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Abstract

This paper discusses the increased visibility of Vlach Romanian in the linguistic
landscape of rural and small-town Eastern Serbia, analysing it in the context of the
revitalisation measures the community has undertaken in the last 20 years. Our research
was conducted in a mainly rural area, comprising four neighbouring municipalities in
Eastern Serbia, with a dense Vlach population. We investigate a sample of the
inscriptions we encountered, focusing on the intended audience of the inscriptions and
correlating it with the basic functions of the signs (informational and symbolic). We
show that, in the area under discussion, the signs have a mainly symbolic value, and are
used as identity markers, as support for the legitimisation of the language, or as indexes
of authenticity, while their informational function is apparent only in relation with the
commaodification of the language.

Key words: linguistic landscape, Vlach Romanian variety, Eastern Serbia,
language standardisation, commaodification

IMPOMEHA JE3UYKOI [TEJ3AKA:
IIOJABA BJIAHIKOI' HA HATIIMCUMA
Y UCTOYHOJ CPBUJHU

Ancrpakrt

Pan amanmsupa mojaBy M BHIUBHMBOCT BIIAIIKOT BapHjeTeTa y jE3UYKOM II€j3aXKy
ucroune Cpbuje. OBaj peHOMEH ce mocMaTpa y KOHTEKCTY Mepa pPEeBHTAN3aLHje Koje
BIIAIIIKA 3ajeJHUIIa Tpeay3rMa nocienmpux 20 roguHa. McTpakiBame je crpoBeeHo y
MPETeKHO PYpaHOM MOJAPY4jy Koje 00yxBaTa 4eTHpPH CYCEAHE OMIUTHHE Yy UCTOYHO]
Cpbuju, y KojuMa >KMBH BENIMKM IPOLEHAT BIAIIKOr CTaHOBHMIUTBA. Harmucu Ha
BJIAILIKOM BapHjeTeTy Cy aHalIU3MpaHH ca (OKyCOM Ha HUXOBY LMJbaHY MyOJINKY M
ocHOBHe (yHKIMje (nHpOpMaTHBHY M cUMOONMUYKY). Pesyiratu mokasyjy Aa y OBOj
o0JlacTi HATIIUCH WMAajy YIJIABHOM CUMOOJNMYKY (YHKIH]Y, KOPHUCTE C€ Kao MapKepH
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UJICHTUTETA, Kao BU JICTUTHMH3AIHje je3nKa WM Kao IT0Ka3aTesbi ayTeHTHIHOCTH, JIOK
je m\HxoBa HHpopMaTBHA (DYHKIMja OYHUITICAHA CAMO y OXHOCY Ha KOMOIH(MHUKAIH]Y
je3uKa.

Kiby4ne peun: je3uuku Iej3ax, BIAlIKK BapujeTeT, ncTouHa Cpouja, jesndka
CTaHAapAu3aInja, KoMoauduKamja

INTRODUCTION

Starting with Rodrigue Landry and Richard Y. Bourhis’s seminal pa-
per (1997), linguistic landscape studies have dealt with “language in spaces
and places” (Shohamy & Gorter, 2009, p. 1), namely with the language of
“public road signs, advertising billboards, street names, place names, com-
mercial shop signs, and public signs on government buildings” (Landry &
Bourhis, 1997, p. 25). The study of the visibility and salience of a language in
a public space can have a “diagnostic value” (Blommaert, 2013, p. 2), by giv-
ing the visitor or the researcher a quick insight into the linguistic characteris-
tics of an area (e. g. whether it is monolingual or multilingual, what the hier-
archy and the power relation between languages in a multilingual setting are,
what language policies, if any, are in force etc.). In a minority or endangered
language context, the presence or absence of a language from the linguistic
landscape can speak volumes, pointing towards the (perceived) status and vi-
tality of that language, but also towards literacy practices and identity issues
of the community speaking it (Cenoz & Gorter, 2006; Marten, Van Mensel &
Gorter, 2012).

In general, the study of the linguistic landscape tends to focus
mainly on urban settings (see Gorter’s, 2013 overview of the papers writ-
ten and the approaches used in studying the linguistic landscape). Florian
Coulmas (2009) emphasises that “linguistic landscape is really linguistic
cityscape, especially in multilingual contexts” (p. 14, italics in original)
and that “it is on cities that LL research must be focused” (ibid.), while
Bernard Spolsky argues that “outside the city, we find a limited class of
direction signs and place names, and the roadside billboards often as-
sumed to ruin the landscape” (Spolsky, 2009, p. 33).

