language education and literacy skills: Various factors influence the vitality of the heritage language, such as
the existence of a specific alphabet, production of written works
and the acquisition of literacy skills inside or outside the school
system. It should be noted, however, that despite its importance the use of the minority language at school may not guarantee
its vitality. In Ireland, for instance, despite the fact that children
receive 1500 Welsh lessons during their 13 year long school life,
very few can speak it with a minimum fluency (Edwards 2010:
118). This suggests that the language and literacy skills taught at
school should also have a place in the social life.
7. Language policy and planning for the maintenance of language: The preservation of the minority languages largely depends on the dominant cultural and linguistic policies of the
country they are spoken. In places where multilingualism or dialectal differences are welcomed, people do not feel pressurized
to leave aside their heritage language. This is not compatible
with contexts where repressive language policies are practised.
In such places, it is quicker and more precise for people to develop negative perceptions about their mother tongues before
49

adopting the dominant language itself. At one end of the language politics, one language can be considered as the official one
and all the other languages are ignored, while at the other end
all languages in the country can have equal official status. States’ language policies can be assessed in six categories:
Equal support (5):

Varying degrees of support (4):

Passive assimilation (3):

Active assimilation (2):

Forced assimilation (1):

Bans on language (0):
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All languages in the country are recognized, protected by law, and encouraged to be maintained through
explicit efforts and policies.
Minority/ethnic languages are explicitly supported but they are encouraged to be used in less common
contexts in comparison to the dominant language/s.
The majority/dominant/official language is the language of the society
and the government does not have
a clear position for the manitenance
of minority languages.
The state offers education only in
the majority language. This will ultimately lead to loss of minority/ehtnic languages. Reading and writing
in the minority/ethnic language are
not supported.
The majority/dominant/official
language is supported explicitly; no
explicit or implicit ban or support
on minority languages.
The use of minority languages is
banned in all contexts, only tolerated at home.

8. Attitudes of the community about their heritage language:
Due to very many factors such as the dominant language policies
or other socio-political or historical reasons, the community may
encourage the use of the language and view it as an indispensable
element of their identity, or sometimes people may continue to use
it without engaging in an extra effort; or some may be ashamed of
their language. In general, if people have positive perceptions of
language, language becomes an important symbol of community
identity; but they can develop negative attitudes toward their home
language if they are considered to have an obstructive role in economic-social progress.
9. Documenting the language: In language maintenance it is
also crucial to know to what extent quality written and audiovisual
content is produced in the language. This will provide guidelines
both for the current status of the language and the steps to be taken
at the official level.
When all these factors are taken into consideration as a whole,
they provide a sound background for establishing a support system
for language maintenance, which will be dealt with in the following
section.

3.6. BILINGUALISM: LANGUAGE MAINTENANCE
3.6.1 Ethnolinguistic vitality
Ethnolinguistic vitality is a theoretical framework developed by
Giles (1977) to investigate language, identity and power relations
among language communities. It aims to regularize the role of socio-cultural factors which are thought to be effective in language
preservation, language shift and language loss/attrition. Ethnolinguistic vitality is defined as socio-structural factors that are likely
to act as a separate and active collective entity in the communica51

tion systems of communities (Giles, 1977). The ethnolinguistic vitality of a community consists of three main factors: status, demographic features, and institutional support and control. This model
suggests that each of these factors is a set of variables. For instance, the first factor, status refers to the prestige of the community in
regard to its economic, social, socio-historical and linguistic status.
The demographic factor deals with the number of ethno-linguistic
community members, the proportion of the population to the total
population, the distribution of the community in a particular regional or national context, the birth rate in the community, marriage
structure, immigration and emigration. Finally, institutional support is concerned with the formal and informal representation of
institutions such as media, education, government services, business, religion, culture and politics in the community. These factors
are summarized in Table 1.
Tablo 3: Major factors in ethnolinguistic vitality
Status

Demogragphy

Factors affecting
the community
status:

Factors affecting the
community position:

•

economic

•

social

•

socio-historical

•

linguistic

•

population of the ethno-linguistic group

•

ratio of the group to
total population

•

•

•
spread of the group
members in a specific •
geographical area

media
education
public services

•

birth rate

•

work

•

marriage types
(ingroup or outside
the group)

•

religion

•

culture

•

politics

•
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Institutional
support
Formal or
informal institutions representing the
community:

immigration

The evaluation of the community based factors will determine
the ethno-linguistic vitality of the community as low, medium or
high. The main assumption of this view is that a community with
high values in all these variables will have higher ethno-linguistic vitality. This will lead to the preservation and maintenance of
its language/s. On the other hand, a community with low values
in these variables will have low ethno-linguistic vitality. This will
eventually lead to assimilation and the loss of its identity (Allard &
Landry 1994).
Clearly, the analysis of the community dynamics determines
its the objective ethno-linguistic vitality in the community. However, the way individuals perceive the ethnolinguistic vitality of the
community may not completely coincide with the real measures of
ethnolinguistic features of the community itself. Overall, the ethnolinguistic vitality of a community depends on both socio-cultural
factors as well as perceptions of the members of the community.

3.7 PREVIOUS STUDIES ON LAZ
Based on data collected from Ardeşen and Pazar, in his 2008 study
the German sociolinguist Kutscher focused on the question of whether Laz was an endangered language. In his field study he defined
two groups of Laz speakers according to their language competence: the first group had receptive bilinguals, who could comprehend
but not use Laz for communication; The second group were those
who could swicth to Turkish in many contexts, although they had
the ability to understand and actively use Laz. Kutscher also examined this question in more detailed terms under three subheadings in order to find out if there was a gradual language loss in Laz.
The foremost factors involved external elements such as economic
factors, education, pro-Turkish language policies as well as the ban
on the use of minority languages for a long time. For Kutscher, all
these external factors contribute to the loss of Laz. Kutscher also
examined the use of Laz and Turkish in social contexts. His findings reveal that Turkish is used more than Laz in daily life con53

texts. Finally, in an attmept to examine the consequences of language contact, namely the interaction between Laz and Turkish,
Kutscher argues that the interaction between the two languages
leads to language loss for some, but not all Laz speakers. Considering the decreasing numbers of young people, he argues that Laz is
an endangered language. Drawing attention to those who still use
Laz regularly and the attachment he observed in the Laz-speaking
community towards their language, overall, he argues that it is still
possible to save Laz. It should be noted that Kutscher’s study is of
limited nature, mainly focusing on his personal observations and
interviews.
To sum up, this section has attempted to establish the conceptual framework of the Project, with a focus on various issues such as
bilingualism and bilingual communities, language shift and language maintenance. Special attention is given to UNESCO’s Atlas of
the World’s Languages in Danger, according to which Laz is classified as one of the definitely endangered languages.
The next section presents the methodology of the Project, data
collection procedures.
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4. METHODOLOGY
The aim of this study is to document the current status of the
Laz language and the attitudes and beliefs about the use of Laz in
Laz-speaking communities in Turkey. This Report presents both
quantitative and qualitative data gathered from Laz-speaking communities living in two different geographical regions. The data
come from both the analysis of a questionnaire and a semi-structured interview, based on data from some participants who live in
the Black Sea region. Both studies specifically aimed at figuring out
the proficiency level of the participants, their use/non-use of Laz,
the process of intergenerational transmission and their attitudes
towards Laz.
This Report first presents data from the quantitative data, and
then moves onto the discussion of the qualitative data based on
the interviews. The questionnaire study specifically examined the
following: (i) the daily use of Laz; (ii) language proficiency of the
participants both in Turkish and Laz; (iii) the process of intergenerational language transmission; (iv) The participants’ attitudes
towards Laz.
The next section presents (i) the region where the data were collected; (ii) socio-demographic characteristics of the participants,
and (iii) the questions explored in the questionnaire.

4.1. THE QUESTIONNAIRE STUDY
4.1.1. THE GEOGRAPHICAL SCOPE OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE
As previously discussed in the background section, in this project the Laz communities in Turkey were examined in two different
geographical settings: (i) those people who live in the Eastern Black Sea region, referred to as the ‘Black Sea Region’ in this Report,
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(ii) those who live in Western Turkey, referred to as the ‘Marmara
Region. Given that these communities lived through different historical processes during which they might have developed diverse
cultural characteristics, the questionnaire also paid attention to
these geographical variations in participants’ language proficiency
and attitudes towards the use of Laz.
Table 3 presents the participants of the study in the two regions
examined in the Report.
Table 3. Distribution of the participants in the ‘Black Sea’ and 		
‘Marmara’
Black Sea / Marmara
Number of participants

Percentage
%

The Black Sea region 259

57.6

The Marmara region

191

42.4

Total

450

100.0

Due to easy transportation and accessibility facilities, the questionnaire study was conducted in Düzce, Istanbul and Sakarya
(The Marmara Region) and the Black Sea region. It should be noted
that the Laz-speaking people in Sakarya and Düzce primarily live
in their own communities. Those who live in Istanbul, on the other
hand, are scattered in various suburbs of the city, mainly in Tarabya and Kavacik as well as in large groups in other parts of the city.
Of the 450 subjects who participated in the questionnaire study,
191 of whom came from these two regions. The remaining participants, 259 people, all came from the predominantly Laz-speaking
areas in the Eastern Black Sea region. These areas are as follows:
Pazar, Ardeşen, Findikli, Arhavi, Hopa, Çamlihemşin, Borçka and
Kemalpaşa.
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4.1.2 SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF
THE PARTICIPANTS
In addition to the two geographic areas, the participants were also
selected on the basis of some additional criteria: special attention
was paid to how and when they used Laz, and the kinds of factors
that are assumed to affect their perception and attitudes towards
Laz. The independent variables of the study were gender, age, occupation, educational background and place of residence (village,
city, village-city dual housing).
While the project aimed to investigate language use and attitudes towards Laz, we originally planned to have equal numbers
of participants for each independent variable. However, given that
the data collection was conducted following the announcement of
the state of emergency in Turkey, except for almost the equal numbers of female and male participants, we had limitations in terms
of having a balanced group of participants for the independent variables under discussion. (see Table 4):
Table 4. Distribution of the participants in terms of their gender
Gender
Participants

Percentage%

Female 229

50.9

Male

221

49.1

Total

450

100.0

The second independent variable is Age. Age is divided into
three categories: (i) ‘the young group’ -those aged 25 and below1
(ii) ‘the middle-aged group’ -those aged 26 and 45, (iii) ‘the senior
group’ –those aged 45 and above. It should be noted that due to
1

In sociolinguistic studies generally the young group refers to those who fall into the
age range of 18-20 and below. However, having access to younger participants was not
possible. Also, some of the questions in some subsections of the questionnaire were not
assumed to be appropriate for very young people. Therefore, in this Report the upper limit
of the age range for younger participants is a little over 18-20.
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difficulties in having access to young people during the data collection process, slight revisions had to be made in regard to the distributions of the participants, the older people forming the largest
group in the data.
Table 5. Distribution of the participants in regard to age
Age
Participants

Percentage %

<25

102

22.7

26-45

125

27.8

> 45

223

49.6

Total

450

100.0

The participants’ socio-economic status was another concern in
the study. The variables associated with the socio-economic status
of the participants were occupation and educational background,
which were examined in three categories: (i) blue collar job holders -These participants are mainly graduates of middle or lower
schools and have no job security in the state sector; (ii) white collar
job holders- These people are graduates of high school or university and are either civil servants or doctors and lawyers working in
prestigious places; (iii) students. The number and percentages of
the participants are presented in Table 7.
Table 6. Population and sampling according to occupation
Occupation
Number of people %
Blue collar
White collar
Student
Total

58

243
129
78
450

54.0
28.7
17.3
100.0

It should also be noted that the participants’ educational background and formal schooling years were taken to be an independent variable. Table 8 presents the three categories of the participants’ occupations.
Table 7. Educational background of the participants
Educational background
Number of participants

%

Primary school or
below

132

29.3

Middle school and
high school

189

42

University graduates
and above

129

28.7

Total

450

100

Language is the primary tool people use to communicate with
each other. Each language creates a network among its speakers.
For some economists, commonality of language is associated with
better economic performance. According to this perspective economic growth is negatively correlated with linguistic heterogeneity
across languages (Alesine & La Ferrara, 2005) and common language exerts positive influences on the trade flow between countries
(Anderson & van Wincoop, 2004). In many parts of the world linguistically mixed urban settlements is an important feature of linguistic landscapes. To this end, urbanization plays a role in creating
more homogenous and monolingual communities. Table 9 presents
the number of participants from different places.
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Table 8. Place of residence of the participants
Place of residence
Number of participants

%

City and
district

220

48.9

Village

28

6.2

City-District 202

44.9

Total

100.0

450

In addition to all these independent variables used in the questionnaire study, information in regard to the participants’ martial status is also taken into consideration, with its potential interactions
with language use at home. Of the 450 participants, 280 (62%) are
married, and the remaining 170 (38%) are not. 81% (228/280) of the
married couples are of Laz origin, whereas 19% (52/280) come from a
mixed marriage background where one of the couples is not Laz. On
similar grounds, in 90% (405/450) of the participants both parents
are Laz-speakers, in 10% of the cases (45/450), one of the parents is
not a Laz speaker. Finally, 64% (285/450) of the participants have
children, more than half of whom themselves come from big families (58% (285/450) come from families with 4 or more children, 42%
(183/450) come from families with 3 or fewer children).

4.2 THE CONTENT OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE
The questionnaire is composed of five subsections and 60 questions with both structured, close-ended and open-ended questions.
The five sections provide information about (i) demographic characteristics of the participants; (ii) their proficiency level in Laz;
(iii) language transmission to next generations; (iv) language use;
and (v) the participants’ beliefs and attitudes towards the Laz language. The first section deals with the socio-economic status of the
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participants, with a focus on the educational and occupational background of the participants. In order to find out more about the
language use at home among the family members, this section also
seeks an answer to the question of whether the married participants are married with someone from their own community or outside the Laz-speaking community.
The section is designed to find out proficiency level of the
respondents both in Turkish and Laz with respect to four language
skills such as speaking, listening, reading and writing. The third section attempts to reveal information about from which generation
the participants learned Laz. This section also seeks information
about whether Laz is transfered to the young generation and if not,
what the underlying reasons could be. The fourth section provides
information about the extent of the use of Laz in which social contexts and communities. The last section raises questions about the
respondents’ beliefs and attitudes about the Laz language.
Overall, the questionnaire study seeks information about the
following issues:
• The impact of socio-economic conditions (occupation and
educational training) on the use of Laz,
• The impact of marriage types (exogamus vs. endogamus
marriages) on the use and transfer of Laz,
• A comparison of the level of proficiency in Laz in three generations,
• How and in what ways is language transmitted through generations
• Social and familial contexts where Laz is actively used
(home, school, work place etc.)
• The respondents’ awareness about written Laz and the use of
written materials,
• The status and use of Laz in media such as television and
radio
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• Participants’ beliefs and attitudes about the use and
transfer of Laz,
• Contexts where the Laz language is preferred to be used in
the society (television, radio, newspapers, etc.).
The analysis of the questionnaires and interview was carried
out in order to provide the reader with an overview of the current
status of Laz, highlighting any potential policies for language planning.

4.3. DATA COLLECTION
The questionnaires were administered by the testers residing in the
Black Sea and Marmara regions through face to face interviews.
All the data were then coded and transfered to SPSS statistical package in order to conduct statistical analyses.
4.4. DATA ANALYSIS
All the data transfered to Excel and SPSS were analyzed in relation
to the independent variables of the study and were then presented
in the form of tables and figures based on descriptive statistics. In
general terms, a frequency analysis has been made to reveal the
participants’ perceptions and attitudes towards the use of Laz. The
results will then be interpreted in relation to the relevant literature
discussed in the background section. The discussion section also
presents both qualitative and quantitative comparative data from
the questionnaire study as well as the in-depth interview data.
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5 RESULTS: THE QUESTIONNAIRE STUDY
This section provides the statistical analysis of the questionnaire
data collected in both of the regions under discussion. All the results will be presented in tables and figures followed by a summary
of the statistical analyses.
5.1 LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY: ORAL SKILLS AND LITERACY
SKILLS IN LAZ AND TURKISH
In this project language proficiency of the participants was examined both in terms of oral language skills (speaking and comprehension) and literacy skills (reading and writing) in Laz and Turkish.
5.1.1 Language preference
The aim of this section in the questionnarie was to find out how
comfortable the respondents feel when they speak Turkish and
Laz. As can be seen in Table 2, the participants’ responses were
very close to each to other in Laz and Turkish (35% and 32%, respectively). Nearly one third of the participants (33%) reported no
difference in their preference while using Laz and Turkish.
Figure 2. Language preference

32.9%

35.1%

32.0%

Either one of them (it does not matter)

Laz

Tuskish
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About two-thirds of the participants express that they feel either
more comfortable in speaking Laz than in Turkish, or almost equal
in both languages. One notable finding is that those who live in the
Black Sea region report that they feel more comfortable in using
Laz than Turkish in comparison to those who live in the Marmara
region, where the respondents feel better in using Turkish. This
difference between the two regions was found to be statistically
significant. An independent samples t-test comparing the difference in language preference between the two settings shows that the
number of people who feel comfortable using Laz in the Black Sea
region is significantly higher than the ones in the Marmara region,
t(448) = 5.03, p < .05, two-tailed.