However, recent years have seen an increased interest in the lin-
guistic landscape of rural and small-town environments in Italy (Dal Ne-
gro, 2009), South Africa (Kotze & Du Plessis, 2010), an area above the
Acrctic Circle spanning parts of the territory of four countries (Pietikdinen,
Lane, Salo & Laihiala-Kankainen, 2011), Galicia, Spain (Dunlevy, 2012),
Gambia (Juffermans & Coppoolse 2012), Oregon, USA (Troyer, Caceda
& Giménez Eguibar, 2015), Ethiopia (Sisay Mendisu, Malinowski &
Woldemichael, 2016), and Northern Germany (Reershemius, 2020).

Our paper aims to contribute to this growing body of research, by
exploring the increasing visibility of Vlach Romanian, a non-dominant
variety of Romanian, in the linguistic landscape of rural Eastern Serbia.
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We argue that the relatively recent appearance and display of public sign-
age in Vlach Romanian in the traditionally monolingual landscape of this
region should be seen in the context of the revitalisation measures the
community has undertaken in the last 20 years. To this end, we will first
introduce the community and its language, and the general sociolinguistic
context, including the recent changes in attitude towards the vernacular
and its public usage. We will then present the area under investigation
and the methodology for data collection and interpretation, and in the last
part we will examine some of the signs we found, looking at their intend-
ed audience and functions.

VLACHS OF EASTERN SERBIA
AND THE USE OF VLACH ROMANIAN

Our research focuses on a mainly rural and conservative communi-
ty living in Eastern Serbia, the Vlachs, and on the recent changes in their
language and literacy practices. However, the term Vlach needs some ex-
planation, in order to avoid confusion, as it can be used to refer to differ-
ent historical Romance-speaking populations living in, among other coun-
tries, contemporary Albania, Greece, North Macedonia, Bulgaria, Monte-
negro, Croatia, and Romania, who are also known as Aromanians (or
Macedo-Romanians), Megleno-Romanians or Istro-Romanians (see
Friedman, 2001, p. 26-28). In Serbia on the other hand, the term is mainly
used to designate the ethnic group inhabiting the eastern part of the coun-
try, along the rivers Timok, Mlava, Morava and Pek, whose presence in
the area can be traced back to spontaneous migrations from different re-
gions of what is now Romania, which occurred mainly in the 19" century,
but began even earlier (Weigand, 1900/2008, p. 85-87). Therefore, in this
paper, the term Vlach refers solely to this community.

According to the censuses conducted in Yugoslavia and Serbia
throughout the decades (starting with 1948, when the Vlach ethnicity and
language were first registered, and ending with the latest one, in 2011),
there has always been a discrepancy between the number of people de-
claring Vlach ethnicity and the number of people declaring Vlach (Serbi-
an viaski) as their mother tongue, with the latter being significantly larger.
Thus, in 1953, for example, 198,861 people declared Vlach as their moth-
er tongue (2011 Census of Population, Households and Dwellings in the
Republic of Serbia: Religion, Mother Tongue and Ethnicity, p. 16), but
only 28,047 people said they were Vlachs (2011 Census of Population,
Households and Dwellings in the Republic of Serbia: Religion, Mother
Tongue and Ethnicity, p. 21). By 2011, the official numbers dropped, but
the disparity still stands (43,095 people declared Vlach as their mother
tongue, while 35,330 declared Vlach ethnicity).
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This asymmetry points towards the complicated simultaneous
identities at play in this bilingual community, which are mirrored by the
double ethnonyms used for self-identification: the members of the com-
munity generally call themselves rumini in the vernacular, but Vlasi when
speaking Serbian, and, accordingly, they call their language rumireste in
the vernacular, but use the Serbian word, viaski, when they speak Serbian.
However, this distinction is less clear-cut than it seems, as the exonym
Vla(h) and the glossonyms viasesée and ljimba vlaha (as translated in the
vernacular) have been gaining ground and have started to be used by
some members of the community in the vernacular as well. The prefer-
ence of one or the other of the ethnonyms and glossonyms when speaking
in the vernacular generally correlates with two main ideological attitudes
showcased by the engaged members of the community. Thus, in what
concerns the origin of the language and of the community, the reintegra-
tionist, pro-Romanian group considers that their vernacular is a variety of
Romanian, brought to Serbia through migration, and therefore use the
rumin — rumineste dyad. On the other hand, the independentist, pro-Vlach
group view their vernacular as a completely distinct language, that has no
relation with Romanian, spoken by a population indigenous to the area, and
therefore prefer the Vla(h) and viaseséelljimba vlaha denominations. Similar
ideological distinctions can be found in the writing systems and orthographic
conventions created by different members of the two factions (Hutanu &
Sorescu-Marinkovi¢, 2018b), or in the presence and use of the language
online (Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ & Hutanu, 2019, Hutanu, 2021).