Figure 3. Language preference in the Black Sea vs. Marmara
regions
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%

45.5%

40.5%

32.0% 34.0%

27.4%
20.4%

10.0%
0.0%

Laz

Tuskish
Black Sea

Either one of them (it does
not matter)

Marmara

When the respondents’ language preference is examined (Figure
4, Table 10), no gender difference was found, despite varying degrees of differences in regard to age, educational background, occupation and place of settlement.
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Figure 4. Language preference in relation to socio-demographic
variables

Gender

Age

Educational
Background

Either one of them (it does not matter)

Occupation
Laz

Small Town-Village

Village

Small Town

Student

White collar

Blue collar

University graduates
and above

Middle school and high
school

Primary school or
below

> 46 Age

26-45 Age

< 25 Age

Man

Woman

80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%

Place of Residence

Tuskish

Overall, the key findings reveal that: (i) only 6% of the young
generation (aged 25 or below) reported that they felt comfortable in
using Laz; the vast majority of middle aged people’s feelings were
relatively close (26% in Laz, 39% in Turkish), which shows a higher
preference for Turkish use; (iii) in the final group with older participants, the preference for the use of Laz (47%) is robust in comparison to Turkish (31%).
The educational background, on the other hand, reveals a clearer
picture. The prefered and most comfortable language is mostly pronounced among those respondents who have limited formal schooling (primary school or none). Around two thirds of those (69%) of
this population said that they felt more comfortable in using Laz,
only a small percentage (8%) preferred Turkish. Those with middle
school or high school backgrounds had relatively comparable proportions in regard to language preference (29% - Laz, 43% Turkish).
The striking finding comes from university graduates whose most
comfortable language was Turkish, Laz being limited to only 6%.
When the data were examined in terms of the variable of occupation, almost half of the blue collar participants (49%) expressed
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that the most prefered language was Laz, those with white collar jobs, however, this percentage was 15%, which is followed by
6% preference for Laz by students. More interestingly, 67% of the
respondents think that they feel comfortable both in Laz and Turkish.
Finally, urban vs. rural areas also reveal differences among the
participants. While those who live in villages (71%) expressed more
preference for Laz over Turkish, those from urban areas mostly did
not, the proportion occurring around 21%. Those who live in both
settings, spending some months in the city and some months in
the village, appeared to be in between, the percentage occurring
around 38%.
The relationships between the language preference and the socio-demographic variables have also been looked at with Pearson’s
Product-Moment Correlation tests. Those tests show that language preference and gender are not significantly correlated as given
in the percentages, r = .05, n = 450, p > .05, two-tailed. However, as
the participants get older, the number of the participants having
Laz as their preferred language significantly increases as well, r
=.43, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed. Furthermore, Laz is said to be the
preferred language significantly more by the participants with higher education (r =.56, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed), with white collar
jobs (r =.46, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed), and who reside in city contexts (r =.32, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed).
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Table 9. How comfortable participants feel while speaking in Laz
and Turkish (%)

Gender

Age

Educational
background

Occupation

Place of residence

Total

Laz

Turkish

Both

Female

29.3

34.5

36.2

Male

34.8

31.2

33.9

<25 age

5.9

29.4

64.7

26-45 age

26.4

39.2

34.4

> 46 age

47.1

30.9

22.0

Primary school/
lower

68.9

23.5

7.6

Middle/High school 23.8

42.9

33.3

University degree/
above

6.2

27.9

65.9

Blue collar

49.0

33.3

17.7

White collar

15.5

35.7

48.8

Student

6.4

26.9

66.7

Small town ILÇE

20.9

31.4

47.7

Village

71.4

25.0

3.6

Small town/Village

38.6

35.6

25.7

32.0

35.1

32.9

5.1.2 Language proficiency in Laz and Turkish
The questionnarie involves more specific questions in regard to the
participants’ language competence in Laz and Turkish. The aim
was to reveal information about the four language skills, speaking,
listening, reading and writing, on a scale of ‘none, little, average,
good and very good’, where 1 was the least, 5 was the highest. Figue
5 presents the language competences of participants both in the
Black Sea region and other settings.
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Figure 5. Language competence in Laz and Turkish
(5-the highest, 1-the lowest level)
5.0
4.5
4.0

4.0

4.1

3.9

3.6

3.9
3.3

3.5
3.0
2.5

2.1

2.0

2.2

1.9

1.8

1.9

1.8

1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0

Comprehension

speaking
Total

Reading
Black Sea

Writing

Marmara

As is seen in Figure 5, while oral skills (speaking and listening) in
Laz is 4-3.6, close to ‘good’, literacy skills (reading and writing, 2.1
and 1.8, respectively) constitute the lower band in their proficiency.
That is, the participants have good speaking and comprehension
skills. However, their literacy skills are very low. As mentioned
previously in the background section, these results are compatible
with the fact that Laz is mainly limited to oral contexts.
Compared to their oral language proficiency in Turkish (comprehension-3.1, speaking 3.2), the participants’ level of competence
in Laz is much higher (comprehension-4, speaking-4.1). The low
level of proficiency in reading and writing skills in Laz shows that
Turkish is the dominant language in literacy skills for this community.
As for the differences in competencies in Laz and Turkish between the East Black Sea region and the West Black Sea and Marmara
regions, independent samples t-tests have been conducted. Those
tests indicate that participants from the East Black Sea region are
more proficient in Laz in terms of their oral skills (t(348) = 3.65, p <
.05, two-tailed, degrees of freedom were adjusted from 448 to 348)
and in Turkish in terms of both their oral (t(445) = -4.93, p < .05,
two-tailed, degrees of freedom were adjusted from 448 to 445) and
literacy skills (t(445) = -5.22, p < .05, two-tailed, degrees of freedom
were adjusted from 448 to 445) than the ones from the West Black
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Sea and Marmara regions. However, the difference in literacy skills
in Laz between the two settings has not been found to be statistically significant (t(448) = 1.50, p > .05, two-tailed).
When language competence is examined in three proficiency
levels of low-intermediate-advanced2 (Figure 6), the participants’
speaking and writing skills in Laz were rated as low (25%), intermediate (57%) and advanced (18%), respectively. While their language
skills in Laz were primarily intermediate, a reverse picture emerged in their Turkish skills, with 60% advanced, 31% intermediate
and 8% low levels, respectively.
Figure 6. Proficiency levels in Laz and Turkish
70.0
60.2

57.1

60.0
50.0
40.0
30.0

31.3
24.7
18.2

20.0

8.4

10.0
0.0

Low

intermediate
Laz

advanced

Low

intermediate

advanced

Tuskish

Figure 7 presents a comparison of oral and writing skills in both
languages, with oral skills surpassing the latter. Oral comprehension and speaking skills were rated to be ‘good/very good’ with 69%
and 55% percentages. However, these percentages were rather low
in regard to literacy skills in Laz (14% in reading, and 11% in writing). Given that literacy requires a range of complex skills from the
2

Laz ve Türkçe bilme düzeylerinin hesaplanmasinda, görüşülen kişilerin kendi beyanlarina
esasla puanlanan anlama, konuşma, okuma ve yazma bilme düzeylerinin ortalamasi alinmiş
1-2,33 puan arasi düşük düzey, 2,34-3,66 arasi orta düzey, 3,67-5,00 arasi iyi düzey olarak
tanimlanmiştir.
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decoding of words and sentences to comprehension, inferencing,
interpretation of texts, the participants do not seem to lack these
skills in Laz. On similar grounds, while only 10% and 20% of the
participants rated their oral skills as ‘none’ or ‘low’, respectively,
almost 70% of them reported to have no reading and writing skills (68% in reading, 76% in writing). These results are important to
emphasize the question of whether the participants’ reading and
writing skills were sufficient to function in the society. Overall, the
results are two-folded: (i) oral skills were more developed than literacy skills; (ii) in literacy skills reading skills were more developed than writing skills, which is compatible with general trends
in language learning with receptive skills (listening and reading)
appearing earlier than productive skills (speaking and writing).

Good

Quite good

Medium

Little

None

Quite good

Good

Medium

Little

None

Quite good

Good

Little

Medium

None

Good

Quite good

Medium

Little

None

Figure 7. Proficiency level in Laz

A similar picture was found in those participants who reported
to know no Laz. As expected, while more than half of them had no
literacy skills (47%, reading, 56% writing), only 2% (comprehension) 6% (in speaking) rated to have no oral skills in Laz.
Similarly, the rate of participants with no language competence
was much higher in the Marmara than in the Black Sea across all
language skills, including oral and literacy skills.
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Figure 8: Participants with ‘no’ knowledge of Laz in the Black Sea
vs. Marmara
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5.1.3 Language skills in terms of socio-demographic factors
While the analysis of the data reveals no difference between male
and female participants in terms of oral skills, the male participants reported to have higher proficiency in literacy than female
participants (see Figure 9). When the correlations between oral and
literacy skills in Laz and Turkish and gender have been examined
with Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation test, it has been indicated that whereas there is no significant correlation between gender and oral skills in Laz (r = .07, n = 450, p > .05, two-tailed) and
in Turkish (r = .04, n = 450, p > .05, two-tailed); the correlations
between gender and literacy skills in both Laz (r = .21, n = 450, p
< .05, two-tailed) and Turkish (r = .16, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed)
are statistically significant, men being more proficient in both (See
Table X in Appendices)
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Figure 9. Level of proficiency in terms of gender
(1 lowest, 5 highest)
5.0
4.0

4.0 4.0

3.0

3.1 3.1

3.5 3.7

3.9

3.2 3.2
1.8

2.0

4.2

2.3

3.9
1.6

4.2

2.1

1.0
0.0

Laz

Tuskish

Comprehension

Laz

Tuskish

Laz

speaking
Woman

Tuskish
Reading

Laz

Tuskish
Writing

Man

Age appears to be an important component of language competence in different skills (Figure 10). The younger the participants,
the lower proficiency in the their comprehension and speaking skills. However, the data reveal a slight increase in the participants’
reading and writing skills. The level of proficiency in comprehension and speaking is as follows in different age-range groups: (the
youngest group: 3.3 and 2.7; middle-aged: 3.9 and 3.5; the oldest: 4.3.
and 4.1, respectively). These results are not compatible with the
level of proficiency in Turkish, where the oldest group has lower
proficiency in all language skills, the literacy skills (reading-writing) being the lowest.
Correlation tests investigating the relationship between age and
proficiency have shown that older participants are a lot more proficient in oral skills in Laz (r = .48, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed). On
the other hand, younger participants appear to be more proficient
in oral skills in Turkish (r = .28, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed) and in
literacy skills in both Laz (r = .23, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed) and
Turkish (r = .42, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed).
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Figure 10. The role of age in the participants’ language proficiency
(1 the lowest, 5 the highest)
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The participants’ education is also a major factor in language
proficiency (Figure 11). Those who received more education tend to
develop lower levels of oral skills and higher levels of literacy skills in Laz. That is, primary school graduates rated their comprehension and speaking skills as the highest (4.5 and 4.4); middle school
and high school graduates had lower rates (4.0 and 3.6), university
graduates had the lowest rates (3.6 and 2.0). Despite their less developed nature of literacy skills due to lack of sufficient amount
of input, the university graduates reported to have higher literacy
skills in Laz than those with little or no education.
When those differences are analyzed with correlation tests, it
has been found out that whereas participants with higher education levels are less proficient in oral skills in Laz (r = .43, n = 450, p <
.05, two-tailed); they are more proficient in oral skills in Turkish (r
= .36, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed) and in literacy skills in both Laz
(r = .19, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed) and Turkish (r = .47, n = 450, p <
.05, two-tailed).
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Figure 11. The role of education in language proficiency
(1 lowest, 5 highest)
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It was also found that the participants’ occupations had a role
in their level of proficiency in Laz (Figure 12). Similar to the effect
of their education background, those with blue-collar jobs reported to have higher oral skills in the use of Laz than student participants or those with white-collar jobs. This trend, however, was
reversed in the case of literacy skills. Less educated group rated
their comprehension and speaking skills as 4.3 and 4.1, the highest
scores among all the three groups -white collar people having 3.9
and 3.3, the students having 3.3 and 2.7, the lowest in the range -. At
the same time blue-collar group rated to have the lowest scores in
reading and writing skills in Laz (1.8 and 1.6, respectively). As for
the participants’ proficiency level in Turkish, those with blue collar
jobs rated their language skills at the lowest levels. Here are the
rates obtained from the three groups under discussion: those with
blue-collar jobs (comprehension and speaking: 2.9 and 3.0, respectively; reading and writing: 3.7); those with white collar jobs (comprehension and speaking: 3.5 and 3.6; reading and writing: 4.4); students (oral skills: 3.2; reading-writing: 4.7). These results suggest
that similar to people’s educational background, their occupations
also have bearings on the level of they eventually attained.
The role of occupation on participants’ proficiency levels in Laz
and Turkish is investigated through correlation tests, as well. Similar to the role of education, occupation has been found to be signi74

ficantly related to both oral and literacy skills in Laz and Turkish.
While participants with white collar jobs are found to be less proficient in oral skills in Laz (r = .41, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed), they
are more proficient in oral skills in Turkish (r = .29, n = 450, p < .05,
two-tailed) and litaracy skills in both Laz (r = .21, n = 450, p < .05,
two-tailed) and Turkish (r = .36, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed).

Figure 12. The role of occupation in language proficiency
(1 lowest, 5 highest)
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This section also examines the participants’ level of proficiency
both in Turkish and Laz in terms of their place of living (Figure
13). One important finding was associated with the strong divide
between urban vs. rural areas. Those who live in rural areas appear
to have higher oral skills than those with an urban life style. The
more people started to live in urban areas, their oral proficiency
level declined. Given that rural people are more locally interdependent and have a more restricted set of contact outside the network,
they rated their proficiency level in Laz as the highest (comprehension and speaking: 4.7 ve 4.6). People from the urban areas, on
the other hand, tend to be exposed to different people and different
cultures, and hence their ratings were much lower in terms of the
use of Laz (comprehension and speaking: 3.8 and 3.4, respectively).
In regard to those who live in both the rural and urban areas, an
interim degree was observed in their ratings of language proficien75

cy (comprehension and speaking: 4.1 and 3.8, respectively). As expected, the picture appeared to be the opposite in terms the participants’ language proficiency in Turkish. The rural area people
tended to have much lower levels of competency both in oral and
literacy skills, which was followed by the dual settlers. The highest
proficiency level was reported by the urban area people, which was
entirely the opposite of the Laz language.
Those differences in percentages based on place of living have
also been found to be statistically significant in the correlation
tests. Oral skills’ correlation being higher, participants from village contexts are more proficient in both oral (r = .23, n = 450, p <
.05, two-tailed) and litaracy skills in Laz (r = .14, n = 450, p < .05,
two-tailed). As opposed to Laz, participants from city contexts aremore proficient in both oral (r = .24, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed) and
literacy skills in Turkish (r = .30, n = 450, p < .05, two-tailed).

Figure 13. The role of settlement in language proficiency
(1 lowest, 5 highest)
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Given that Laz is acquired and used mainly in oral contexts,
the relationship between comprehension and speaking skills and
socio-demographic variables was further examined in the analyses. While 68% of the participants’ living in the Black Sea region
rated their oral skills in Laz as ‘good/verygood’, this proportion
76

was lower in those who lived in the Marmara (63%). The difference
between the two groups was more observable in regard to literacy
skills. 64% of the people from the Black Sea reported to have good
literacy skills, only 44% of those who live in the Marmara rated
their literacy skills to be ‘good/very good’.
Gender appears to be another determining factor in oral skills in Laz. While 65% of the female participants reported to have
good/ very good’ comprehension skills in Laz, male participants’
percentage was higher (72%). This high trend in male participants
was further supported with their speaking skills. While only 50%
of the women rated their speaking skills as ‘good- very good’, this
proportion went up to 62% in men.
Another determining variable in the study was concerned with
the age factor. The younger the participants are, the lower levels
of speaking skills are attained in Laz. The oldest group had the highest percentages in comprehesion and speaking skills (85% and
63%, respectively), which was followed by the middle group (64%
and 51%), the youngest group (42% and 22%).
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Table 10. Language competence in Laz in terms of socio-demographic variables

<25 age

26-45

>46 age

Age

Male

Gender

Female

Black Sea
/ Marmara
Marmara

Speaking

Comprehension

Total
Black
Sea

None

2.2

.8

4.2

1.7

2.7

6.9

2.4

0.0

Little

8.0

3.9

13.6

9.6

6.3

17.6

7.2

4.0

Intermediate

21.6

23.2

19.4

24.0

19.0

33.3

26.4 13.5

Good

23.6

28.2

17.3

19.7

27.6

20.6

28.0 22.4

Very good

44.7

44.0 45.5 45.0

44.3

21.6

36.0 60.1

None

5.6

1.2

11.5

6.1

5.0

12.7

5.6

2.2

Little

13.8

11.6

16.8

17.0

10.4

33.3

13.6

4.9

Intermediate

24.9

22.8

27.7

26.6

23.1

31.4

29.6

19.3

Good

24.0

29.7

16.2

19.2

29.0

13.7

29.6

25.6

Very good

31.8

34.7

27.7

31.0

32.6

8.8

21.6

48.0

As can be seen Table 11, there is a negative relationship between
the participants’ educational background and their oral skills. Those with the lowest education had the highest percentages (88% and
83%). The other two groups had lower levels of oral skills in Laz.
While the intermediate group’s percentages were 68% and 55%, the
most educated participants had the lowest proportions (48% and
29%, respectively). A similar picture is portrayed in the occupation
variable. Those with blue-collar jobs expressed higher proficiency
both in comprehension and speaking skills (80%, 72% respectively)
of Laz than those with white-collar jobs (63&-%, 44%), the lowest
rates appearing with students whose comprehension and speaking
skills occurred around (31% and 23%). On similar grounds, moving
from rural areas to urban areas leads to lower levels of proficiency
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in Laz competence. While those living in the rural areas (villages)
reported the highest percentage in oral skills (96%), others from somewhat smaller but urban provinces rated their proficiency skills
much lower, percentages decreasing down to 60% and 47%, respectively.
Overall, what all the variables had in common was that oral
skills consistently surpassed literacy skills. This is not surprising
because in all language acquisition contexts, be it monolingual or
bi-/multilingual settings, the acquisition of receptive skills always
precedes that of productive skills. To this end, the findings in this
study are consistent with the literature reported in many other
acquisition contexts.
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Table 11. Oral competence in Laz in terms of socio-demographic
variables 2
Place of residence

9.0

4.1

0.0

.5

Little

.8

6.3

17.8

3.7

10.1

17.9

11.4

0.0

5.4

Intermediate

10.6

22.8

31.0 16.5

24.8

32.1

24.5

3.6

20.8

Good

23.5

28.0

17.1

26.3

21.7

17.9

15.9

25.0 31.7

Very good

64.4

40.2 31.0 53.5

41.1

23.1

44.1

71.4 41.6

None

.8

5.8

10.1

6.2

14.1

9.1

0.0

2.5

Little

.8

10.6

31.8 3.7

20.9

33.3

18.2

3.6

10.4

Intermediate

15.2

28.6

29.5 21.4

28.7

29.5

25.9

0.0

27.2

Good

24.2

28.6

17.1

28.4 21.7

14.1

19.5

25.0 28.7

Very good

59.1

26.5

11.6

44.0 22.5

9.0

27.3

71.4 31.2

2.5

city- village

2.3

village

0.0

city

3.1

student

2.6

White-collar

.8

Blue-collar

None

University

Middle –high
school

Occupation

Primary
school
Speaking

comprehension

Education

5.2 LANGUAGE TRANSMISSION ACROSS GENERATIONS
Language transmission across generations is one of the most important factors in language vitality. The intergenerational maintenance of parental home language has been one of the hotly-debated issues in sociolinguistic studies. Much work has addressed
the central role of the family as the key element for transmission
of home language to the next generations (e.g. Lopez, 1996; Portes
& Hao, 1998; Arriagada, 2005). It should be noted, however, that
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little is known about the long term payoff of the parental efforts
in home language use. In most studies parental language practices
are largely examined in children (Alba et. Al, 2002; Lutz, 2006). Other social factors such as neighbourhood, work place, marriages
are likely to play key roles, too. There is no doubt that this can
only be achieved if the language is acquired and used by children
in appropriate contexts. This way, children will have a chance to
acquire the language if it is used in the family environment, which
in turn makes language transmission possible. If language is not
transmitted to across generations, however, language shift becomes unavoidable.
The next section presents findings from the questionnaire study
with reference to language transmission, family language, the children’s level of proficiency in Laz, and the contexts and the frequency
of the use of Laz with children. There are several subsections in the
analyses which provide detailed information about these issues.