In order to bring together these two opposing stances, we call the
language Vlach Romanian, a more neutral and encompassing term, which
includes both usages and attitudes found in the community and concurs
with the pluricentric language approach we favour (Hutanu & Sorescu-
Marinkovi¢, 2018a). From a historical and structural point of view, Vlach
Romanian is an archaic, dialectal variety of Romanian (on its way to be-
coming a distinct, Ausbau language), which has until recently been re-
stricted to the family domain. The language has no official status in Ser-
bia and used to have low prestige both with the in-group and with the out-
group. However, in the last 20 years, both factions, but especially the in-
dependentist one, have taken several language planning and revitalisation
measures, which resulted in dramatic changes as far as overt language use
is concerned. Thus, several writing systems have been created and the one
put forward by the Gergina NGO (of independentist orientation) in 2012
has been declared official (although this does not mean that it is indeed
used by everyone) (Hutanu & Sorescu-Marinkovi¢, 2018b). The norms of
the vernacular are codified in a grammar of this variety, written in Serbi-
an (Jovanovi¢, 2013), and in several dictionaries (lu Boza Kic¢i, 2004,
2015), including an online one, initiated by Paun Durli¢ (see Sorescu-
Marinkovi¢, 2012). Several books have been published so far: a transla-
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tion of the Gospel (lu Boza Ki¢i, 2006), different anthologies of texts
such as funeral songs (Gacovi¢, 2000), fairy tales (lu Boza Kiéi, 2011),
nursery thymes and children’s poems (lu Boza Ki¢i, 2010; Slobodan
Golubovi¢, 2013; Jovi¢ Kolerovi¢, Dragi¢, Paunjelovi¢, Stojanjelovié &
Mitrovi¢ Mitra, 2014), children’s creations (Milena Golubovi¢, Pordevié¢
& Babi¢, 2017, Milena Golubovié¢, Pordevi¢ & Savi¢ 2018), and folk oral
creations (Durli¢, 2020). Since 2013, the language has been taught as an
optional subject in a few schools in Eastern Serbia, with the help of two
textbooks (Milena Golubovi¢, 2014, 2016). In September 2015, the Vlach
National Council passed a resolution on the standardisation of the Vlach
language, which was then published in the Official Gazette of Serbia a
month later (Sluzbeni glasnik RS, br. 88/2015, October 23, 2015). Apart
from this, VIach Romanian has begun to have a more constant presence
online in the last years, on social networks, online newspapers, or web-
sites in general (Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ & Hutanu, 2019).

All these revitalisation measures, taken within the space of less
than 20 years, show that the members of the community have started to
overtly express their ethnic and linguistic identity, a fact that was simply
unimaginable before. That is why we decided to see if this improvement
in the self-image of the community and all the developments we dis-
cussed above have any influence on the configuration of the linguistic
landscape of Eastern Serbia. In other words, we decided to see if Vlach
Romanian has become visible. We went in search of palpable evidence of
change.

DATA COLLECTION AND METHODOLOGY

Our research focuses on four neighbouring municipalities in East-
ern Serbia: Kucevo, Majdanpek, Negotin and Kladovo (see Figure 1, in
which Kucevo is green, Majdanpek is blue, Negotin is brown and Klado-
vo is yellow), areas we visited in 2016 and 2017. There were several rea-
sons for choosing this territory. First, the area is mainly rural, with just a
few small towns that serve as the administrative centres of their munici-
palities (the biggest of them, Negotin, has 16,882 inhabitants — see 2011
Census of Population, Households and Dwellings in the Republic of Ser-
bia: Comparative Overview of the Number of Population in 1948, 1953,
1961, 1971, 1981, 1991, 2002 and 2011). Another reason is the density of
the Vlach population in the area (although only 12% of the population of
these 4 municipalities declared Vlach or Romanian ethnicity, they make
out 30% of all declared Vlach population in Serbia — see 2011 Census of
Population, Households and Dwellings in the Republic of Serbia: Reli-
gion, Mother Tongue and Ethnicity). Lastly, two of the towns that func-
tion as administrative centres, Negotin and Kladovo, are relevant for our
research as they host some important organisations and institutions repre-
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senting the two factions described above (see Pietikéinen et al., 2011 for a
similar perspective). Thus, Negotin (the town) is the home of the Vlach
Party, of the Gergina NGO (both of pro-Vlach inclination) and of the
Romanian Orthodox church (pro-Romanian), and Kladovo (the town) is
the headquarters of the Romanian Cultural Centre (pro-Romanian), and
hosts a branch of the National Council of the Romanian Minority (pro-
Romanian, as opposed to the pro-Vlach National Council of the Vlach
Minority, headquartered in the town of Petrovac na Mlavi, in the
Brani¢evo municipality). Moreover, the town is situated across the Dan-
ube from the Romanian city Drobeta-Turnu Severin (26 km by road),
which makes it a tourist and shopping destination for Romanians.

Figure 1. Map of the municipalities of Serbia. Licensed under Creative
Commons. Changes were made to the original document
(https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Municipalities_of_Serbia.png).

As concerns the methodology of collecting and analysing data, we
depart from the quantitative approach generally used in linguistic land-
scape studies, as we agree with Thom Huebner (2009, p. 72) that “in con-
ducting LL research the choice of sampling domain is driven by the pur-
pose of the study”. We will not focus, therefore, on counting the signs
and the languages found on them in the area under discussion. Addition-
ally, we will not focus either on the predominance of a certain language
or on the hierarchy of languages in use in a certain area. What we will do
here will not concern the presence of Serbian — it is obvious that signs in
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Serbian, both in the Cyrillic and in the Latin script, will be the predomi-
nant sight in the linguistic landscape as Serbian is the state language, the
‘language by default’ and the one that includes the Vlach community
among its addressees. At the same time, the presence of English and of
other global languages in the linguistic landscape has been well docu-
mented all over the world by now, so we were bound to find it in our area
of research as well.

What we found relevant was the mere presence of signs in Vlach
Romanian, as a very new development that definitely signals a shift in the
attitude towards the vernacular. Our focus was therefore on the new visi-
bility of Vlach Romanian, for now still irrelevant in the linguistic land-
scape from a quantitative and statistical point of view (we found less than
50 signs altogether), but definitely symptomatic of change, as Jan Blom-
maert (2013) notices: “the statistically insignificant can be a sign of mo-
mentous change” (p. 46). The methodology we employed relies on ethno-
graphic observation and comparison with the previous state of affairs,
known to us from previous fieldwork (conducted mainly by Annemarie
Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ in the last 15 years) and from research on the com-
munity, which gives us an in-depth knowledge of the community and its
evolution. While we are aware that we can be accused of impressionism,
this is, to a certain extent, what we aimed for — since the linguistic land-
scape can reflect the ethnic and linguistic composition of an area, can
someone visiting the four municipalities really perceive that the Vlach
community has started to express its ethnolinguistic identity more overtly
and make a voice for themselves? How visible is VVlach Romanian in the
linguistic landscape and who are the signs meant for?

ANALYSIS

Our analysis takes into account a sample of the signs we encountered
and focuses on their intended readership. The intended audience of a sign can
be inferred by determining who the authors of the signs are and what their
known or presupposed intentions are when choosing a certain language or
variety. This is, in Spolsky and Cooper’s model for language choice:

the ‘presumed reader condition’: prefer to write a sign in a
language which can be read by the people you expect to read it.
(Spolsky, 2009, p. 33)