5.2.1 Family language and the input provider in the family
This section first explored the language of communication between
parents, and the language addressed by their parents to the participants until the begining of the primary school years (Figure14).
The results were as follows: 46% of the participants reported that
their parents addressed each other in Laz, 16% in Turkish and 38%
both in Laz and Turkish equally. A robust difference was observed
between the Black Sea and Marmara regions, suggesting the more
use of Laz as a family language in the Black Sea region. While 53%
of the parents addressed each other in Laz in the Black Sea region, only 37% used Laz in the Marmara. A reverse relationship was
found in the use of Turkish in both contexts. The proportion of the
use of Turkish between the parents was 21% in the Marmara and
12% in the region. A similar result was found in the language addressed to the participants until their schooling years. Those who
live in the Black Sea region addressed their children only in Laz
with a percentage of 42, but people from the Marmara region used
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Laz less, with a percentage of 24. The Turkish-only context in family communication in the Marmara and the Black Sea region is as
follows: 36% and 18%, respectively.
Those differences encountered in the percentages have also
been statistically analyzed via independent-samples t-tests. The
tests have shown that the use of Laz both as the language of communication between parents (t(448) = 3.54, p < .05, two-tailed) and
as the language addressed to the participants until the beginning
of primary school (t(448) = 5.06, p < .05, two-tailed) is significantly
higher among the participants from the Black Sea region than the
ones from the Marmara region.
Figure 14. Language used at home during childhood
(The Black Sea and Marmara)
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The effect of socio-demographic characteristics on family language reveals that (Table 12), except for gender, all the other variables including age, educational background, occupation and
settlement all play a significant role in the use of Laz. The gender
variable had a slight advantage in the male participants. While 87%
of the male participants reported that their parents mostly used
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Laz between them, the percentage was slightly lower with females
(81%). On similar grounds, while 79% of the males stated that their
parents addressed their children in Laz or Laz-Turkish, 70% of the
female participants did so.
Considering age and education as independent variables, with
the increase in education and decrease in age, the use of Turkish was found to be higher both in parents’ communications and
child-directed speech. A detailed examination of occupation as an
independent variable showed that the parents of participants with
blue-collar jobs used Laz in 90% of the time between themselves,
86.5% when addressing their children. These percentages dropped
significantly in participants with white-collar jobs (85% between
parents, 67% in child-directed speech). Overall, these results show
that while parents mostly address each other in Laz and Laz-Turkish (84%), they tend to use more Turkish while addressing their
children, Laz occuring 75% of the time.
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Table 12. Family language spoken during childhood
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LazTurkish

Turkish

Laz

LazTurkish

Turkish

Language addressed to
the participants until
primary school years

Laz
Total

Place of
residence

Occupation

Education

Age

Gender

Language of communication between the
parents

Female

44.5

37.1

18.3

30.1

39.7

30.1

Male

48.0

38.5

13.6

38.0

41.6

20.4

<25

15.7

50.0

34.3

2.9

51.0

46.1

26-45

40.8

45.6

13.6

23.2

48.8

28.0

> 46

63.2

27.8

9.0

54.3

31.4

14.3

Primary
school

79.5

14.4

6.1

73.5

16.7

9.8

Middle-High
scho

37.0

47.6

15.3

24.3

54.5

21.2

University/
above

25.6

47.3

27.1

7.8

45.0

47.3

Blue-collar

61.3

29.6

9.1

52.3

34.2

13.6

White-collar

38.0

46.5

15.5

17.8

49.6

32.6

Student

12.8

48.7

38.5

3.8

46.2

50.0

City

36.8

40.9

22.3

23.6

39.5

36.8

Village

78.6

17.9

3.6

75.0

25.0

0.0

City/Village

52.0

37.1

10.9

39.6

44.1

16.3

46.2

37.8

16.0

34.0

40.7

25.3

Figure 15 presents the distibution of input-providers in Laz. The
question here deals with from whom the participants learned Laz.
Here are the results: 73% of the participants received their input
from their parents, 22% from their grandparents, 6% from others in
their linguistic community (relatives, friends, etc). 3 A comparison
between the Black Sea and the Marmara once again reveals a difference, the percentage of those who learned Laz from their parents
was 78% in the Black Sea as opposed to 65% in the Marmara. This
trend was reversed when the input-providers were grandparents.
While the percentage of those living in the Black Sea learned Laz
from their grandparents was around 17%, that of those living in the
Marmara region was (30%), the rate occuring almost at a double
proportion. This shows that because parents in the Black Sea region address their children in less Laz, grandparents appered to
compensate this gap and tended to communicate with their grandchildren to transfer both linguistic and cultural traits.
Figure 15. Input providers in Laz (both in the Black Sea and
Marmara, %)4
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3

The total score can be above 100%. More than one option is chosen.

4

The total score can be above 100%. More than one option is chosen.
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5.2.2 Children’s knowledge of Laz
Data from the questionnaire also examined the language competence of the participants’ children in Laz. Figure 16 shows that while 28% children does not know Laz at all, 49% has some knowledge
of Laz. It was only 23% of the children whose competence in Laz
was reported to be advanced. What this means is that while close
to one fourth of the participants were able to transfer Laz to their
children at an advanced level, possibly due to the use of Laz at home
among the family members, almost half of the children could only
acquire passive competence in Laz. The remaining one in four did
not transmit their mother tongue to their offsprings. When comparing the Black Sea region and the Marmara, the proportion of
the participants who reported that their children did not know Laz
was almost 4 times higher in the Marmara (50%) than in the Black
Sea (13%). Similarly, the percentage of respondents who stated that
their children knew Laz well was 6 times higher in the Black Sea
region than that of Marmara, reaching up to 34% in the Black Sea
as opposed to only 6% in the Marmara. An independent-samples
t-test also shows that the children of the participants from the Black Sea region knew Laz better than the children of the ones from
the Marmara region, t(281) = 8.43, p < .05, two-tailed. This clearly
shows that Laz in the Black Sea region is transmitted to the children in a much better way than in the Marmara.
Figure 16. Children’s knowledge of Laz (%)
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Table 13 presents the children’s knowledge of Laz in relation to
all socio-demographic variables. The age factor seems to play an
important role in children’ Laz competence. While the percentage
of children with a reasonable proportion of Laz competence was
57% in the middle-aged group, this proportion went up 77% in the
oldest group. There appears a negative correlation between the level of competence and the participants’ educational background.
Of those participants with no or limited schooling (only primary
school education), 90% of their children have considerable knowledge of Laz. This rate decreased down to 70% and 28% in the those
participants with higher educational background. Similar results
are found in the other variables such as occupation and place of
residence.
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Table 13. Children’s knowledge of Laz in terms of
socio-demographic variables
Do/Does your child/ren know Laz?
Gender
Age

Education

Occupation

Place of residence

Total

No

Some

Advanced

Female

26.9

47.6

25.5

Male

29.0

50.7

20.3

<25

100.0

0.0

0.0

26-45

43.1

47.7

9.2

> 46

22.7

50.0

27.3

Primary school/ 10.3
below

46.8

42.9

Middle-High
School

29.1

60.9

10.0

University-above

72.3

27.7

0.0

Blue collar

20.6

50.7

28.7

White collar

48.6

44.6

6.8

Student

0.0

0.0

0.0

City/small town 40.3

46.3

13.4

Village

8.3

25.0

66.7

Small town-Village

18.4

56.8

24.8

27.9

49.1

23.0

As can be seen in Table 14, almost one in four families (22%)
do not address their children in Laz. Another one-fourth of the parents rarely use Laz when conversing with children. Almost 35% of
the families use Laz relatively more frequently. Only 18% of the parents systematically use Laz in their child-directed speech. Overall,
a regional comparison of the two groups reveals that while only
30% of the families use Laz in the Marmara region, this percenatge
goes up to 67% in the Black Sea region. An independent-samples
t-test also shows that participants’ frequency of addressing their
children in Laz is significantly higher in the Black Sea region than
in the Marmara region, t(212) = 6.97, p < .05, two-tailed (degrees of
freedom were adjusted from 282 to 212). Clearly, these results have
an impact on the level of proficiency children achieve in Laz.
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Table 14. Frequency of the use of Laz with children (%)

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Always

How often do you address your
children in Laz?

Black Sea /
Marmara

Black Sea

11.2

21.3

42.6

24.9

Marmara

38.6

31.6

22.8

7.0

Gender

Female

23.4

21.4

33.8

21.4

Male

21.0

29.7

35.5

13.8

<25

50.0

0.0

50.0

0.0

26-45

23.1

29.2

41.5

6.2

> 46

21.8

24.5

32.4

21.3

Primary school/
below

6.3

21.4

40.5

31.7

Middle-High
school

28.2

29.1

34.5

8.2

University-above 51.1

27.7

19.1

2.1

Blue collar

19.6

22.5

36.8

21.1

White collar

29.7

33.8

28.4

8.1

Student

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Small town

31.3

29.9

28.4

10.4

Village

4.2

4.2

37.5

54.2

Small town-Village

16.0

24.8

40.8

18.4

22.3

25.4

34.6

17.7

Age

Education

Occupation

Place of residence

Total
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When all the variables were examined in terms of child-directed
speech and its frequency, except for gender all the other variables
(age, education, place of residence) were found to be determining
factors in the data. In the oldest group compared to the middle-aged group, the percentage of the participants who always addressed their children was the highest. Likewise, while the less educated participants mostly addressed their children in Laz (around
72%), this proportion decreased down to 42% in middle/high school
graduates and 21% in university graduates (responses of ‘sometimes’ and ‘always’ are added here). Similarly, those who live in villages speak Laz with their children around 90% of the time, whereas
the others living in more urban places address their children 39%
of the time.
5.2.3 Reasons for not speaking Laz with children
The participants were also asked to provide reasons for not speaking Laz with their children through an open-ended question (Figure
17). The most common reasons were as follows: no need to transmit
Laz to the younger generation; their perception that their children
were not competent in Laz because they were not able to transmit
Laz to their children. Among others, one particular reason which
made a meaningful difference between the Black Sea and the Marmara communities was “My Laz is not good”. The proportion of the
participants with this feeling was 9% in the Black Sea region and 13%
in the Marmara. These people reported that they did not speak Laz
with their children, because they did not want their children to develop accented Turkish. Given that most of the residents of the Black
Sea have a distinctive Eastern Black Sea accent, they think that their
children need standard Turkish for access to social and economic
benefits in the Turkish society.
Another reason concerning the difference between the Black
Sea and the Marmara regions was ‘There is no Laz speaker in the neighborhood’. While the rate of participants who held this view in the
Marmara was 6%, no one in the Black Sea expressed this. This could
perhaps be related to the low level of competence and the use of Laz
in Marmara, which was also reported in other parts of the project.
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Figure 17. Participants’ reluctance to use Laz with their
children in both regions

5.3. THE USE OF LAZ AND TURKISH IN DAILY LIFE
The continuous use of language across generations is largely shaped by how often it is used as a medium of communication among
individuals or within the community in everyday life. Its maintenance depends on many socio-political factors as well as the perceptions and attitudes developed within the community in relation
to the language itself. Therefore, the following issues become crucial in the maintenance of language: (i) the extent to which language is spoken by individuals in daily life within the community and
the social domains it is used; (ii) what kind of issues are addressed
during speech; and (iii) the extent to which changes in the community, such as modernization and urbanization take place. Given
their importance in language maintenance, the rest of this section
examines the use of the language according to (i) the interlocutor;
(ii) the social context, (iii) media as well as social media, which appears to be used widely in recent years.
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5.3.1 The use of language according to the interlocutor
As discussed in the previous sections, bilingual and multilingual
people use their languages for different purposes in different domains of life with different people. When necessary, they switch
from one language to another. The data collected from the Laz-speaking communities in this project were also analyzed from this
perspective. As can be seen in Figure 18, the highest amount of Laz
is used by the old generation people such as grandparents, the rating occuring around 3.4 on average. This is followed by parents
and relatives as well as Laz-speaking neighbours (rating being
around 3.0). Interestingly, the lowest amount of exchange in Laz
takes place among the siblings, spouses and children (2.8, 2.7, 2.4).
Overall, the Laz language was used less among members of the immediate family.

Figure 18. Language use according to the interlocutor
(closer to 5, Laz, closer to 1, Turkish)
Grandfather
Grandmother
Mother
Laz relatives
Laz friends
Father
Laz people around
Laz neighbours
Siblings
Partner
Children

3.4
3.4
3.1
3.1
3.1
3.1
3.0
3.0
2.8
2.7
2.4
0.0
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1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

When the data were examined in terms of language use in the
two geographical regions, it was clear that those who lived in the
Black Sea region tended to use more Laz than those in the Marmara
region. An independent-samples t-test also shows that the average
of the use of Laz according to the interlocutors is significantly higher in the participants from the Black Sea region than in the ones
from Marmara region, t(428) = 7.68, p < .05, two-tailed (degrees of
freedom were adjusted from 447 to 428). During the data collection
period, more than half of the conversations were held in Laz in the
Black Sea region, which was certainly not the case with those in
the Marmara region, even with grandparents who were the group
of people with whom families mostly prefered to speak in Laz.

Figure 19. Language use according to the interlocutor
5.0
4.5
4.0
3.5
3.0
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0

3.8
2.9

3.8
2.9

3.5
2.7

3.4
2.6

3.5
2.6

Black Sea

3.5

3.4

2.5

2.6

3.4
2.5

3.3
2.2

3.2
2.0

2.8
1.7

Marmara

Figure 20 does not show a significant relationship between the
use of language according to interlocutor and gender, as all the numerical scales are close to each other.
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Figure 20. Language use according to the interlocuter and gender
(closer to 5, Laz, closer to 1, Turkish)
5.0
4.0
3.0

3.6
3.3

3.6
3.3

3.3
3.0

3.03.2

3.2
3.0

3.2
2.9

3.03.1

2.93.2

2.72.9

2.82.7

2.42.4

2.0
1.0
0.0

Woman

Man

As discussed in the previous sections, age appeared to be one
of the strong factors in determining which language to use with
whom. To this end, there were clear differences among the three
groups of participants (Figure 21). That is, the youngest group had
the lowest proportion of Laz use, their rate of speech decreasing
gradually within a circle of family members. The oldest group, on
the other hand, had the highest rate of the use of Laz with close
friends and family members, the rate occurring around 4.0 to 3.5.
In all age ranges the proportion of the use of Laz between parents and immediate family members such as spouses, children and
siblings systematically decreased. This radical and clear decrease
suggests that transmission of Laz across generations is alarming.
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Figure 21. Tendency to speak in Laz in terms of age (closer to 5, Laz,
closer to 1, Turkish)
5.0
4.5
4.0
3.5
3.0
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0

4.0
3.4
2.4

3.9
3.4
2.3

3.7
3.0
2.1

3.6
3.1

3.6
3.1
2.0

2.0

< 25 Age

3.7
3.0
1.9

26-45 Age

3.5
3.1
1.9

3.5
3.1
1.9

3.4
2.7
1.6

3.2
2.5
1.4

2.7
2.3
1.5

> 46 Age

Similarly, educational background appeared to be an important factor determining which language to use with whom (Figure 22). Those
with the least level of education had the highest rates in using Laz with
all their interlocuters in the environment, the rates ranging between
(4.4 and 3.2). With the increase in years of schooling and education,
there was a decline in Laz use among the participants, the rates being (2.5 and 1.6). While the participants with a primary school degree
consistently reported to speak Laz with old people and their peers in
the same generation (4.4 - 4.1), the degree of Laz use decreased when
they communicated with the younger family members, the rate going
below 4.0.
As for those with a middle school or high school degree, the data revealed relatively less use of Laz with all the interlocuter types. People
in this category reported to use Laz around 3.3 and 2.9 out of 5 while
addressing old people or their peers in Laz. These results suggested a
considerable amount of Turkish (2.6 and 2.1 out of 5) used in the family,
in particular with the immediate family members, excluding parents,
though. It was strking that the use of Laz was more or less equal to
Turkish, at times Turkish being even more widely used. In the final
category, people with the highest level of education (university degree
and above) used Turkish and Laz equally while addressing others, including the old generation. The use of Laz even decreased down to 1.9
out of 5, while addressing siblings.
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Figure 22. Tendency to speak in Laz according to the interlocuter
(closer to 5, Laz, closer to 1, Turkish)
5.0
4.5
4.0
3.5
3.0
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0

4.4

4.3

3.3
2.5

4.2

3.3
2.5

4.1

3.0
2.2

2.9
2.3

Primary school or below

4.2
2.9
2.2

4.1

4.1

3.0
2.1

Middle school and high school

2.8
2.2

4.1
2.9
2.2

4.0

3.9

2.6
1.9

3.2

2.4
1.5

2.1
1.6

University graduates and above

In parallel to their age and educational background, the participants’ occupation also had an impact on the way they used Laz
(Figure 23). The data revealed that the participants’ with blue collar jobs mostly used Laz while addressing their older members of
the family or the environment, with a scale of 4.9 and 3.6 out of 5.
This rating went down to 3.4 and 2.8 on average with siblings and
immediate family members in the nucleus family. Participants in
the “white-collar” category, which had higher education and higher
social status within the community, used relatively lower levels of
Laz in an exchange with old people and their peers, on an average scale of 3.1 and 2.6 out of 5. This showed that these people also
used Turkish in their exchanges with siblings and immediate family members (2.4 and 1.9 out of 5).
Although studentship was not taken as a separate category in
the occupation variable, Turkish was the most dominant medium
of communication with all the interlocutors in this category. Rarely
spoken with the parents and the close circle on average 2.0 point
out of 5, Laz is hardly used at all while communicating with Laz
brothers (1.6/5 on the scale). In parallel with the educational variable here, a negative correlation was found between schooling and
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the use of Laz. However, the differences between the occupational
categories are not as great as those observed in the educational
level variable.

Figure 23. Tendency to speak Laz in terms of occupation
(closer to 5, Laz, closer to 1, Turkish)
5.0
4.0
3.0
2.0

4.0

3.9

3.1
2.4

3.7

3.1
2.3

3.7

3.6

2.8
2.0

2.7
2.0

3.7

2.7
2.0

3.6

2.6
1.9

3.6

2.6
1.9

3.4

2.7
1.9

3.3

2.4
1.6

2.8

2.0
1.4

1.9
1.5

1.0
0.0

Blue collar

White collar

Student

Figure 24 shows that the type of the tripartite settlement, namely village, city and dual settlement (both village and city)5, is closely related to the rate of Laz being spoken in daily life. Here, too,
the participants living in rural areas had a mean value between 4.4
and 3.9, indicating that Laz was spoken very much; the proportion
of participants living in the city/town was slightly higher than the
median of the older family members and the near-neighbours, and
had an average value of 2.3 to 1.9, indicating that the remaining
core family members spoke mostly Turkish. Participants with village-city dual settlements were located in the middle of these two
extremes and had relatively high Laz speaking ratings of 3.7 to 3.4
with the senior family members and close neighborhoods, while
their communication with siblings, spouses and children fell to a
relatively low level of 3.2 to 2.6.

5

It should be noted that some of the participants have dual settlement, spending some
portions of the year in their village and some in the city.
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Figure 24. Tendency to speak Laz in terms of the place of
residence (closer to 5, Laz, closer to 1, Turkish)
5.0
4.5
4.0
3.5
3.0
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0

4.4

4.4
3.7

3.7
3.0

2.9

4.2

4.2

3.4
2.8

4.2

3.4
2.7

4.2

2.7

Town

4.2

3.4

3.4
2.6

Village

4.2

2.6

4.0

3.4

3.3
2.6

4.2

3.2
2.3

3.9

3.1
2.2

2.6
1.9

Town-Village

We now examine the percentages of language use in daily life
according to the interlocutor. For ease of presentation, the “only”
and “mostly” (Laz or Turkish) options were combined. In the overall sample, the people with whom Laz was spoken mostly were
grandparents, with 52%. While the proportion of the use of Turkish
with these people was around 30%, the rate of bilingual use of Turkish-Laz was 18%. These results are important because they show
that Turkish has an important place in the Laz society even in communicating with the oldest generation. The second group of people
with whom Laz was used frequently involved the mother (41%), the
father (41%9), Laz friends (40%), Laz aquaintances (37%), Laz neighbours (38%) and Laz-speaking relatives (38%). The percentage
of the participants who speak mostly Turkish in this group is also
between 35% and 40%. Most of the participants while communicating with immediate family members such as siblings and spouses
clearly speak more Turkish (47% and 50%, respectively) and much
less Laz (both 33%). The fact that these core family members, who
are among the most important components of the socialization of
the individual, mainly use Turkish in daily life can be taken as a
sign of language change towards Turkish in the community.
Finally, while 60% of the participants addressed children in Turkish, only 21% spoke mostly Laz and 19% prefered both Laz and
Turkish equally. What this means is that three out of five partici98

pants communicate with their children in Turkish, while only one
out of five parents addresses their children in Laz. This shows that
instead of Laz Turkish is the dominant language used by most of
the families in raising their children.
As can be seen in Table 15-1, participants from the Marmara region speak about 20% to 40% less Laz in their conversations with
other people than in the region. Similarly, the bilingual use of Laz
and Turkish is systematically higher in the Marmara region. For
example, the rate of conversation with parents in Laz is 52% in the
Black Sea region, while it is 26% and 23% in the Marmara; the rate
of conversation with siblings in Laz is 45% in the Black Sea region
and only 15% in Marmara. A much more striking difference was
found in child-directed speech. That is, the rate of speaking with
children is 32% in the region and 6% in the Marmara. Similarly, the
use of Laz with spouses is 46%, while in Marmara this rate is 12%.
In contrast, while the rate of speaking in Turkish with parents, siblings, children and spouses was 44% -53% -63% -81% -70% respectively in Marmara, and 29%, 29%, 36%, 45% and 36% respectively
in the region.
As can be seen in Tables 15-1 and 15-2, the socio-demographic
factors as independent variables showed meaningful differences.
Concerning the gender variable, women spoke more Turkish and
less Laz than men. For example, while women speak with their parents around 37% of the time in Laz, males speak 45% with their mothers and 42% with their fathers. On the other hand, women
speak Turkish to their parents around 42% and 45%, with men these percentages are obviously lower, corresponding to 28% and 32%.
This, however, is reversed with spouses or children: Women’s rate
of speaking with their spouses and children in Laz is 36% and 23%,
while males’ is 30% and 19%.
Correlation of age with language use is much more pronounced
and unidirectional. The general pattern observed in communication with all individuals is as follows: the young group under the age
of 25 speaks dominantly Turkish at a rate of 60%, and except for
communication with their grandparents, they speak very limited
99

Laz. The middle age group between 26-45 years speaks Laz with the
older generation (parents, grandparents), Turkish with their siblings and their core family members and one third of the time Laz
with friends and relatives. In addition, the equal use of Laz-Turkish
is mostly observed in this age group. The oldest group, aged 46 and
above, uses much more Laz and less Turkish in their conversations
with other people except for their children and spouses.
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Table 15. Daily use in Laz according to the interlocutor 1

Mother

Turk.
Laz-Tr

Father

Siblings

Spouse

Children

Grandmother

Grandfather

Laz
friends

Laz acquaintance

Laz
neighbours

Laz
relatives

Region / Marmara

Gender

Age

Total

Region

Marmara

Female

Male

<25

26-45

> 46

35.1

28.6

44.1

42.3

27.7

69.6

35.2

19.1

23.9

19.7

29.8

21.1

26.8

23.5

29.6

20.9

Laz

40.9

51.7

26.1

36.6

45.5

6.9

35.2

60.0

Turk.

38.8

28.8

52.7

45.5

32.0

75.5

37.4

22.5

Laz-Tr

21.4

19.5

24.2

17.0

26.0

17.6

30.1

18.3

Laz

39.7

51.8

23.1

37.5

42.0

6.9

32.5

59.2

Turk.

47.2

35.9

62.6

50.2

44.0

86.1

51.6

26.8

Laz-Tr

20.1

18.8

21.9

18.1

22.2

11.9

21.3

23.2

Laz

32.7

45.3

15.5

31.7

33.8

2.0

27.0

50.0

Turk.

49.9

36.4

70.5

49.5

50.3

90.9

58.1

35.8

Laz-Tr

17.3

17.3

17.3

14.8

19.9

9.1

16.3

19.8

Laz

32.9

46.3

12.2

35.7

29.8

0.0

25.6

44.3

Turk.

59.4

44.7

81.3

61.5

57.1

90.4

62.8

50.7

Laz-Tr

19.3

23.6

12.9

15.1

23.8

5.8

23.1

21.2

Laz

21.3

31.7

5.8

23.5

19.0

3.8

14.1

28.1

Turk.

30.4

21.4

43.6

36.3

24.4

62.0

25.7

16.7

Laz-Tr

18.0

18.5

17.2

16.2

19.8

19.0

26.6

12.5

Laz

51.6

60.1

39.3

47.5

55.8

19.0

47.7

70.8

Turk.

29.5

19.8

44.0

34.8

24.2

59.4

25.2

17.1

Laz-Tr

18.4

20.3

15.7

17.7

19.2

21.9

26.2

12.4

Laz

52.0

59.9

40.3

47.5

56.6

18.8

48.6

70.5

Turk.

36.9

27.3

50.6

42.7

31.0

70.0

36.3

21.4

Laz-Tr

23.7

22.7

25.3

18.8

28.7

23.0

28.2

21.4

Laz

39.4

50.0

24.2

38.5

40.3

7.0

35.5

57.1

Turk.

35.9

27.1

48.4

40.2

31.5

70.0

33.3

21.7

Laz-Tr

26.5

25.9

27.5

23.2

30.0

24.0

33.3

24.0

Laz

37.5

47.1

24.2

36.6

38.5

6.0

33.3

54.4

Turk.

36.8

27.3

50.0

41.0

32.4

71.0

35.0

22.0

Laz-Tr

25.3

25.0

25.8

22.5

28.2

24.0

30.8

22.9

Laz

37.9

47.7

24.2

36.5

39.4

5.0

34.2

55.0

Turk.

34.9

26.3

46.7

39.1

30.4

69.4

32.2

20.9

Laz-Tr

26.7

26.3

27.2

23.6

29.9

24.5

32.2

24.5

Laz

38.5

47.5

26.1

37.3

39.7

6.1

35.5

54.5

1
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Similarly, as Table 15-2 shows, people with different levels of
education also used language at varying rates. The common pattern found in communication with other people was as follows: those with primary school education or no education are the ones with
the maximum use of Laz and the miminum use of Turkish; while in
42% of the time they spoke with children in Laz. Overall, however,
their use of Laz was systematically much higher, corresponding to
60%. Middle school and high school educated group spoke less Laz
than at least half of primary school group; for example, the rates of
speaking Laz with parents occurred around 33% and 32%, and with
children and spouse remained at 20% and 11%, respectively. The
group with the higher educational level was the least Laz and the
most Turkish user group. While they used Laz 25% and 24% of the
time while addressing their grandparents, they had systematically
lower rates of Laz in communication with others, below 7% with
siblings, spouses and children. What was observed here was with
the increase in the level of education, there was a clear drop in the
use of Laz, and a great increase in Turkish while communicating
with with spouses, children and siblings. This was a common tendency in all educational level categories.
As for the occupational variable is concerned, it is clearly seen
that the use of Laz is largely reduced in communication with every
person without exception, in particular when comparing people
with white collar jobs vs. those with blue-collar jobs and students
who represented the young group in the project. In communicating
with all groups of people, except for children, the rate of Laz in people with blue collar jobs is at least 50%; this rate, however, drops
radically in those with white collar jobs, except for communication
with grandparents. In the student group this decline has always
been more observable.
The place of residence, as another independent variable, also
presented informative results. Moving from cities to the village, it
was found that the rate of communication with people was at least
2 times higher in Laz. In contrast to many other variables, the use
of Laz with close family members, spouses and children exceeded
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the 55% rate. On the other hand, in communications with people
(including grandparents and grandparents) in cities and suburban
areas, the use of Turkish varied between 40% and 74%, as opposed
to the proportion in villages not exceeding 14%. Those with dual
residency (both in the city and the village) always remained between these two extremes.
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Table 16. Language use in daily life according to the interlocutor 2 (%)

Laz aquiantances

Laz neigbours

Laz relatives
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City/Vil.

Laz friends

Village

Grand
father

City

Grand
mother

Student

Children

White
collar

Spouse

Blue collar

Siblings

University/
above

Father

Place of residence

Middle-High sch

Mother

Occupation

Primary

Education

Turkish

12.1

32.8

62.7

17.7

46

71.8

44.5

10.7

28.4

Laz-Tr

11.4

33.3

23

25.5

23

20.5

27.5

7.1

22.4

Laz

76.5

33.9

14.3

56.8

31

7.7

28

82.1

49.3

Turkish

12.9

38.8

66.7

20.7

50.8

75.6

53

7.1

28

Laz-Tr

10.6

28.7

22

22

23.4

16.7
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The meaningful differences in percentages showing the use of
Laz according to the interlocutors in relation with socio-demographic factors have been tested via Pearson’s Product-Moment
Correlation tests. As for the variable of gender, women’s use of
Laz in interacting with only their mothers (r = .11, n = 447, p < .05,
two-tailed), fathers (r = .10, n = 443, p < .05, two-tailed), grandmothers (r = .10, n = 401, p < .05, two-tailed), and grandfathers (r = .10, n
= 396, p < .05, two-tailed) is significantly higher than men’s. On the
other hand, all the other socio-demograhic variables are found to
be significantly correlated with all the interlocutors. As age increases, the use of Laz increases in interacting with all the interlocutors, with siblings having the highest correlation (r = .50, n = 443,
p < .05, two-tailed). On the other hand, the higher the participants’
education is, the less they use Laz with all the interlocutors asked.
Similar to education, the use of Laz with all the interlocutors seems to be highly correlated with participants’ professions, with the
ones with white collar jobs using Laz significantly less. Finally, like
the occupation variable, the use of Laz with all the interlocutors
decreases as we move to city contexts.
5.3.2 Language usage according to the social domain
The analysis of the data also revealed that the interlocutor had a
decisive influence in language use. That is, as has been repeatedly
stated, the rate of Laz used in communicating with the old generation clearly fell with their core family members. This “interlocutor”
effect often arises in relation to a broader concept of “social space”
in which the language is used. In most cases, the social domain itself can determine which language is used with whom, irrespective
of who is spoken to. Therefore, the next section examines the general situation of social domain and language use, with reference to
socio-demographic features.
As can be seen in Figure 25, with its average rates, the social environments where Laz is most frequently used were home (2.7 out
of 5) and local communities and neighbourhoods (2.6 out of 5). These are followed by cultural rituels such as funeral (2.5) and wedding
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(2.5), where Laz and Turkish are used equally, which in turn was
followed by bazaar and shopping-based social environments (2.3)
with more complex networks. Finally, in most local or official institutions such as work place, school, Turkish becomes the dominant
language, with Laz remaining extremely marginal and symbolic,
occuring around 1.5 to 1.3 out of 5.
Figure 25. Language use accordimg to social domain (closer to 5,
Laz, closer to 1, Turkish)

At home
In the local area
At the funerals
At the weddings
At the market
At work
At school
At the local service establishments…
Resmi devlet kurumlarında (kaymakamlık…

2.7
2.6
2.5
2.5
2.3
1.5
1.5
1.4
1.3

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0

The next section presents these findings in percentages: While
the use of Laz is limited to 28% in the neighbourhood, 25% at home,
20% in funerals, 19% in weddings, Turkish still dominates in 50% of
the time in such small social domains. In other words, only in one
in four or five people, the use of Laz in these social gatherings was
more than Turkish. Especially, the limited use of Laz at home, which constitutes an indispensable element of language maintenance,
showed the degree of language loss in the Laz-speaking community. On the average, the equal of use Laz and Turkish was only observed in 25% of the participants. In social circles with less strong
social networks, Turkish is almost the only language used: Turkish
is used 88% of the time in schools, 86% in work places, 91% in local
units and 93% in official governmental institutions. The use of Laz
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in official settings, on the other hand, is largely negligible, occurring around 4%.
In paralel to the findings in other sections of the Report, the
use of Laz in social domains was also lower in the Marmara region
than in the Black Sea region (see Figure 26). The use of Laz at home
and in the neighborhood was above average, occurring 3.1 and 3.2
out of 5 in the Black Sea; in Marmara it was 2.2 and 1.8, well below
the average. Similarly, the use of Laz outside the home context (in
shopping, for instance) in the Black Sea region was 2.7%, a little
more than Turkish; its use in Marmara is extremely marginal with
1.6 out of 5. Except for the immediate social environments, there is
almost no use of Laz in both contexts. The percentage values given
in Appendix is more informative in regard to the use of Laz in the
Marmara. While the use of Laz in the Black Sea was 38%, Turkish
was 39%, and the equal use of both Laz and Turkish was 23%. In
the Marmara, the use of Laz was only 7%, Turkish 61% and and the
bilingual use was 32%. Despite some minute changes in proportions, the general pattern repeats itself across the data. This lower
use of Laz across social domains in the Marmara region compared
to the Black Sea region has been tested for significancy and an independent-samples t-test has indicated that the use of Laz across
social domains is significantly higher in the latter compared to the
former, t(435) = 8.67, p < .05, two-tailed (degrees of freedom were
adjusted from 448 to 435).
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Figure 26. Language use in social domains (Black Sea vs Marmara) 		
(closer to 5, Laz, closer to 1, Turkish)
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As can be seen in Figure 27, the relationship between language use in
social areas and gender is limited (Figure 27). In all areas, the use of Laz
by men is more than that of women, with 0.05 to 0.2 times. The results
show that there is not a significant difference in the use of Laz in men and
women, despite a marginally higher use of the language by men. These
differences between the two genders, however, are not statistically significant. It only shows that women are more inclined to use Turkish in the
Laz community.
Figure 27. Language use in social domains according to gender
(closer to 5, Laz, closer to 1, Turkish)
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Unlike gender, the age factor indicates clear differences in the
use of Laz in social domains (Figure 28). In social contexts with
stronger social networks, the use of Laz is above the average (3.0 to
2.7) in the elderly group, but fell down to a moderate rate (2.7 to 2.2)
in the middle-aged group. This rate dropped to a much more marginal level in the younger group (2.2 to 1.6 ). There was not much
difference among the participants outside the immediate environment such as work place, school, public institutions, because Laz
was used in limited contexts among all the age groups.
Figure 28. Language use in social domains according to age
(closer to 5, Laz, closer to 1, Turkish)
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The percentage scores indicate the signs of language loss in Laz
across the generations. In all social domains, except for the neighborhood context in the elderly group, and in all age groups Turkish was used more than Laz. For example, while 35% of the elderly
group spoke Laz at home, 40% spoke Turkish and the remaining
25% spoke Laz-Turkish bilingually. In the middle-aged group, this
difference became even more pronounced and the percentage of
Laz speakers decreased down to 26% while the rate of Turkish speakers increased to 54%. In the young age group, the rate of Laz speakers at home was even lower, occrring at a symbolic level of 7%,
whereas Turkish speakers accounted for 70% of the participants in
this group.
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In the elderly group, while the proportion of Laz and Turkish
speakers in particular in home and neighborhood contexts was
closer to each other, in contexts which require a somewhat larger
network such as shopping and cultural rituals, the rate was even
lower. Finally, in work places and official institutions where social
relations are loosely experienced, the use of Laz was symbolic. A
similar decreasing pattern in the use of Laz was observed across
all age ranges. The percentage of Laz users within the young group
reached up to 7% only in the home context, and the percentage
of those who use Laz and Turkish to the same degree bilingually
was also 23% in the home context. As a result, the maintenance of
Laz, which has a limited presence in all social domains for all age
groups, was found to be questionable.
The relationship between the use of language in education and social domains is similar to the effect of education on other variables (Figure 29). In general, people with low educational
background were at a high rate of 3.7 to 3.2 in using Laz, which is
an important element in social cohesion, whereas in those with
primary and secondary education the rate of Laz use robustly fell
down to 2.5 to 2.1. Finally, in participants with university degree or
higher education, this rate was much more marginal, occurring at
2.0 to 1.6 out of 5. Overall, it would be plausible to argue that the
level of education was found to be a more decisive factor in the use
of Laz than age and other independent variables investigated in
this project. The proportion of the participants with lower education level who used Laz at home was 54%, whereas this rate was 15%
in those with secondary school education, and 9% in those higher
education. Contrary to this trend, as the level of education increased, the use of Turkish robustly increased in a parallel fashion:
That is, the use of Turkish was 17% in those with lower education,
52% in secondary education and 74% in higher education.
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Figure 29. Language use in social domains according to educational
background (closer to 5, Laz, closer to 1, Turkish)
4.0

3.7

3.6

3.0
2.5

2.5

2.4
2.0

2.0

3.4

3.4

3.5

2.4

3.2
2.3

1.9

1.8

1.8

2.1
1.6

1.5

1.7

1.5

1.3

1.6 1.5

1.4 1.4 1.3

1.3 1.3 1.3

At the local
service
establishments
(mukhtar, local
council, hospital,
etc.)

At the official
government
establishments
(governorship,
etc.)

1.3

1.0
0.5
0.0

At home

In the local area

At the funerals

At the weddings

Primary school or below

At the market

Middle school and high school

At work

At school

University graduates and above

The data also revealed that the use of Laz in different social domains was also related to people’s occupation (Figure 30). Similar to
the findings presented in previous sections, in those social domains
with stronger networks such as home, neighborhood, bazaar etc., the
degree of the use of Laz by blue-collar people was much higher (3.2 to
2.7 out of 5), this rate fell below the average (2.2 to 1.9). In the student
category, which largely overlapped with the young category, Laz was
used at a low level (2.0) at home, and this rate was even lower in the
bazaar, occurring at an extremely symbolic level of 1.5 out of 5.
Figure 30. Language use in social domains according to occupation
(closer to 5, Laz, closer to 1, Turkish)
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Similar to the age factor, in percentage scores it was clearly
seen that the use of Laz in home and neighbourhood contexts was
mostly dominant among those with blue collar jobs. In this sense,
while 39% and 44% of the participants with blue-collar jobs mostly
used Laz, only 10%-14% of the participants with white-collar jobs
used Laz in their speech. As evidenced in some of the variables in
the social domain, The use of Laz in the neighborhood was slightly
higher than in the home environment. As for the use of Turkish
in these domains, 63% of the participants with white-collar jobs
used Turkish, this rate being twice as high as people with blue-collar jobs. Similarly, the use of Laz in the Bazaar by blue-collar job
owners which occurred at 27% fell down to %3 in white collar job
owners. The use of Turkish, on the other hand, revealed an opposite picture. While 46% of the participants with blue-collar jobs
used Turkish, 71% from the white-collar job group used Turkish.
On similar grounds, the results show that urbanization also had a
negative impact on the extent of the use of Laz among the participants. The use of Laz is found to be rather high in those who live
in villages (4.1-3.4 out of 5), as opposed to city dwellers whose rate
ranges between 2.3-1.8.
Figure 31. Language use in social domains according to
place of residence (closer to 5, Laz, closer to 1, Turkish)
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The correlations between the use of Laz across social domains
in relation with socio-demographic factors have been tested via
Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation tests. As for the variable
of gender, the use of Laz in none of the social domains is found to
be significantly correlated with gender. For the age variable, as the
participants get older, the use of Laz significantly increases in all
the social domains except for school, local service units, and official government institutions. As participants get more educated, the
use of Laz in all social domains except for local and official government offices appears to decrease. As for occupation, participants
with white collar jobs appear to use Laz more in all social domains
except for school, local service units, and official government institutions. The last socio-demographic factor, the place of residency,
on the other hand, is indicated to be significantly correlated with
all the social domains, city contexts having a higher use of Laz.
5.3.3 The use of Laz in education and the media
One other area the questionnaire has dealt with concerns the use
of Laz in education and various types of media including television,
music, social media etc. In regard to the academic status of Laz, the
data reveal that 97% of the participants did not take any courses on
Laz. As for the remaining 3% of the participants (in total 12 people),
they reported that they either attended a Laz course in a Laz Cultural institute or took it as an elective course in school. All those 12
people are young or middle-aged people. No participants from the
old generation took any courses on Laz.
As can be seen in Figure 32, a large majority of the participants
mostly watch Turkish channels. Only 10% of the participants prefer to watch Laz TV. As for music, while 36% of them listen to Turkish music, 17% prefer to listen to Laz music. There is still another
47% who report that they listen to both types of music. What this
suggests is that when the participants’ language preference was
asked in terms of watching TV and listening to music, there was
a noticeable difference between the two (Figure 32). 90% of them
reported that they watched only Turkish TV, and a marginal per113

centange (10%) watched Laz TV. The rates were more balanced in
music: while 36% of the respondents listened to Turkish and 17%
listened to Laz music, the proportion of those who listened to music in both languages was close to half of the participants (47%).
This suggested that while the proportion of participants who prefered to watch Laz channels remained at 10%, this ratio was 64%
for music. Perhaps the most important reason for this big difference was that there was no Laz TV channel apart from occasional Laz
channels on the internet. Although there is no Laz radio station,
having access to Laz music in the internet or through albums, made
it easier to have access to Laz music.
Figure 32. Language preference while watching TV, listening to
music (%)
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Laz
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Regarding the question on the use of Laz in social media (Figure 33), 42% of the participants expressed that they were following
a content in Laz, while 41% were not. 16% of the participants did
not use social media. These results indicated that almost half of
the participants followed Laz-based platforms in the social media,
which might suggest that social media played an important role in
people’s acquaintance with Laz.
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Figure 33. Proportion of following Laz content in social media (%)

16.4%
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An examination of the impact of socio-demographic variables
on the rate of Laz content in social media showed that education,
occupation and place of residence appeared to be the only determining factors in social media use (Table 16). There was a positive correlation between education and social media use. With the
increase in education, the rate of those who followed Laz content
also increased considerably. Parallel to education, a positive correlation was also found in the occupation as a variable. In those with
white-collar jobs, constituting the more prestigious professional
group, the rate of the use of social media was much higher. Lastly,
the place of residence was also critical in that the proportion of Laz
content followers in social media was higher in the participants
who had dual settlement (both in cities and city/village residents)
than only in villages.
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Table 17. Proportion of following Laz content in the social media
(socio-demographic variables) (%)
Do you follow any page with Laz content on social media?
Yes

No

Do not use
social media

Black Sea/ Black Sea
Marmara
Marmara

40.5

38.6

20.8

45.0

44.5

10.5

Gender

Female

38.9

41.5

19.7

Male

46.2

40.7

13.1

<25

60.8

36.3

2.9

26-45

60.8

29.6

9.6

> 45

23.8

49.8

26.5

Primary level

9.8

56.8

33.3

Middle/High
sch.