However, the author of the signs is often “only somewhat in con-
trol of the meanings that are read from his or her written ‘utterances’”
(Malinowski, 2009, p. 108), so an analysis of the signs’ emplacement can
prove fruitful, as “signs are placed in a specific space, a non-random
place and their emplacement defines their effects” (Blommaert, 2013, p.
43, italics in the original).
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In the area we observed, the expected audience is composed either
mainly of members of the Vlach community, or mainly of outsiders. Dis-
cussing the linguistic landscape of a territory, Landry et al. (1997, p. 25-
29) contend that it serves two basic functions: an informational and a
symbolical one. On the one hand, the linguistic landscape marks the terri-
torial and linguistic boundaries of a language community, and indicates
that a language can be used in a certain place and can reflect the status of
competing languages in a multilingual environment. On the other hand,
the linguistic landscape can convey the value, strength, and vitality of a
language, or conversely, the lack of value and weakness. While Landry
and Bourhis refer to the functions of the language landscape seen as a
conglomerate of signs, each sign by itself can also have the same two
functions (with one of them being usually more prominent than the oth-
er), as the presence of any sign in the linguistic landscape can be seen as
“either reflective of or required of its audience” (Huebner, 2009, p. 74).
In what follows, we will analyse how the language choices of the authors
of the signs in our corpus imply a certain audience (of insiders or outsid-
ers), and how the intended readership correlates with the two basic func-
tions of the signs.

An Audience of Insiders

First, the main intended audience of signs in or containing Vlach
Romanian is obviously the Vlach community. The community is ad-
dressed in a number of top-down signs put up by the political, cultural
and religious organisations belonging to the two factions described above.
While the function of the official, top-down signage in the civic frame
(Kallen, 2010) is usually informational, complying with and reflecting of-
ficial language policies, we contend that, in the area under discussion, the
main function of these signs is symbolic. As the language has no official
status in Eastern Serbia, there are no official policies or regulations re-
garding the use of Vlach Romanian in the public space (in other words,
all these signs are transgressive, to use Aneta Pavlenko’s (2012, p. 36) ex-
tension of the meaning of the term). Moreover, the community is by and
large bilingual and proficient in Serbian; therefore, the use of the ver-
nacular is meant not so much to give information to the audience as it is
to promote the used variety and empower its speakers.

This is noticeable especially in the case of the posters put up by the
Vlach Party and the Gergina NGO — for example the ones concerning the
elections of the members of the Vlach National Council. In Image 1, the
two identical posters urge the members of the community to use their
right to speak Vlach and to choose their identity and their ethnonym, but
they do it entirely in Serbian. The second sign (Image 2), a campaign
poster for the elections, uses Serbian to convey the information (that there
are elections and who is running), and Vlach Romanian, quite inconspic-
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uously, only for the catchphrase at the bottom of the poster, which rough-
ly translates to “Let’s awake, Vlachs!”. This is similar to Peter Back-
haus’s (2007, p. 97-99) conclusion that, in the polyphonic signs he identi-
fied in the Japanese linguistic landscape, “English and English-looking
expressions are used mainly for slogans, catch-phrases, business names,
and titles” (Backhaus, 2007, p. 99), while the information is given in Jap-
anese. In other words, although they address the community, these top-
down signs seem to signal that VVlach Romanian exists, but also play down
its communicative utility for the community, therefore giving Vlach
Romanian a mainly symbolic value. At the same time, this tokenistic use of
Vlach Romanian may reveal the community’s attitudes towards their
vernacular, which is still not considered apt for transmitting information
and is still on its way to becoming a ‘proper’, ‘established’ language like
Serbian or Romanian (languages that can be found on other top-down signs
we encountered, not shown here — e.g. the official inscriptions on the
Romanian Orthodox church in Negotin, the Romanian Cultural Center and
the National Council of the Romanian Minority in Kladovo).

asu_snaoisucsaans (YA S PRAVO! & _IZBOR! ¢
e - DA KAZES DA 51 VLAH! ZA NACIONALNI
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- DA GOVORIS VLASKI! 26.10.2014.
- DA IZRAZIS SV0J
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Image 1. Negotin, Vlach Party Image 2. Negotin, Vlach Party
Headquarters. © Authors. Headquarters. © Authors.