47.6

39.2

13.2

University/abo- 68.2
ve

27.9

3.9

Blue collar

29.2

45.7

25.1

White collar

59.7

31.8

8.5

Student

55.1

42.3

2.6

City/suburb

43.2

42.3

14.5

Village

25.0

39.3

35.7

City-Village

44.1

40.1

15.8

Low

46.8

44.1

9.0

Intermediate

35.0

44.0

21.0

Advanced

59.8

28.0

12.2

42.4

41.1

16.4

Age

Education

Occupation

Place of
residence

Laz proficiency

Total

116

In order to find out how much Laz was used in reading, the
participants were also requested to reveal information about the
amount of Laz they used in reading. The results revealed that 79%
of them did not read any books or magazines in Laz. It was only 21%
who reported that they read Laz magazines or books.
Figure 34. Proportion of reading magazines or books in Laz (%)

20.9%
79.1%

Yes

No

When the relationship between socio-demographic features
and book/magazine reading in Laz was compared (Table 17), the
determining factors which played important roles were as follows:
Black Sea/Marmara, gender, education, occupation and language
comtepence in Laz. Those who reported that they read in Laz was
a little higher in the Marmara (25%) than in the reigon (18%); more
male participants were found to read in Laz than females (25% men
vs. 17% in women). In regard to the age factor, despite the lack of a
clear picture, 33% of the middle age group reported to read in Laz,
a percentage higher than the other two groups. Overall, there was
a positive correlation between readings in Laz and some of the socio-demographic variables like education, occupation and language competence in Laz. As reported previously in the other sections,
moving from higher levels of education to white-collar jobs to those with higher proficiency levels in Laz, the proportion of participants who reported to read books and magazins in Laz increased.
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Table 18. Proportion of reading magazines or books in Laz (%)
Do you read magazines
or books in Laz?
Yes
No
Black Sea /
Marmara
Gender
Age

Education

Occupation

Place of residence
Proficiency
in Laz
Total

Black Sea
Marmara
Female
Male
<25
26-45
> 45
Primary-below
Middle-High
school
University-above
Blue collar
White collar
Student
City/suburb
Village
City-Village
Low
Intermediate
Advanced

17.8
25.1
16.6
25.3
14.7
32.8
17.0
9.8
24.9

82.2
74.9
83.4
74.7
85.3
67.2
83.0
90.2
75.1

26.4
17.7
30.2
15.4
23.2
28.6
17.3
9.9
17.5
46.3
20.9

73.6
82.3
69.8
84.6
76.8
71.4
82.7
90.1
82.5
53.7
79.1

In order to investigate the areas where Laz was used in writing,
the participants were also asked how much Laz they used in writing. More than half of the respondents (55%) stated that they did
not use Laz in writing. It was around 18% of the participants who
provided a positive reply here. It should be noted that 27% of the
them also expressed that they had not literacy skills in Laz (Figure
35).
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Figure 35. Proportion of the use of written Laz (%)
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In regard to the effects of socio-demographic variables on the
use of Laz in writing (Table 18), it was found that the most decisive
factors are age, education, occupation and language competence
in Laz. Although the ratio of those who stated that they used Laz
was close to each other in the youngest and the middle age groups
(23% and 26%, respectively), this rate decreased in the oldest group
(11%). As for the independent variables of education and occupation, with the increase in education and more prestige jobs, the proportion of those who reported that they used Laz increased. On the
other hand, there was a positive correlation between competence
in Laz and its use. As the level of Laz increased, the proportion of
those who used it in writing appeared to increase, too.
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Table 19. Proportion of the use of written Laz ( %)
Do you use written Laz in any
context?
Yes

No

No literacy
skills in Laz

Black Sea / Marmara

Black Sea

16.2

53.7

30.1

Marmara

20.4

56.0

23.6

Gender

Female

13.1

54.6

32.3

Male

23.1

54.8

22.2

<25

23.5

52.9

23.5

26-45

26.4

56.8

16.8

> 45

10.8

54.3

35.0

Primary-below

9.1

59.8

31.1

Middle-High
school

22.8

52.4

24.9

University-above

20.2

52.7

27.1

Blue collar

14.0

56.8

29.2

White collar

20.9

52.7

26.4

Student

25.6

51.3

23.1

City/suburb

15.0

55.9

29.1

Village

10.7

64.3

25.0

City-Village

22.3

52.0

25.7

Low

6.3

49.5

44.1

Intermediate

16.0

55.6

28.4

Advanced

40.2

58.5

1.2

18.0

54.7

27.3

Age

Education

Occupation

Place of residence
Proficiency in
Laz
Total

18% of the participants who stated that they used Laz in writing
were also asked in what context they used it (Figure 35). The three
most common responses to this question involved (i) the use of Laz
in mobile phones, (ii) social media comments and (iii) social media
shares. With the advance of technology, it seems plausible argue
that these three answers are parts of our everyday life. To this end,
it is important to note that the written language has entered into
these areas, as far as technological devices are concerned.
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Figure 36. Proportion of the use of written Laz (%)
When sending a message from the mobile phone (SMS, WhatsApp, etc.)

14.7%

When commenting on the social media

10.7%

When sharing something on the social media

10.4%

When taking personal notes

1.1%

When writing letters

.9%

At the Laz language lessons

.7%

Other

.4%
.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

40.0%

45.0%

50.0%

The last area in relation to the use of Laz concerned the names
of geographical places (Figure 36). When the participants were asked in what language they referred to the names of villages, cities
or mountains, almost half of them (46%) stated that they used Laz
names6. On the other hand, while there was still 14% who used Turkish and 40% who used both Turkish and Laz names.
Figure 37. Language used in geographical place names (%)

13.6%

46.2%

40.2%

Turkish names

6

Both Laz and Turkish names

Laz names

Here the term ‘Laz names’ refers to the original name of the place no matter whether they
were of Laz origin or not.
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As can be seen in Table 19, among the socio-demographic variables examined in this project, region, education, place of residence and Laz competence appeared to be the determining factors
in the use of Laz. While the rate of those who use the Laz names
or both Laz and Turkish names for place names in the Black Sea
was 96%, this rate was 74% in Marmara. In contrast to the findings
of other questions regarding the age variable, it seemed that there
was no significant decrease in the use of Laz names when the age
was younger. As the level of education increased, the rate of using
Laz names decreased. As for the occupation as an independent variable, there was no difference in the rate of only Laz, and both Laz
and Turkish use. In regard to the place of residence and language
competence in Laz, it was observed that in rural areas and villages
as Laz competency increased, the use of Laz names increased considerably in parallel with the findings reported previously.
Table 20. Language used in geographical place names ( %)
In what language do refer to villages,
cities and mountains? Do you use their Laz names or Turkish names?
Turkish
names

Both
Laz and
Turk’sh
names

Laz
names

Black Sea /
Marmara

Black Sea

4.2

42.9

52.9

Marmara

26.2

36.6

37.2

Gender

Female

14.4

43.2

42.4

Male

12.7

37.1

50.2

<25

18.6

38.2

43.1

26-45

12.8

40.8

46.4

> 45

11.7

40.8

47.5

Age
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Education

Occupation

Place of
residence
Proficiency
in Laz

Primary-below

9.8

25.8

64.4

Middle-High
school

13.2

48.1

38.6

University-above

17.8

43.4

38.8

Blue collar

12.3

35.8

51.9

White collar

12.4

50.4

37.2

Student

19.2

37.2

43.6

City/suburb

25.0

41.4

33.6

Village

3.6

25.0

71.4

City-Village

2.5

41.1

56.4

Low

27.0

40.5

32.4

Intermediate

9.3

41.2

49.4

Advanced

8.5

36.6

54.9

13.6

40.2

46.2

Total

5.3.4 Changes in oral language skills in Laz
The participants were also asked if the rate of Laz use in their life
changed since their childhood (Figure 37). 44% of the respondents
reported no change, while 30% stated that they started using more
Turkish over time and 26% more Laz. These findings showed that
in over half of the participants (56%) there were changes in their
language use.
Figure 38. Changes in oral language skills in Laz since childhood (%)

26.2%

29.8%

44.0%

Yes, I started speaking Turkish more

No, there has been no change

Yes, I started speaking Laz more
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Participants were also asked whether they observed any changes in their ability to speak and understand Laz (Figure 38). Nearly
half (48%) of the respondents indicated that there was no change,
34% stated that Laz was better, and 18% said Turkish was better.
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Figure 39. Changes in oral and comprehension skills in Laz
since childhood (%)

18.2%
34.0%

47.8%

Yes, my Turkish got better

No, there has been no change

Yes, my Laz got better

An examination of the socio-demographic variables in relation
to oral skills in Laz (Table 20), the results indicated that the percentage of those who expressed more competence and improvement
in their Turkish skills over time was higher in the Black Sea region
(31% and 22%) than that of Marmara (29% and 13%). Not to mention
that, the use of Turkish in Marmara has already been rather high
than Laz. It should be noted that regarding these two issues, gender
is also a decisive factor. In both questions, the percentage of the
participants who started to use more Turkish and whose Laz improved over time was significantly higher in males (35% and 23%)
than females (24% and 13%). Hence, it is possible to state that for
men Turkish gained more space in their lives over time.
A similar picture was found in other variables such as education, occupation and residence. In other words, as the level of education increased, the participants’ occupations also changed towards
the white collar jobs and the residential areas moved to more urban
settlements, and finally the use and the proficiency of Laz seemed
to increase. However, this in fact showed that for most of these people the dominant language in their childhood was Turkish and
Laz gained space in their lives over time.
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Table 21. Changes in oral language skills in Laz since childhood (%)

No change

Yes, I tend to speak
more Laz

Yes, my Turkish
improved

No change

Yes, my Laz improved

Has there been
any change in
your competence to speak and
understand Laz
since your childhood?

Yes, I tend to speak
more Turkish

Has the proportion of
your speaking skills
in Laz changed since
your childhood?

Black Sea /
Marmara

Black Sea

30.5

49.4

20.1

22.4

52.5

25.1

Marmara

28.8

36.6

34.6

12.6

41.4 46.1

Gender

Female

24

43.7

32.3

13.1

45.9

41

Male

35.7

44.3

19.9

23.5

49.8

26.7

<25

20.6

39.2

40.2

17.6

35.3

47.1

26-45

26.4

44

29.6

14.4

44.8 40.8

> 45

35.9

46.2

17.9

20.6

55.2

24.2

Primary-below

26.5

57.6

15.9

16.7

65.9

17.4

Middle-High 34.9
school

38.1

27

20.6

41.3

38.1

University-above

25.6

38.8

35.7

16.3

38.8

45

Occupation Blue collar

31.3

49.4

19.3

19.3

55.6

25.1

White collar 34.9

36.4

28.7

18.6

38.8

42.6

Student

16.7

39.7

43.6

14.1

38.5

47.4

City/suburb

27.3

40

32.7

15

41.4 43.6

Village

35.7

53.6

10.7

28.6

42.9 28.6

City-Village

31.7

47

21.3

20.3

55.4

24.3

29.8

44

26.2

18.2

47.8

34

Age

Education

Place of
residence
Total
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5.4 BELIEFS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS LAZ
IN THE LAZ COMMUNITY
While language vitality is generally determined by the use of
language itself, language use within a community is determined by
the attitudes and perceptions of language along with various socio-political factors. Language vitality shapes the way the language community assesses the use of the language in various areas.
While communities with positive attitudes towards the use of language will continue to use their languages to maintain their vitality, those with negative attitudes are subjected to gradually lose
their status in society. This section examines a number of issues
that are crucial to language maintenance: (i) the attitudes of the
Laz community towards the use of Laz; (ii) the perception of the
participants for the notion of the mother tongue and the motivation for the use of the mother tongue, (iii) the attitudes towards the
daily use of Laz, language loss and the maintenance of Laz as well
as the (iv) reminiscence of Laz.
5.4.1 Perception of the mother tongue
In order to identify the status and perception of Laz in their identity, the participants were asked to state their mother tongue. 62%
of the respondents replied Laz, 33% Turkish and 4% both Laz and
Turkish (Figure 39).
Figure 40. Perception of the mother tongue (%)

33.3%
62.2%
4.4%

Turkish

Laz - Turkish

Laz
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Apart from the general picture, though, the participants’ responses appeared to depend on some factors. For instance, as can be
seen in Figure 40, the comparison of the data from the two regions
showed that the percentage of Laz native speakers was 43% in the
Marmara, which was far below the participants with 76% in the
Black Sea region. In Marmara, on the other hand, the percentage
of those who declared that their mother tongue was Turkish (52%)
almost reached 4 times (19%) above the Black Sea region. Furthermore, an independent-samples t-test comparing those two regions
shows that the number of the participants who conceive Laz as
their mother tongue is significantly higher in the Black Sea region
than in the Marmara region, t(359) = 7.60, p < .05, two-tailed (degrees of freedom were adjusted from 448 to 359.
This difference may partly be explained by the Laz communities’
low level of language competence in the Marmara region. That is,
while Laz in the Black Sea was a fundamental element contributing
to the perception of identity, it appeared to lose this prominent role
in the Marmara community.
Figure 41. Perception of the mother tongue in the Black Sea vs. 		
Marmara (%)
100.0%
90.0%
76.1%

80.0%
70.0%
60.0%

52.4%

50.0%

43.5%

40.0%
30.0%
20.0%

19.3%
4.6%

10.0%
0.0%

Turkish

Laz - Turkish
Black Sea
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4.2%

Marmara

Laz

The analysis of the data also revealed that except for gender all
the socio-demographic variables had an impact on the perception
of the mother tongue (Table 21). For example, with increasing age,
there was a significant increase in the proportion of those who declared Laz as their mother tongue. While only the 42% of the participants aged 25 and under stated that Laz was their native language,
this rate went up to 56% in the 26-45 age group and 74% in the 46
and above age group.
However, there was a negative relationship between education
and the perception of Laz as a mother tongue. As the level of education increased, the percentage of those who declared Laz as their
mother tongue decreased. In the group with less education this ratio was very rather high at 86%, while in the group with the highest
level of education this percentage was almost halved and reached
to 48%. On similar grounds, the effect of the participants’ jobs on
the perception of the mother tongue was parallel to the level of
education. That is, in the blue-collar jobs, which are usually based
on physical strength, the perception of Laz as the native language
was as high as 72%, while in those with white collar jobs, this rate
was reduced down to 55%.
Another determining factor in the study was the place of residence. While the native language perception in the cities and suburban areas was more or less similar and almost equal between
Laz and Turkish (48% and 49%), this perception was entirely different in the villages, where 85% of the participants declared that
Laz was their mother tongue. Those who had dual residency (both
in village and citiy) also appeared to go through a transition stage.
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Table 22. Perception of the mother tongue according to
socio-demographic factors (%)
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In order to find out motivational factors behind using the mother tongue, the participants were asked what they thought about
knowing their mother tongue (Figure 41). The vast majority (92%)
of the participants stated that it was important to know their mother tongue, while 8% stated that knowing or not knowing one’s mother tongue would not make any difference. Finally, a small portion
(0.4%) declared that it was not important to know the mother tongue. The participants were also asked about their attitudes towards their children’s learning of Laz. The proportion of those who
would like their children to learn Laz was 84%, as opposed to 4%
who did not want their children to know. The proportion of those
who did not declare any preference was 7%.
When comparing the responses given to these two questions, it
was found that for the majority of the participants (92%) learning
the mother tongue was important. When it came to the learning of
Laz by their children, despite a little drop, the proportion of those
who opted for Laz was still high, occurring aroung (89%).
Similarly, as has been stated above, while the proportion of participants who expressed that it was not important to speak their
mother tongue was only 0.4%, the proportion of those who did not
want their children to speak Laz occurred around 4%. These results show that in general terms the attitude towards the mother
tongue was found to be very positive. In regard to the transmission
of Laz across generations, however, about 3% of the participants
appeared to change their mind.7

7

It should be noted here that those who prefer their children to learn Laz and those who expressed that their children already know Laz were categorized as one group, as both groups
have positive attitudes towards Laz.
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Figure 42. Motivation for using the mother tongue
100.0%

92%

90.0%

84%

80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%

8%

7%

0.4%

4%

5%

No

I already
speak it.

It does not
Not
Important
matter.
important

Yes

What do you think about knowing/
to speak the mother language?

Would you want your child to speak laz?

It does not
matter.

When the relationship between attitudes towards knowing the
mother tongue and the socio-demographic variables was examined (Table 22), it was found that except for gender and occupation,
all the other independent variables had a determining role in varying proportions. For example, a comparison of results from the
Black Sea and Marmara regions demonstrated that the proportion
of the participants who thought Laz was important was higher in
Marmara with 94% than that of the Black Sea region with 90%.
The results in regard to age showed that the percentage of those
who thought that it was important to know the mother tongue was
the lowest among those aged 26-45 (88%), 92% in those aged 25 and
under, and close to 94% in the group aged 46 years and over. These
results suggest that while positive attitudes were found to increase
in the older and the younger participants, there seemed to be a relative decline in the attitudes of the middle-aged group, which were
more integrated into the work life.
While education was not found to be determining factor, those
who expressed that Laz was important reached up to 90% among
the university graduates. Similarly, the rate of those who said “no
difference” was around 9%, and the others who stated that ‘not im132

portant’ occurred around 0.8%. While the place of residence was
not a determining factor, the proportion of those who consider it
important to know the mother tongue was slightly higher (93%)
than those living in the village (90.6%).
The most determining factors among the independent variables were undoubtedly the mother tongue and the language competence in Laz. The percentage of the participants who declared
Laz knowledge to be “important” was 94%. This rate was higher
than that of the participants who declared that their mother tongue was Turkish (90%) as well as those who declared both Laz and
Turkish as their mother tongues (89%). There was a positive correlation between the level of Laz competence and the importance given to knowing or speaking the mother tongue. In other words, the
proportion of the participants with the lowest level of competence
in Laz responded to the question of knowledge of Laz “important”
was 88%. This rate rose to 92% for those who were intermediate
level Laz learners and 95% for advanced Laz speakers. On similar
grounds, the proportion of those who answered “no difference” or
“not important” to the same question decreased as Laz competence
increased. In sum, these results suggestted that advanced speakers
of Laz appeared to pay more attention to knowing and speaking
their mother tongue.
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Table 23. Views on the use of the mother tongue
Views and perspectives about the participants’ knowledge and use of the mother
tongue?

Black Sea /
Marmara
Gender

Age

Education

Occupation

Place of
residence

Mother
tongue
Proficiency
in Laz
Total
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No difference

Not important

Important

Black Sea

10.0

0.0

90.0

Marmara

4.7

1.0

94.2

Female

8.3

0.0

91.7

Male

7.2

.9

91.9

<25

6.9

1.0

92.2

26-45

11.2

.8

88.0

> 45

6.3

0.0

93.7

Primary-below

7.6

0.0

92.4

Middle-High
school

6.9

.5

92.6

University-above 9.3

.8

89.9

Blue collar

8.2

0.0

91.8

White collar

7.8

.8

91.5

Student

6.4

1.3

92.3

City/suburb

5.9

.9

93.2

Village

10.7

0.0

89.3

City-Village

9.4

0.0

90.6

Turkish

10.0

1.3

88.7

Laz - Turkish

10.0

0.0

90.0

Laz

6.4

0.0

93.6

Low

10.8

.9

88.3

Intermediate

7.4

.4

92.2

Advanced

4.9

0.0

95.1

7.8

.4

91.8

In addition to these, the participants were also asked a question
about their attitudes towards their children’s learning of Laz. As
can be seen in Table 23, for 84% of the participants, it was important for their children to learn and speak Laz, for 4% it was not
important, for 7% it was not crucial for children to learn/speak Laz,
and finally 5% did not directly answer this question as their children were competent speakers/users of Laz. Overall, it seemed that
the transmission of Laz to the younger generation was important
for the vast majority of the members of the Laz-speaking community.
When this question was examined from the perspective all the
socio-demographic variables discussed in this project, the following were found to be the determining factors in the study: the
Black Sea vs. Marmara region, age, educational background, occupation, place of residence, the mother tongue and competence in
Laz. On the assumption that most of the participants who chose
the “already speaks” option in this question had a positive attitude
and would opt for the “yes, Laz is important” option, the “already
speaks” option would lower down the positive responses. Hence,
it would be better to examine the ‘no difference’ or ‘no’ responses
in this question. One of the big differences between the Black Sea
and the Marmara regions is the rate of the “already speaks” option.
This ratio was limited to 1% in Marmara and occurred around 8.5%
in the Black Sea region. These findings support the view that Laz
was transmitted to children at a higher rate in the Black Sea region.
When the attitudes of the participants in both regions were compared, the proportion of participants who gave both “no difference”
and “no” answers in the Black Sea increased to 11% and 5%, which
went far beyond the proportions found in Marmara (2% and 2.6%).
In fact, these rates may suggest that the Laz-speaking community
in the Marmara region had more positive attitudes towards the use
of Laz.
As for the age variable, it was found that when age was lower,
there was a decrease in in the responses given to “no” and “no difference”. While the proportion of participants who responded “no”
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and “no difference” to this question was 9% in the oldest group, it
was 7% in the middle-aged group. Interestingly, the proportion rose
to 18% in the youngest group.
The results also showed that the level of education had somewhat little effect on attitudes towards children’s learning of Laz. The
proportion of those who opted for the ‘no difference’ or ‘no’ options
was 10% and 3%, in the group with the lowest level of education; 6%
and 5% with the moderate level of education, 5.5% and 3% with the
highest degree of education group, respectively. The examination
of these proportions might suggest that the proportion of participants with an indifferent and negative attitude decreased with the
increase of education level in general. However, those with moderately educated group made an exception with higher ratios than
the best educated group.
When the data were examined in terms of the participants’ occupations, the proportion of children whose parents had blue-collar
jobs (9%) had higher competence in Laz than those whose parents
had white-collar jobs (1.6%). The percentage of those who were indecisive in their attitude was higher in people with white-collar
jobs (2%) than in those with blue-collar jobs (8%); the proportion
of those with negative attitudes was 5% higher in people with white-collar jobs.
Place of residence also had an impact over the competence in
Laz. The proportion of the participants who expressed that their children had knowledge of (11%) was 3 times higher than those
living in the Marmara region (4%). In contrast, the proportion of
indecisive participants was twice (7%) in the villages than those
in the urban areas (3.6%). Despite a relatively large number of indecisive participants in the villages, there were no participants
with completely negative attitudes towards Laz. In the suburban
areas, the proportion of the participants who did not want their
children to speak Laz was around 3%. The reason why these people
had stronger negative attitudes could be due to these people’s experiences in more mixed communities where they had experienced
language problems.
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In relation to the attitudes of the participants for the mother
tongue, 7.5% of the participants whose mother tongue was Laz said
‘no difference’, and 2% ‘no’. With those who expressed that their
mother tongue was Turkish, these rates decreased to 5% in the ‘no
difference’ option and 8% in the ‘no’ option, which was found to be
rather high. This suggests that those who declared that their mother tongue was Turkish had a more negative attitude than the other
groups regarding their children ‘s knowledge of Laz. While 1 out of
5 who declared their mother tongue as Laz-Turkish was indecisive,
the rest expressed that they wanted their children to speak Laz.
These results showed that language competence in Laz appeared to be the most important variable which influenced the participants’ attitudes towards their children’s knowledge of Laz. The
rate of those who said “no difference” or “no” to the question of their
children’s Laz knowledge decreased as the participants’ Laz awareness increased. For example, the proportion of the least competent
participants who said “no” was 9%, 3% in those with intermediate
competence. In the most advanced and competent group there was
no participant who had a negative attitude towards their children’
learning of Laz.
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Table 24. Learning of Laz in children
Would you prefer your child to speak Laz?
Yes

No diffeNo
rence

They already
speak

Black Sea Black Sea
/ Marma- Marmara
ra

76.1

10.8

4.6

8.5

94.2

2.1

2.6

1.0

Gender

Kadin

83.0

7.0

4.4

5.7

Erkek

84.6

7.2

3.2

5.0

< 25

81.4

6.9

11.8

0.0

26-45

91.2

5.6

1.6

1.6

> 45

80.7

8.1

1.3

9.9

Education Primary school

74.2

9.8

3.0

12.9

Middle- High
school

85.7

6.3

4.8

3.2

University-above

90.7

5.4

3.1

.8

Blue-collar

81.5

7.8

1.6

9.1

White-collar

90.7

4.7

3.1

1.6

Student

79.5

9.0

11.5

0.0

89.5

3.6

3.2

3.6

Village

82.1

7.1

0.0

10.7

City-Village

77.7

10.9

5.0

6.4

Turkish

86.0

4.7

8.0

1.3

Laz - Turkish

80.0

20.0

0.0

0.0

Laz

82.9

7.5

1.8

7.9

Low

75.7

13.5

9.0

1.8

Intermediate

84.8

6.2

2.7

6.2

Advanced

91.5

1.2

0.0

7.3

83.8

7.1

3.8

5.3

Age

Occupation

Place of
City/Suburban
residence areas

Mother
tongue

Competence in
Laz
Total
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5.4.2 Perceptions towards the use of Laz in spoken and written
language
As discussed previously, Laz is an orally-transmitted language,
whose written forms are not widely used in the society. To this end,
literacy skills in Laz was rather low. As shown in Figure 42, only
14% of the participants were found to be competent in reading and
writing skills in Laz. When asked about their attitudes towards the
use of written Laz, 72% of them provided a positive reply, 10% had
no preference in developing literacy skills, and finally the remaining 4% replied ‘no’.
Figure 43. Perceptions of literacy in Laz (%)
100.0%
90.0%
80.0%

72.0%

70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%

10.4%

10.0%
0.0%

Yes

It does not matter

14.0%
3.6%
No

I already can read
and write.

An examination of the relationship between socio-demographic
variables and literacy skills in Laz (Table 24) reveals a clear distinction between the two communities. Many people living in the
Marmara had a more positive attitude towards literacy skills in Laz
and expressed their wish to become literate in Laz.
In regard to the age factor, there is again a striking difference
between the literate and non-literate participants. The main diffe139

rence was observed within the literate participants. The younger
the participants were, the more desire they had for competence in
literacy. Those who said ‘no’ to learn reading and writing in Laz
was the lowest in the middle-aged group and the highest in the oldest group. Perhaps, the high rate of negative attitudes towards Laz
literacy in the oldest group could be explained in relation to their
lower levels of literacy skills.
As for the participants’ educational background, it would normally be expected to find higher literacy skills in more educated
participants. However, the results revealed that university graduates were ranked lower than those with a middle school or high
school diploma. In contrast, regarding the participants’ occupations, those with white-collar jobs had higher levels of literacy skills in Laz. This was also the group who did not report any negative
attitudes for Laz. The students categorised under the occupation
variable, the youngest group in the population, also showed that
this groups’ literacy skills were also good.
The place of settlement, on the other hand, revealed an unexpected result. While one would normally expect to find higher levels
of literacy skills in cities and urban areas due to more access to
facilities, 25% of those who lived in small areas had good literacy
skills in Laz. When the groups’s attitudes were compared, not even
one single ‘no’ response was found in the villagers’ judgements regarding literacy skills.
Overall, with more competence in Laz, both the level of literacy
skills and positive attitudes appeared to increase. In the group with
a good command of Laz, around 38% of the participants had literacy skills, undecided participants diminished and negative attitudes
were missing.
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Table 25. Perceptions in Laz literacy in terms of
socio-demographic features
Would you like to read and write in
Laz?
Yes

No
difference

No

Already
competent

69.9

13.5

3.9

12.7

74.9

6.3

3.1

15.7

Female

73.8

12.2

3.9

10.0

Male

70.1

8.6

3.2

18.1

< 25

61.8

6.9

3.9

27.5

26-45

72.0

8.0

2.4

17.6

> 45

76.7

13.5

4.0

5.8

Primary school

72.0

18.2

5.3

4.5

Middle school

69.3

7.4

2.6

20.6

University

76.0

7.0

3.1

14.0

Blue-collar

72.8

13.6

3.7

9.9

White-collar

76.7

6.2

3.1

14.0

Student

61.5

7.7

3.8

26.9

City

75.5

8.2

5.5

10.9

Village

57.1

17.9

0.0

25.0

City-Village

70.3

11.9

2.0

15.8

Turkish

71.3

10.7

4.7

13.3

Laz - Turkish

80.0

15.0

0.0

5.0

Laz

71.8

10.0

3.2

15.0

Low
Proficiency
Intermediate
in Laz
Advanced

78.4

14.4

4.5

2.7

73.2

11.3

4.3

11.3

59.8

2.4

0.0

37.8

Total

72.0

10.4

3.6

14.0

Black Sea / Black Sea
Marmara
Marmara
Gender

Age

Education

Occupation
Place of
residence
Mother
tongue

1,00

The participants were also asked about their attitudes towards
the expansion of the status of Laz in daily life, in TV, radio and the
media. (Figure 43). The question was whether they would prefer
Laz if they had access to it daily in different contexts, whether they
would want the young generation to learn Laz in schools, whether
they would give their children a Laz name. Given the dominant na141

ture of Turkish in every phase of life, the primary aim of this question was to find out whether the participants would support the
visibility and more use of Laz in daily life. The result revealed that
85% of the participants would support Laz in TV and radio. This
proportion decreased down to 70% in newspaper use. The reasons
for this could be various: (i) unlike TV and radio broadcasting, reading newspapers was directly dependent on the development of
literacy skills; (ii) the majority of the Laz community lived in rural
areas and their access to daily newspapers could be restricted.
The question dealing with the teaching of Laz in schools was
also well-received by the participants (around 81%), despite the
proportion was below the response given to the broadcasting of
Laz in TV and radios. Moreover, 7% of the participants strongly
rejected the idea of teaching Laz in formal education. One piece of
explanation could be related to the view among the Laz community that Laz would impede the development of dominant language
Turkish, which would ultimately influence their children’s academic success in the school. Another important finding against the
use of Laz, perhaps more striking than the existence of Laz in the
curriculum was related to the reaction for the parents’ giving Laz
names to their children. 16% of participants strongly opposed to
this idea.
The negative attitude the participants had against using Laz names could be associated with the fear and potential discrimination they might have felt, as one’s name could reveal their enthnic
identity. Previous bans on using ethnic names could also explain
the participants’ response here. It should also be noted that for the
majority of Laz people being Laz was not taken to be independent
from their Muslim and Turkish identities. To this end, the use of
original Laz names, which generally has identity-related motivations, could be associated with the participants’ fear of creating an
unintentional separatist movement.
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Figure 44. Views on using Laz in daily life
Would you allow your child/grandchild to watch Laz
children's TV programmes if there were any?

88%

Would you watch Laz TV channels if there were any?

86%

Would you listen to Laz radio channels if there were any?

84%

Would you want your child/grandchild to take lessons in
Laz at school?

3%
3%

81%

Would you read a Laz newspaper if there were any?

7%

70%

Would you want to name your child in Laz?

7%

62%
0%

Yes

4%

No

20%

16%
40%

60%

80%

100%

120%

Other

5.4.3 Assessing endangerment and maintenance of Laz
The questionnaire study also examined the respondents’ views
and perspectives about the endangered nature of Laz. This section presents results of the perceptions in regard to language endangerment and their relationships with the socio-demographic
variables.
When the participants were asked if Laz was endangered (Figure 44), nearly 70% of them raised their concerns, 23% reported no
endangerment in Laz, and 8% had no specific views in regard to this
matter. Given that more than one in four people did not associate
Laz with language loss, which was a high proportion, could be due
to the fact that they used Laz in daily life.
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Figure 45. Perception in regard to language loss (%)

22.9%

8.0%
69.1%

Yes

I have no opinion

No

In regard to the issue of language endangerment, there was a
difference between the two regions. 71% of the those who lived in
the Black Sea region thought that Laz was endangered. This proportion was much lower in the people living outside the Black Sea,
where only 66% of them thought so. A more striking difference was
found in those who felt no threat to Laz. While only 17% of the participants in the Black Sea thought that Laz was not endangered,
this proportion went up to 31% among those in the Marmara region. It is interesting to find that there is a contradiction between
people’s language competence and their judgements in regard to
the endangered status of Laz.
As can be recalled from the previous section, despite the fact
that those who lived in the Marmara region were less proficient in
Laz both in reading and writing than the people in the Black Sea
region, their attitude towards endangerment in Laz was almost
half-proportioned.
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Figure 46. Perception of language endangerment in the Black Sea
vs. Marmara
100.0%
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%

71.0%

66.5%

60.0%
50.0%
40.0%

30.9%

30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%

17.0%

12.0%
2.6%
Yes

I have no opinion
Black Sea

No

Marmara

As can be seen in Table 24, among the socio-demographic variables examined in this project, gender, age, education, occupation
and language proficiency in Laz all appeared to be determining factors.
While 64% of female participants thought that Laz was in the
danger zone, 74% of male participants felt the threat to Laz. In regard to the age factor, there was a negative correlation between
age and the perception of endangerment. With the increase in age,
fewer participants felt that Laz was endangered. When occupation
and education were examined as independent variables, their relationship with the notion of endangerment was almost parallel to
each other. With the increase in educational background and more
white-collar jobs, the threat to Laz as an endangered language increased.

145

Table 26. Language endangerment in regard to socio-demographic
features

Black Sea /
Marmara

Black Sea
Marmara
Female
Gender
Male
< 25
Age
26-45
> 45
Primary school
Middle- High
Education
school
University/
above
Blue collar
Occupation
White collar
Student
City
Place of resiVillage
dence
City-Village
Turkish
Mother tongue Laz - Turkish
Laz
Low
Proficiency
Intermediate
Good/advanced
Total

Do you think Laz is endangered?
Yes
No idea
No
71.0
12.0
17.0
66.5
2.6
30.9
64.2
12.7
23.1
74.2
3.2
22.6
80.4
6.9
12.7
74.4
3.2
22.4
61.0
11.2
27.8
43.9
18.2
37.9
72.5

6.3

21.2

89.9

0.0

10.1

60.1
79.1
80.8
65.9
60.7
73.8
72.0
85.0
66.4
79.3
61.9
78.0
69.1

10.7
3.9
6.4
4.5
25.0
9.4
4.7
0.0
10.4
5.4
11.3
1.2
8.0

29.2
17.1
12.8
29.5
14.3
16.8
23.3
15.0
23.2
15.3
26.8
20.7
22.9

Figure presents participants’ views in regard to the loss of Laz.
An overwhelming majority, 94% expressed their sadness in case
of any loss. 5% appeared to be indifferent. Still surprisingly though, 1% of the participants stated that they would be happy if Laz
dissappeared. However, the overall majority was emotionally attached to Laz and would obviously be disappointed if it was lost.
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Figure 47. Attitudes towards loss of Laz (%)
4.9%.7%

94.4%

It does not matter for me

Yes, I would be happy

Yes, I would be sad

A comparison of the participants in the two communities in relation to their perception of language loss revealed that more people in the Marmara (96%) than in the Black Sea (93%) expressed their sadness over the uncertain and endangered nature of Laz. The
percentage of those participants who remained rather indifferent
in regard to language loss was higher in the Black Sea region (7%
as opposed to 2% in Marmara). The more sensitivity expressed by
the Marmara people could be due to emotional factors, longing for
the cultural and linguistic attachment they had for their mother
tongue.
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Figure 48. Attitudes towards the loss of Laz in the Black Sea
and Marmara
100.0%

93.1%

96.3%

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%

6.9%

2.1%

It does not matter for me

0.0%

1.6%

Yes, I would be happy
Black Sea

Yes, I would be sad

Marmara

As for the maintenance of Laz (Figure 47), the two preventive
measures that were highlighted by the participants were: (i) elective Laz courses in schools, supported by 69% of the participants,
and (ii) A Laz medium TV channel, as suggested by 68% of the participants. What was shared by these two suggestions was perhaps
related to the limited visibility of Laz in education and media. Participants’ desire for the use of Laz in such social contexts would
reflect their positive attitudes towards the vitality of Laz in more
expanded circles.
These two suggestions were followed by other measures: 20%
of the participants suggested more use of Laz by the parents; 14%
of them asked for more involment of local authorities and municipal administrations in encouraging the Laz language. There is no
doubt that the more of use of Laz at home in communication with
family members will immensely contribute to the vitality of Laz. As
discussed in the intergenerational language transmission section
(Section 3.5.1) previously, the analyses of the data showed the low
proportions of Laz use in parents when addressing their children.
More effort into the promotion of Laz by the local authorities has
also potential to expand the use of Laz in daily life.
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Figure 49. Preventive actions for the maintenance of Laz (%)

The increase and spread of the elective Laz lessons

68.9%

Opening of a state supported Laz TV channel

68.4%

Children should speak Laz more with their parents

20.0%

The local administrations to encourage the Laz language (the
signboards in Laz, the re-grant of the Laz village names, Laz
lessons at the public training centres, etc.)
Other