The community is the main recipient of the signs in another in-
stance as well, namely in the case of the funerary inscriptions found in
some rural cemeteries in the area (see Hutanu & Sorescu-Marinkovic,
2016, Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ & Hutanu, 2017 for more). Images 3 and 4,
taken in the cemetery of the village DuSanovac (Negotin municipality),
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exhibit two sides of a funerary monument. The front of the funerary mon-
ument (Image 3) contains the official, Serbian names of the deceased,
Jelena Kiki¢ and Kosta Kiki¢. However, the back of the monument (Im-
age 4) displays their hypocoristic names and the Vlach patronymic, by
which they (exclusively) were known within the community, Ljana and
Kostika Aljéoni (in Cyrillic script, with the conjunction and in Vlach
Romanian as well). In this particular case (and others we found, not
shown here), the use of Vlach Romanian is at the same time informational
and symbolic. On the one hand, it tells the community and the informed
outsider that those buried there were part of the Vlach community (for
other linguistic and non-linguistic clues, see Sorescu-Marinkovi¢ &
Hutanu, 2017). More importantly, though, using Vlach Romanian gives
the inscriptions the symbolic function of marking the ethno-linguistic and
cultural identity of both the deceased and those who erected and paid for
the monument. Moreover, since it is tradition in Eastern Serbia to erect
your own funerary monument while still alive, the choice of including
Vlach Romanian is a conscious one and points to an “identification of self
through the language” (Yigezu & Blackwood, 2016, p. 140).

JCACHA

& 1930-20

t

“!

Image 4. Dusanovac cemetery. © Authors.
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An Audience of Qutsiders

A similar indexical use of Vlach Romanian can be discerned in
cases in which the intended audience is no longer the community, but the
outsider (an ‘indexical audience’, as Blommaert (2013, p. 54) calls it).

In the first situation we encountered, the intended audience is the
outsider who sees the language on the signs but cannot decipher its lin-
guistic meaning. In their discussion of the commodification of language
and ethnicity in Chinatown (Washington DC), Jennifer Leeman and Ga-
briella Modan notice how the use of Chinese in the linguistic landscape
has more an aesthetic than a communicative value, promoting “an exoti-
fied landscape that appeals to an outsider’s perspective” (Leeman & Mo-
dan, 2009, p. 358). In Serbia, Vlachs are well known for practicing white
magic (it is even called “Vlach magic” by Serbs and Vlachs alike — see
Ivkov-DzZigurski, Babi¢, Dragin, Kosi¢ & Blesi¢, 2012 for more details),
and are sought out by people from all over Serbia. Images 5 and 6, taken
in the village Neresnica (Ku¢evo municipality), depict the workplace of
one of these Vlach sorcerers, who integrates his activity into a wider
framework of cultural, rural tourism. Since his main audience is Serbian,
the main information and the main catchphrases are in Serbian, while
Vlach Romanian is used symbolically, always marked by inverted com-
mas. This ‘language on display’ type of public signage (Curtin, 2009)
usually employs foreign-looking scripts, as is the case with Hangul letters
on shop signs in a neighbourhood in Oakland, California (Malinowski,
2009), or specific fonts, such as Celtic-style ones in Ireland (Kallen,
2009), or Gothic typeface in Northern Germany (Reershemius, 2020). In
our case, the signs use the Latin script, both in Serbian and in Vlach Ro-
manian, so a speaker of Serbian can actually recognise the letters and read
the words, but cannot associate any linguistic meaning to them. Vlach
Romanian therefore has a symbolic function; its purpose is not to be read
and understood, but merely to be noticed and recognised as Vlach Roma-
nian, as something exotic, different, and traditional that indexes authenticity.

o \ \ \ \ D

Image 5. Neresnica. © Authors.
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Image 6. Neresnica. © Authors.

However, besides this symbolic, indexical value, using Vlach Ro-
manian for tourist purposes can also have an informational function in the
case of the marketplace (signs related to the buying and selling of prod-
ucts and services) and portals (signs related to mobility — be it physical,
capital or electronic) (see Kallen’s, 2010 classification). The intended au-
dience is still mainly the outsider, but this time an outsider that under-
stands the language and takes advantage of this knowledge. In Kladovo
especially (the town situated 26 km away from Romania), but elsewhere
as well, we encountered signs whose addressee was the Romanian tourist.

While the signs on the supermarket or on cash machines might be
just a form of politeness, a nod that acknowledges the presence of the
Romanian tourists (and not necessarily an indication of competence in the
language), other signs in Vlach Romanian (in front of restaurants or fast-
food stands (see Image 7), and signs pointing towards agricultural supply

Image 7. Kladovo. © Authors.
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stores or identifying a Serbian-Romanian translator’s office) inform the
Romanian tourists that their language, or a variety of their language, is
spoken and understood there. In Blommaert’s words, the signs have a
“recruitment function: they invite particular groups of people into interac-
tion with their producers” (Blommaert, 2013, p. 54). Our own observation
of the Romanian tourists’ linguistic practices testifies that this “recruit-
ment function” is recognised as such: very often, Romanian tourists visit-
ing Kladovo address locals directly in Romanian, sometimes even in
places with no signs in Vlach Romanian.