13.8%

1.8%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0% 100.0%

As can be seen in Figure 48, the participants’ reactions to the question of who should be responsible for the maintenance of Laz received were somewhat different from the previous section. Among
others, the responsibility of the parents received the highest proportion (39%). In addition, Laz-speakers and communities were also
considered to have responsibility with a percentage of 23. Then came
the old family members with 14%, which was given the same proportion as the initiatives and potential measures to be taken by the State. Overall, however, the majority of the participants felt responsible
for the maintenance of Laz on an individual and family level, rather
than social or governmental level. These results could reflect the general atmosphere of the Turkish society where ethnic languages are
usually stigmatized and are associated with separatist movements
(e.g. Öpengin, 2012).
The involvement of the state in the maintenance of Laz requires
language planning at the macro level. Given that for 14% of the participants state actions were necessary for the vitality of Laz, and hence individual responsibilities should be supported with govermental
responsibilities and measures. Other stakeholders include local authorities, NGOs, opinion learders, children and young people.
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Figure 50. Responsibility of stakeholders for the maintenanace
and vitality of Laz
Family/Mother-Father

38.7%

The Laz/the Laz society

23.3%

The elders

13.8%

The state

13.8%

Local administrations

2.3%

Children, young people

2.3%

Decision makers

2.1%

NGOs
Other
0.0%

1.4%
2.3%
10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

5.4.4 Reminiscence of Laz
The participants were also asked to present their views and perspectives in regard to the Laz language. The most commonly received responses included family, their past, home, identity, childhood, culture and origin (Figure 49). These responses revealed that
the Laz language generally reminded the participants of their past
experiences, family and their ethnic identity. In addition, the mother tongue, passion for home, the Black Sea region, life, pride and
social relations were also among the elements mentioned for the
reminiscence of Laz. What was common among all these elements
were that they were all positive features. In sum, the participants
had very positive attitudes towards Laz, with a strong and emotional attachment to their culture and language.
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Figure 51. Reminiscence of Laz
Family/the familiy elders

17.6%

The past/The history

16.9%

Village/Mother land

15.1%

IdentityIndividuality/Essence

14.0%

Laz culture, cultural components

13.6%

My childhood

12.2%

Roots/Ancestry

11.8%

Mother language

6.4%

Longing

5.3%

Black Sea/Nature

3.8%

My life/Every thing
Feeling proud
Social relations
Prohibitions
Other
0.0%

3.6%
2.4%
0.9%
0.4%
2.9%
5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

Up to this point, the data from a questionnaire study have been
presented in detailed terms. On the basis of the data our discussion
now focusses on the vitality of Laz and further research to maintain its use in an wider context in the Turkish society.
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6. THE IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW STUDY
6.1. Geographical scope of the study
The interviews were conducted with 50 participants in two different time periods: (i) the first set of interviews were held in two
Laz-speaking cities, Rize and Artvin. Participants from four provinces of Rize (Pazar, Ardeşen, Çamlihemşin, Findikli) and Artvin
(Hopa) took part in the interviews. The last set of interviews was
carried out with participants from another Laz-speaking province of Artvin (Arhavi) in February 2017. This section of the Report
presents the findings based on the interviews conducted with a subgroup of participants, revealing more detailed descriptions of the
status and the use of Laz. The results are discussed in relation to
social and educational policies.
The administration of the interviews is a complex process and
involves a number of challenges and barriers which might diverge
a study from its original plan and intent. This is a fact which necessitates the review of the interview study for effectiveness. The
purpose of the interview study was to examine the use of Laz in
more detailed terms.

6.2. THE PARTICIPANTS
The data source for the interview study was the interviews with
Laz speakers. As mentioned above, the interviewees comprised of
50 Laz speakers. The permission necessary to conduct the interviews were obtained from the individuals themselves.
According to Lincoln & Guba (1985), sampling is almost never
representative or random but purposive and is intended to exploit
competing views and fresh perspectives as fully as possible (p.216).
Hence, The provinces where the interviews were conducted were
chosen for maximum representatives in the data. Since the demographic factors differ from region to region, the chosen sites in the
study include both urban and rural provinces.
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Since the study was exploratory innature, a qualitative approach was chosen. To elicit the perspective and personal experiences of the interviewees, semi-structured in-depth interviews were
conducted. As noted by Borg & Gall (1983), the semi-structured interview has the advantage of being reasonably objective while still
permitting a more thorough understanding of the respondents’ opinions and the reasons behind them’ (p.442).

6.3. THE INTERVIEWS
After a preliminary introduction, interviews with the participants
began with questions related background and demographic information, then continued with questions about the participants’ attitudes towards the use of Laz, their proficiency level, their self-evaluation of their roles in the vitality of Laz, factors which facilitated
and/or constrained the use of Laz; their level of commitment to the
use of Laz, and the reasons for their opinions.
Each interview lasted between 30-60 minutes. Upon completion
of each interview, the interviewee was categorized by their region
and identified by number to ensure confidentiality. Then the interviews were coded, the data for each participant analysed, categories and themes were developed accordingly.
6.3.1 DATA COLLECTION
50 participants targeted by the researchers came from the Black
Sea region. The towns where the data collection was conducted in
August-September, 2016 were four districts of Rize: Pazar, Ardeşen, Çamlihemşin and Findikli, one district of Artvin: Hopa. The
rest of the interview data were collected in February, 2017 from the
province of Arhavi in Artvin.
All the data were collected by MA and PhD students as well
as anthropologists who were born and raised in the Black Sea
region. To this end, the data collectors knew the region well. A
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purposive sampling technique was used in data collection to obtain a wider range of data from people with different socio-economic backgrounds, different age-range, different jobs and sex. The
following tables present the demographic information about the
participants in terms of their age-range, gender, educational background and occupation.
Demographic information of the interviewees
Provinces

Number of the participants

Pazar
Ardeşen - Çamlihemşin
Findikli
Arhavi
Hopa
Total
Gender

Number of the participants

Female

20

Male

30

Total

50

Age range
15-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+
Total

154

10
10
16
4
10
50

Number of the participants
1
13
5
8
15
8
50

Education

Number of the participants

Basic literacy, no formal
schooling

7

Primary school

9

Middle school

7

High school

13

Community college
/Polytechnic schools

3

University degree

11

Total

50

Occupation

Number of the participants

Farmer

13

Retired/Pensioner

5

Teacher

5

Freelance worker

4

Civil servant

3

Worker

2

Housewife

3

University student

6

Jobless

2

Other

7

Total

50

As can be seen in the tables given above, 20 out of 50 participants interviewed were females and 30 were males. The ages of
the participants ranged from 15 to 60+ years. Paralel to the quantitative study, we aimed to examine the current status of Laz in the
Laz-speaking communities in five dimensions: (i) The mother ton155

gue and language proficiency in the mother tongue; (ii) Language
transmission to the next generation; (iii) The use of Laz in various
social domains; (iv) Attitutes towards Laz; (v) Perception of Laz as
an endangered language. The qualitative data from the 50 participants aimed to reveal detailed information with respect to the
following issues:
(i) The mother tongue and language proficiency in the mother tongue, with special reference:
a. proficiency in Turkish and Laz
b. sources supporting the learning of Laz vs. Turkish
c. the most comfortable language the participants felt in expressing themselves
(ii) Language transmission to next generations
a. Parental language
b. The language addressed to children
c. The language children preferred
(iii) The use of Laz in various social domains
a. People with whom Laz is spoken
b. Contexts where Laz is spoken
c. Contexts where Laz is not preferred
d. The use of Laz vs. Turkish in village names
e. The language preferred in social media
f. The use of Laz in television and radio broadcasting
g. The emotional language (when angry or sentimental)
h. The language of dreams
i. The intensity of the use of Laz vs. Turkish
(iv) Attitutes towards Laz with respect to
a. The language used when returned to hometown
b. Elective courses opened with the approval of the Ministry of
Education
c. Children’s names in Laz
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d. Shop names in Laz
e. Speaking Laz in a non-Laz speaking context
f. Memories in Laz
g. Perception of Laz vs. Turkish
h. Conduct of interviews in Laz
(v) Perception of Laz as an endangered language with respect to
a. Feelings and perspectives
b. What if Laz is lost?
c. Comments and suggestions
As can be seen from the long list presented above, the nature of
the purposeful sampling of the qualitative study provided the Laz
institute with more detailed information about the status of Laz,
paving way for comparisons between the two data sets.
The next section aims to discuss the interview data in the five
major headings presented above.
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7. RESULTS: THE INTERVIEW STUDY
7.1. THE MOTHER TONGUE
Most of the interviewees stated that their mother tongue was Laz.
Some held the opinion that both Laz and Turkish were their mother tongues. However, even those who reported Laz as their mother tongue also emphasized the importance of Turkish. Of the two
young participants who were in their twenties stated that they also
spoke Turkish. A participant from Pazar, Zeki (20 years of age) ‘in
my opinion my mother tongue is Laz. But if you ask what language I
speak, I speak Turkish. Asli was another interviewee who also stated ‘well, our mother tongue is sure Laz, bu we also need Turkish. If
you look for a job, your accent becomes important’.
One of the interviewees who first stated that his mother tongue
was Turkish expressed the following towards the end of the interview:
With an emphasis on the lack of his Laz ‘when you lose your
language, you also lose your origin. When you asked my mother
tongue, I said Turkish, but it is in fact Laz. You could have asked me
a lot in Laz and I would not be able to answer at all’
An old respondent (Halil, 91) provided another perspective, with
a emphasis on the impact of education on the language:
‘My mother tongue is Turkish. I also know Laz. I learned it from
my family. When I was born, I first learned Laz and grew with it.
When I went to school, I was able to get by in Turkish, too. But my
mother tongue was Laz by then’.
Another interviewee, who also stated that his mother tongue
was Turkish, when asked if he learned Turkish first, expressed:
‘Of course in the village when my late grandparents were alive,
I opened my eyes with Laz. In primary school we often spoke Laz,
but our teachers would rebuke us for speaking Laz and would say
don’t speak Laz’
Some participants also expressed that their mother tongue was
both Laz nad Turkish. Consider the following examples:
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Sevim (Çamlihemşin, 53) ‘both Laz nad Turkish’
Asya (Findikli, 83) ‘Laz and Turkish, the my first language was
Laz’
Kazim (Findikli, 25) ‘my mother tongue was Laz (...) both Laz and
Turkish but at school I mostly spoke Turkish, but together with
Laz, of course. I didn’t learn Laz later’

7.2. PROFICIENCY LEVEL IN LAZ
Although most of the interviewees shared a common view that
they had not problems in speaking and understanding Laz, our interviews also revealed that those who felt confident in the use of
Laz also experienced problems in the changing nature of Laz over
the intergenerations. Five issues were found to be the most prevalent challenges in the use of Laz. These were: (i)
The following examples from some of the interviewees revealed
this view of language change:
Dilek (Ardeşen, 40)
‘I have no problems in speaking and listening, but I don’t understand the old use of Laz. When I happen to speak with old people, I
sometimes don’t understand what they say’.
Murat (Ardeşeni 36)
‘I don’t know the words used two generations before. I know the
most recent ones’.
Some of them, in particular, claimed that they were not able to
speak Laz well.
Gürsel from Findikli in his mid fifties said
‘I know Laz at an intermediate level because in even in our generation Laz had already started to fade away. The very same opinion
became more obvious in the speech of young people who were in
their twenties’.
Volkan was a young man from Arhavi who stated that:
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‘I know Laz but I cannot speak it’
Asli was another young woman in her twenties (Pazar, 26) also
said
‘I know Laz but I’m not good at speaking’.
Some of the participants also expressed why they did not read
and write in Laz.
Ayhan (44, Ardeşen) said:
‘As we don’t have complete knowledge of Laz, and we did not learn the Laz alphabet, some letters do not match, and we don’t have
literacy skills’.
Yilmaz from Çamlihemşin (54) also pointed out a similar problem by giving an example in writing the name of his village.
‘Because the way Laz is written differently and some Laz letters
are not included in the Turkish alphabet, we cannot write some
words. For instance, the name of our village is Ğvandi. Ğ and h (glottal –h’), as this letter does not exist, we cannot write it. ‘Çs’ is another example. The Laz alphabet has them but not the Turkish alphabet’.

7.3. PROFICIENCY LEVEL IN TURKISH
Most of the participants expressed no difficulties in Turkish in
terms of reading, writing and speaking. Unlike their proficiecny in
Laz, no significant differentiation was made in their oral language
and written language skills in Turkish. For instance, Aynur (32 years old, from Ardeşen) stated that ‘I experience difficulties in Laz
but not in Turkish’.
Some participants, on the other hand, expressed that their Turkish was not good, either. Gülhan (Pazar, 58) reports that
‘I know Turkish, but not fully’.
Uğur (Pazar, 22) shared similar ideas and stated that ‘
‘To be honest, my Turkish is not good. I don’t like reading
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books in Turkish, either. I also speak English. As I use English, I cannot speak Turkish that well’:
Adil (Findikli, 44), on the other hand, thinks that his lack
of competence in Turkish is related to his constant use of
Laz.
‘As we always speak Laz, I don’t speak Turkish properly.
Perhaps, we don’t realize this because everybody speaks
Laz in our context, but when we get out of our setting, our
lack of proficiency becomes more visible’.
The participants were also asked the types of sources that support
their use of Laz, which is examined in the following section.
7.4. CONTEXTS WHERE LAZ IS LEARNED
The primary source that support the learning process of Laz is certainly the immediate family environment, including parents, grandparents. Most of the participants expressed that they learned
Laz from their ‘mothers’, ‘fathers’, grandparents’, family members’.
Some expressed the role played by older family members.
Ufuk (Arhavi, 30), for instance, said
‘I learned Laz from my grandparents’.
On similar grounds, Ilhan (Findikli, 51) also stated the following:
‘As I lived with my grandparents in my childhood, I learned
Laz from them, as they always spoke Laz. All daily conversations and routines were expressed in Laz. Turkish was
used less by then’
As can be seen in the direct quotations given above, the results
presented both in the Questionnaire study and the Interview study
complement each other in terms of how Laz has been used at home
and in the community, how it is transmitted to young generations,
how Laz-speaking people perceive themsleves as Laz speakers, and
the way they approach the maintenance of their mother tongue.
The next section presents an overall evaluation of the findings re161

ported in both of the studies conducted within the scope of the LIVING-LAZ project, making remarks and suggestions for Laz-speakers, teachers and policy makers for the maintenance of Laz.
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8. DISCUSSION
This project presents detailed information about the current status
of Laz in Turkey and points out the linguistic shift from Laz to Turkish in Laz-speaking communities in Turkey. The primary aim of
the project was to gain insight into the family and community level
uses of Laz both from a qualitative and quantitative perspective,
yielding interesting results for policy makers and language planners. The results obtained from the questionnaires in regard to the
use of Laz both at home and in the community were then supplemented with the data obtained from an in-depth interview study.
This project is intended to pave way for further research and
is likely to inform policy makers to examine the impact of maintaining Laz as part of Laz people’s cultural, linguistic and social
identity on a range of social and educational outcomes. This final
section first presents a general overview of the findings of the project and then offers some suggestions for further research.

8.5. PROFICIENCY LEVEL IN LAZ
In terms of the use of Laz and Turkish, the results show an increase in the bilingual use of Turkish and Laz in the Laz speaking
communities. As an answer to the question of which language the
participants feel more comfortable with, almost two-thirds of them
(67%) expressed almost equal preference in Laz and Turkish (35%
vs. 32%, respectively). However, 71% of those who live in the Black
Sea region feel more comfortable in using Laz, which reflects regional differences in the study. It should also be noted that the degree of preference in the use of Laz varies with socio-demographic
factors such as age, education, with younger and more educated
group having a tendency to use less Laz. On similar grounds, while
almost half of the blue-collar job holders mostly prefered to use
Laz, this percentage goes down to 15% with those who have white
collar-jobs. These results are associated with the urbanization of
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the Laz-speaking community. Following its increased interaction
with the linguistic situation in larger areas Turkish becomes the
dominant language. Given great increases in the urban population
over the last 40 years, the results demonstrate that with urbanization, language change is more inclined towards the use of Turkish.
Undoubtedly, an increase of Turkish has occurred in nearly almost
all types of interactions both in the Black Sea and the Marmara regions, which is a clear sign of language shift at the expense of Laz.

8.6. INTERGENERATIONAL LANGUAGE TRASNMISSION
As mentioned previously, according to UNESCO’s Atlas of the World’s Languages in Danger, Laz has been classified as one of the ‘definitely endangered’ languages. As discussed previously in Section
3.5.1, under Fishman’s scale of Intergenerational Language Transmission, Laz appears to be at step 7, according to which parents use
the language with their own parents but do not necessairly teach it
to their children systematically. In terms of language maintenance,
Fishman’s 6th step which is considered to be the critical period during which the language is spoken by all the generations and taught to children at home as the mother tongue does not seem to fully
apply to Laz communities. While 60% of the participants addressed
children in Turkish, only 21% spoke mostly Laz and 19% prefered
both Laz and Turkish equally. What this means is that three out of
five participants communicate with their children in Turkish, while
only one out of five parents addresses their children in Laz. This
shows that instead of Laz, Turkish is the dominant language used
by most of the families in raising their children. The results also
showed regional differences among the participants. Those from
the Marmara region speak about 20% to 40% less Laz in their conversations with other people in comparison to those who live in the
Black Sea region. Similarly, the bilingual use of Laz and Turkish is
systematically higher in the Marmara region. A much more striking difference was found in child-directed speech. That is, the rate
of speaking with children is 32% in the Black Sea region and 6% in
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the Marmara region. In regard to other members of the family, a simialr picture emerges in the data. The proportion of the use of Laz
with spouses in the Black Sea region is 46%, while it is only 12% in
the Marmara region.
Similar results are found in regard to children’s knowledge of
Laz. A comparison of the two regions revealed that the proportion
of the participants who reported that their children did not know
Laz was almost 4 times higher in the Marmara (50%) than in the
Black Sea region (13%). This clearly shows that Laz in the Black Sea
is transmitted to children in a much better way than the Marmara
region.
Overall, however, the general pattern observed in communication with all individuals is as follows: the young group under the age
of 25 speaks dominantly Turkish at a rate of 60%, and except for
communication with their grandparents, they speak very limited
Laz. The middle age group between 26-45 years speaks Laz with the
older generation (parents, grandparents), Turkish with their siblings and their core family members and one third of the time Laz
with friends and relatives. In addition, the equal use of Laz-Turkish
is mostly observed in this age group. The oldest group, aged 46 and
above, uses much more Laz and less Turkish in their conversations
with other people except for their children and spouses. In sum,
in all social domains and in all age groups Turkish was used more
than Laz.
As a matter of fact, both for sociological and educational reasons, this stage is critical because at this stage the language does
not receive any public support at the governmental level let alone
being used in official services or the media, apart from some local newspapers and magazines. Similar to the definitions provided
in Fishman’s scale of language transmission discussed in the background section, Laz is not used in public services. In a way, just
like most of the other heritage languages all over the world, Laz is
subject to the famous “three generation” rule: the first generation
(those actually brought up in Laz) are dominant in Laz; the second
generation (those brought up in mostly the majority language Tur165

kish) speak Laz but are more dominant in Turkish; the third generation (those whose grandparents were native speakers of Laz)
tend to become receptive bilinguals or monolingual in Turkish (Haugen 1953; Fishman 1966).

8.7. LANGUAGE USE IN THE FAMILY
In regard to the language of communication among family members, almost half of the participants reported that their parents
addressed each other in Laz, nearly 38% both in Laz and Turkish.
A clear distinction was observed between the two regions, where
only 37% used Laz in the Marmara as opposed to 53% use of Laz
at home in the Black Sea. In regard to child-directed speech, those who live in the Marmara use Laz almost half of the time (24%)
in comparison to Black Sea residents who address their children
in Laz with a percentage of 42. As in the previous section, certain
socio-demographic factors influence the use of Laz. As the level of
education increased, people used more Turkish at home. Similarly,
while the parents of the participants with blue-collar jobs used Laz
in 90% among themselves, those with white-collar jobs used Laz at
a lower percentage.
Overall, the results showed that while parents mostly address
each other in Laz and Laz-Turkish, they tend to use more Turkish
while addressing their children. While the use of Laz is limited to
28% in the neighbourhood, 25% at home, 20% in funerals, 19% in
weddings, Turkish still dominates in 50% of the time in such small
social domains. In other words, only in one in four or five people,
the use of Laz in these social gatherings was more than Turkish.
Especially, the limited use of Laz at home, which constitutes an indispensable element of language maintenance, showed the degree
of language loss in the Laz-speaking community. On the average,
the equal of use Laz and Turkish was only observed in 25% of the
participants. In social circles with less strong social networks, Turkish is almost the only language used: Turkish is used 88% of the
time in schools, 86% in work places, 91% in local units and 93% in
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official governmental institutions. The use of Laz in official settings, on the other hand, is largely negligible, occurring around 4%.
In terms of the continuity between language preservation and
language shift discussed in Sections 3.5 and 3.6, Laz does not seem
to be transmitted to the next generation in a healthy way in close
family and immediate environment contexts. Let alone it is used
nationwide in education, workplace, media or civil services, it is
not even used by all generations within the Laz-speaking communities. Even if it is used by the parents between themselves, Laz
does not seem to be used widely while addressing children. These
results also have implications for potential changes in language
skills in Laz. In over half of the participants (56%) they experienced
changes in their language use since childhood. Overall, the use of
Laz is not promoted neither in schools nor in any other types of
formal settings.
The percentages cited above show the decrease even in intimate
interactions. It could be that the use of Turkish preferred by the
parents corresponds to a wish for integration to the mainstream
society. As some parents in the interview study openly stated that
they would not want to see their children being the target of ethnic
discrimination. One of the respondents, Ekrem (Pazar, aged 56) and
Ayhan (Ardeşen, aged 44) expressed their thoughts as follows:
Ekrem
‘As I know how I suffered at school, when my children
were born, I addressed them in Turkish; but their mother
tongue became Turkish, Laz had the secondary role. When
they spoke Laz, it was never complete. Now I have been teaching Laz to my grandchildren. They just love it. When they
are not able to say something, they say ‘grandpa, what is
this in Laz?’
Ayhan
‘I address my children in Turkish 80% of the time in or167

der to make sure that they face no difficulties at school with
their academic work or friends. I also use Laz around 20%,
because I don’t want them to lose our cultural values. When
we visit our village, my son calls the rolling of the ball as
‘gili gili’ rather than ‘rolling’, because all the other kids speak Laz’.
Another participant, Hilal, (Pazar, aged 51) also expressed similar views:
‘Probably, we were influenced by others. Given that everyone speaks Turkish, we felt like is it only our children who
will speak Laz? In a way we thought it would be easy for
them to survive at school.’
İlhan (Findikli, aged 51) highlights the following:
We all speak Turkish. It is not that we deny our language and
culture, but if they don’t learn early, children have an accented speech, which makes them stigmatized when they start schooling in
big towns. At the moment I’m speaking Turkish, but with a Laz accent’.
Mesut (Findikli, aged 50) stresses the dominant nature of Turkish in the following words:
‘We always speak Turkish with our children, the reason
being that Turkish is the dominant and the official language
in the society. We feel we are urged to speak it. However, we
love speaking Laz. We keep saying that we should always
speak Laz with our friends, relatives to make sure that our
children can learn Laz, but we are not good at achieving
much in this’.
As can be seen in the quotes given above, the Turkish language
comes up as the key to integration, while mastery of Laz entails a
mark binding them to their Laz community, from which they will
always be associated with.
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8.8. BELIEFS AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE LAZ LANGUAGE
As noted previously in Section 3.6.1, language vitality is determined by the attitudes and perceptions of its users in a community.
Communities with positive attitudes towards a language will continue to use it, which will clearly contribute to its vitality and preservation. When asked their opinions about their mother tongue, the
percentage of Laz native speakers was 43% in the Marmara, which
was far below the participants with 76% in the Black Sea. That is,
despite that Laz in the region was a fundamental element contributing to the perception of identity, it appeared to lose this prominent
role for the Marmara community. It should also be noted that with
increasing age, there was a significant increase in the proportion
of those who declared Laz as their mother tongue. While only the
42% of the participants aged 25 and under stated that Laz was their
native language, this rate went up to 56% in the 26-45 age group
and 74% in the 46 and above age group.
Educational background was also another important variable in
terms of the perception of Laz as their mother tongue. As the level
of education increased, the percentage of those who declared Laz
as their mother tongue decreased. In the group with less education this ratio was very rather high at 86%, while in the group with
the highest level of education this percentage was almost halved
and reached 48%. On similar grounds, the effect of the participants’
jobs on the perception of the mother tongue was parallel with the
level of education. That is, in people with the blue-collar jobs, which are usually based on physical strength, the perception of Laz as
the native language was as high as 72%, while in those with white
collar jobs, this rate was reduced down to 55%.
In regard to motivational factors for using Laz, for the vast majority (92%) of the participants it is important to know their mother
tongue. Only 8% of then stated that knowing or not knowing one’s
mother tongue would not make any difference.
A related factor here concerns age. Those who thought that it
was important to know the mother tongue was the lowest among
those aged 26-45 (88%), 92% in those aged 25 and under and close
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to 94% in the group aged 46 years and over. These results suggest
that while positive attitudes were found to increase in the older
and the younger participants, there seemed to be a relative decline
in the attitudes of the middle aged group, which were more integrated into the work life.
It should also be noted that those who expressed that Laz was
important reached up to 90% among the university graduates. An
overwhelming majority of the participants (84%) found it important for their children to learn/retain Laz. This shows parents’ enthusiasm to maintain their heritage language. While they feel a cultural and familial connection to their home language, their most
effective and frequently used language is the one that is dominant
in their community. As in typical heritage communities, despite
their childhood exposure to the language of their ancestors, their
mastery of that language does not reach their parents’ or grandparents’ level of fluency. These findings are associated with the narrow and broad conceptions of heritage language we discussed previously. The broad view of heritage language emphasizes possible
links between cultural heritage and linguistic heritage. Fishman’s
(2001) definition of heritage language emphasizes the ‘particular
family relevance’ of the language. Similarly, Van Deusen-Scholl
(2003) also stresses heritage learners’ strong cultural connection
to a particular language via family interaction. However, as noted
by Polinsky (2007), despite the fact that heritage motivation and
family relevance are important driving forces behind language learning, they are not sufficient to characterize linguistic knowledge
of heritage learners.
The crucial point here is that the heritage language Laz may be
the first in the order of acquisition but it is not completely acquired because of the individual’s switch to Turkish. The speakers are
culturally and linguistically motivated, but they need to be supported externally. It is therefore necessary to support Laz in formal
contexts. Although Laz is the language used in everyday informal
communication in particular in Laz-speaking communities in the
Black Sea region but it is losing its ground in the Marmara region
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not only in the speech of young people, but also in the middle-aged
Laz speakers. Recall from Section 5.1.1. that only 6% of the young
generation (below age 25) feel comfortable in speaking Laz. Even
the vast majority of middle-aged people report a high preference
for Turkish. These results entail immense implications for policy
makers and language teachers both in the school and community
contexts. Given that Laz is not stigmatized and warmly welcomed
by its speakers in both regions. A large majority of the participants
in both regions expressed their positive attitudes toward Laz maintenance that were deeply associated with their cultural and linguistic preservation. To this end, in order to preserve their language,
local and nationwide steps need to be taken. Currently, it is not
known to what extent Laz shows features of language loss. If there
is language attrition, what aspects of the Laz language are under
the influence of loss. As noted in Sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.2, language shift and language loss usually occur during the course of time.
First, the community which used to be monolingual becomes bilingual through learning the language of the community with which
it interacts. Then, the dominant language which individuals have
systematic contact becomes widespread and begins to be used in
the social domain, taking over the functions of the minority language. In the following stages, the community begins to stop using its
own language in favour of the dominant language and at the end of
this period, the community becomes monolingual again. On similar
grounds, the current project appears to have provided evidence for
language shift in particular in the Marmara region. Therefore, in
addition to societal and educational concerns, all these linguistic
and social issues need to be addressed in further research.
While the issues raised in this survey study does not particularly address what parents prefer to do to retain Laz, much work
needs to be done both locally and nationwide to sustain parents’
commitment to maintain their heritage language. In regard to the
maintenance of Laz, the two preventive measures highlighted by
the participants concerned elective Laz courses in schools (69% of
the participants) and a Laz medium TV channel (68% of the partici171

pants). Perhaps, in addition to Laz courses and TV channels which
broadcast in Laz, Laz-teaching centers might be opened to enhance
the visibility of Laz. Along with active parental and societal involvement, the aim could be not only to teach Laz and cultural values
but also offer a variety of culture-related extracurricular activities
that may be difficult for parents to offer at home.
There is certainly more effective ways to maintain a community’s bilingualism. This can be achieved through education in the
heritage language. That is, bilingual education where the two languages are used in subject-matter courses students take (Cummins,
2010).
Models of bilingual education range from equal proficiency to
full proficiency only in the majority language. Under the dual-language immersion model, the aim is to achieve balanced bilingualism and biliteracy. Such a programme may start in either early
or late primary school and the child may develop biliteracy either
simultaneously or sequentially (Baker, 2017).
Majority language or transitional bilingual education aims to
support children in the heritage language until they gain sufficient
majority language proficiency to cope with teaching only in that
language (Baker, 2017). This model is also found in non-migrant
contexts such as sub-Saharan Africa where after three or four years
in primary school of instruction in their home language, children
transition to a colonial language such as English or French. Recent
studies have shown that this model not only deprives the world of
bilingual speakers of a wide range of languages but also has a negative effect on heritage communities. Changing in thinking about
bilingualism today is connected to the dynamic framework where
bilingualism is taken as a resource, transcultural identities are recognized as positive and hybrid linguistic cultural experience are
welcomed (Garcia, 2009).
As in many countries, including Turkey, the linguistic capabilities of migrants and ethnic minorities have largely been ignored and maintenance of the heritage language has been actively
discouraged usually for political reasons (see Öpengin, 2012 for
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Kurdish, Sarigil for Kurdish and Laz, and Sofu, 2009 for Arabic).
The aim of such steps has been to foster social cohesion under the
majority language. This is what has been documented in the current project, too.
It should be noted, however, that there are many social, psychological, economic, administrative, and instructional factors that accompany bilingual education. Some of these factors (Garcia, 2009
p. 137-157) include situational factors which are related to students`
social and linguistic backgrounds, population diversity, language
policy of the country, the school, status of languages in the society,
costs of providing bilingual education. There are also operational
factors that are associated with curriculum and subjects, materials in that language, students’ initial literacy, assessment, teachers,
parents, community. The third factor concerns outcome factors
which are determined by the expectations of ultimate proficiency,
subject achievement, and sociocultural maturity.
A common but misleading idea that speaking a migrant or
ethnic language is an obstacle to the learning of the society language is totally wrong. Given recent studies in multilingual-bilingual populations, however, today it is well accepted that bilingual/
multilingual students actually perform better on standardized exams in reading comprehension, vocabulary, and math, than their
monolingual peers. As discussed in Section 3.2, today many studies show that bilingualism enhances children’s cognitive abilities,
boosts school performance, and fosters the ability to feel comfortable in two cultures. Bicultural adaptation can certainly improve
self-esteem as well as school involvement. Speaking the heritage
language at home has its own advantages, such as promoting family togetherness and facilitating the transmission of values and
cultural norms across generations. However, recent studies have
shown that if heritage languages are only limited to home contexts,
their maintenance is not guaranteed. To this end, many European
countries have long discussed models of bilingual education for the
past 25 years (e.g. Beatens-Beardsmore, 1993). In fact, since the early days of the establishment of a united Europe, it has always been
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emphasized that Europe needed to preserve and promote multilingualism. As a country which has had historical, social, economic
and cultural connections with Europe, it is high time that Turkey
started to discuss educational initiatives that prioritize bilingual
education, with different languages at its core.
It should also be noted that much work on bilingual education
programs have long shown that a key factor in enabling children
to succeed in a second/foreign language is maintaining literacy in
the mother tongue in a supportive sociocultural environment (e.g.
Collier & Thomas, 2007, Carder, 2013). Colllier & Thomas (2007) argue that in terms of long-term gains, it is important for children to
maintain their mother tongue and improve their second language
at an academic level during their school life. Today, it is well-accepted that literacy is essential to language maintenance in ethnic
communities (e.g. Grenoble and Whaley, 1998). For Fishman, who
has argued for over 40 years, ‘it is just scandalous and injurious to
waste ‘native’ language resources as to waste air, water, mineral,
animal and various non-linguistic human sources’ (Fishman, 2004:
417). As has been noted in Section 5.4.2, however, 79% of the participants in this study does not read in Laz. Needless to say, the main
reason why the percentage of non-readers in Laz was so high is
related to the fact that Laz literacy is rather low in general terms.
Apart from some limited efforts in the form of elective language
courses in Laz in the last few years, education in Laz does not exist
in the Turkish educational system, which certainly has an impact on the limited use of Laz. In current theorizing on bilingualism,
there seems to be a consensus among researchers that frequency of
use, overall fluency and domains of use, age of acquisition, ability
to read or write in both languages are crucial components of attaining bilingual competency (Grosjean, 2008).
Overall, many of the findings reported in this study comply with
the general picture portrayed in previous studies conducted with
migrant and ethnic minority communities. All these results necessiate an urgent act on the part of authorities to deal with the political,
social and educational needs of Laz-speaking people in Turkey.
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Despite that the current project has yielded important results
in regard to the current status of Laz in Turkey, further research
is needed to address the educational, linguistic, political and societal issues with the involvement of more participants to get a
better understanding of Laz both in academic and non-academic
settings.
To this end, an in-depth qualitative and quantitative investigation based on an enlarged sample size and sample diversity is
necessary in order to find out:
1. how language shift takes place across different generations,
2. what the developmental trajectories are in learning Laz in early
childhood,
3. how Laz people strengthen their heritage language ability,
4. how heritage language proficiency affects learners’ academic
performance (i.e. whether or not bilingual ability translates into
academic advantages for the children of Laz in Turkey),
5. how bilingual youths perceive themselves and come to terms
with their identity while living in a society that dichotomizes Turkish-speakers versus non-Turkish speakers,
6. how their heritage language proficiency connects to the development of ethnic identity,
7. From a linguistic perspective, given that Laz is an endangered
language, it remains to be seen which aspects of Laz are diminishing. What are the linguistic properties of language attrition in
Laz?
8. whether the vocabulary gap reported in studies of bilingual individuals persists into adulthood in the Laz-speaking population,
9. in what ways contemporary language teaching methods can
be utilized in teaching Laz. In what ways do digital technologies
and increasing use of electronic platforms have an impact on the
spread and use of Laz in Turkey?
Overall, it is necessary to identify ways in which young generation Laz people can learn and maintain their heritage language,
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Laz-speaking teachers can teach Laz in using contemporary approaches to language teaching, and schools and local as well as public institutions can operate more effectively and offer Laz courses,
with a focus on developing students’ language skills, how they use
those skills, and what benefits they gain out of bilingual use of Laz.
Currently, Laz lessons in local municipalities have been extra-curricular and in schools they are run on an elective course basis, which are certainly not sufficient to remedy the decline of Laz use discussed in this report in detailed terms.
Moreover, it is not known whether there is any negative image associated with speaking Laz. Therefore, a further study should
also involve Turkish-speaking monolinguals in order to understand how Laz is perceived by non-Laz-speaking communities. As
in all research projects, more questions than answers remain to be
explored in further research.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS
This project is the first of its kind in terms of the large data set
gathered through qualitative and quantitative data collection procedures in two different parts of Turkey where Laz is spoken. It is
possible to draw some conclusions from the findings discussed in
this Report. The primary aim was to gain insight into the family
and community level uses of Laz both from a qualitative and quantitative perspectives. The results yield interesting results for policy
makers and language planners. Admittedly, Laz is one of the least
studied languages in the literature. This might, in fact, make researchers, teachers and policy-makers take measures against decline
in Laz use and make them more concerned for further research.
In conclusion, the following issues deserve attention as part of
an action plan:
• Recent years have witnessed some emerging studies conducted on the Laz language and culture particularly in MA dissertations at the university level. A beginner level elective course for
university students has been offered at Boğaziçi University since
2011 and İstanbul Bilgi University since 2015. As of the end of the
2016-2017 Academic year, around 200 students attended the course in Laz. These efforts can be accompanied with the design of a
preparatory course for bilingual teachers for Laz-speaking communities. These attempst are particularly important in terms of
political and linguistic matters connected to pedagogical practices.
For example, teaching reading and writing in Laz can be done in the
Laz-speaking communities. The aim could be to provide opportunities for people who would like to read and write in Laz. As noted
in the discussion section, instruction in the mother tongue leads to
positive outcomes in the second language.
• Similar initiatives might suggest new possibilities for the maintenance of Laz not only in the Black Sea region but also in other
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parts of Turkey with high proportion of Laz-speakers. They also
signal the emergence of new urbanization models for minority languages in Turkey, at least in those municipalities with a predominantly native Laz population.
• In the Marmara region with small minorities living in small
cities such as Düzce and Sakarya, as well as Istanbul, the biggest
metropolitan city in Turkey, which in fact constitutes the great
majority, the possibility exists for the development of strategic
language policies. As has been presented in this project, currently
there is no recognition of the right of the Laz language and no grant
for the right to formulate Laz speaking-communities’ own educational policies in Turkey. The establishment of teachers, communities, associations and other entities as agents of language policies
is urgently needed in order to maintain the future of Laz.
• The language attitudes of young people may play a pivotal
role in the promotion of the Laz language. Given that the young
and the educated people have positive attitudes towards the use
and learning of Laz, providing them with both the language skills
they need and sufficient opportunities to use those skills might allow them to take over planning policies which, in turn, may enable
them to expand their small numbers. This process will help them
maintain and expand their linguistic borders.
• On similar grounds, both the Laz-speaking communities and
policy makers should be informed about the cognitive, social and
academic advantages of bilingualism (Haznedar, 2015), discussed
in previous sections of this Report.
• Focussing on the increasingly important role of social media
and digital technologies could support these initiatives.
• Searching for the possibility of the provision of Laz language
on commercial radio or TV stations operating in the Laz-speaking
regions.
To conclude, when the whole data set is examined in terms of
the use of Laz, the results of the present study robustly show an
178

increase in the use of Turkish even in the predominantly Laz speaking communities. The increase in the use of Turkish occurs in
nearly almost all types of interactions both in the Black Sea and
the Marmara regions. In this sense, Turkish is the language of administrative, sociocultural and educational functions as well as the
language of the press and the media. Documentation of the current
status of Laz is an initial step in raising awareness of the value
of the Laz language, as well as highlighting the urgency of taking
measures to stop language shift. Ultimately, however, with its large numbers of migrant and ethnic population, it is high time that
Turkey paid attention to the psychological, social and emotional
well-being of both children and adults whose language and culture are different from those of the monolingual Turkish-speaking
population. There is an urgent need to move beyond the long-standing traditional policy of obligatory Turkish-use in formal settings.
Given recent advances in bilingual education models around the
world, it is no longer plausible for ethnic minorities or migrant populations to conform only to mainstream languages and subtractive bilingualism to succeed in life. To this end, the results of this
Project should urge the policy makers to think that given cognitive,
academic and social advantages of bilingualism/multiculturalism,
it is time to celebrate linguistic diversity instead of pretending that
it does not exist in the society. Last but not least, given the feeble
intergenerational linguistic transmission from adults to children,
in a follow-up study there is a need to provide an analysis of the
macro political and linguistic situation of Turkey, not only in terms
of the status of Laz but also that of other ethnic/minority languages.
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