A comparison of different signs advertising exchange offices (Im-
age 8) suggests that the authors are mainly members of the community,
with different and partial competence in (written) VVlach Romanian and in
standard Romanian. The name of the language and the ideologies behind
preferring one glossonym to the other become irrelevant in private lin-
guistic practices. The members of the community understand their lan-
guage’s economic value in context, as the signs (here and elsewhere),
even if written in non-standard orthography, manage to communicate
more effectively and reach the Romanian tourist more directly. Moreover,
the owner of an ice cream parlour told us that although he was not part of
the community and he did not speak the language, he asked someone to
write the names of the different flavours in (Vlach) Romanian for him.
This perspective on language as a commodity gives advantage to those
who keep an open mind and address a wider audience.
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Image 8. Negotin (first two pictures), Kladovo (last two pictures). © Authors.

CONCLUSIONS

Our paper focused on the recent changes in the linguistic landscape
of Eastern Serbia, which we envisage as a possible outcome of the revital-
isation and status planning measures taken within the last 20 years. In the
previously predominantly monolingual landscape of Eastern Serbia, the
Vlach community has begun to overtly express their ethnolinguistic pres-
ence and identity, which includes displaying their language in the public
space.
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However, Vlach Romanian is still hardly visible in the linguistic
landscape, a fact that can be attributed to several factors. First, most of
the community is still low-literate or non-literate (Juffermans et al., 2012)
in the vernacular. Despite the recent standardisation, there is still no
commonly accepted linguistic norm. The official writing system, adopted
in 2012, is still contested by the reintegrationist faction and Vlach Roma-
nian is still taught only as an optional class in a few schools. To this, we
can add the general low level of education in Eastern Serbia. According
to the 2011 Census, 54% of the population over the age of 15 living in
our area of observation has only a primary education or less (2011 Census
of Population, Households and Dwellings in the Republic of Serbia: Edu-
cational attainment, Literacy and Computer Literacy, p. 80, 84). We also
cannot disregard the linguistic assimilation policies of the Serbian author-
ities through the years, and the fact that the language still has no official
status in Serbia, which resulted in low prestige and the language shift to
Serbian. Lastly, the internal divergence within the community, as reflect-
ed in the two factions, generated a widespread reluctance of the speakers
to affiliate with either group, thus avoiding conflict, and possibly refrain-
ing from using their vernacular in writing.

However, in comparison with the previous years, the mere pres-
ence of inscriptions in Vlach Romanian in the public space is a distinct
sign of progress. As we have seen, the signs have a mainly symbolic val-
ue, and are used as identity markers, as support for legitimisation or as
indexes of authenticity. There are still no official regulations regarding
the use of Vlach Romanian in the public space; therefore, its information-
al value is currently apparent only in relation to its commodification (Hel-
ler, 2010). However, as Gorter notices, the language of the signs “can in-
fluence the perception of the status of the different languages and affect
linguistic behaviour” (Gorter, 2013, p. 202), so it remains to be seen, in
future years, whether the revitalisation measures and the timid steps taken
so far will be reflected in a greater visibility of the language. Last but not
least, it remains to be seen whether the presence of the minority language
in the public space will be able to challenge stereotypes, influence peo-
ple’s perception, and affect their linguistic behaviour to result in a greater
use of the language.
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ITPOMEHA JE3UYKOT IIEJ3AXKA:
ITOJABA BJIAIIKOI' HA HATIIMCUMA
Y UCTOYHOJ CPBUJHN

Monuka Xynany', Auemapn Copecky-Mapunkosuh?
Bananum yrusepsuter y Temumsapy, Pymynuja / Yausepsurer y Beorpany, Cpouja
2pankanonowky uacturyt CAHY, Beorpan, Cpbuja

Pe3sume

Pan anamusmpa nojaBy W BHJUBMBOCT BIAIIKOT, HEAOMHUHAHTHOT BapujeTeTa py-
MYHCKOT je3HKa y jesnmukoM Tej3axy uctoune Cpouje. Mako je mehyreneparujcku
MPEHOC je3WKa 3HaTHO OMao, HellaBHE Mepe Koje Cy aHTa)KOBaHW WIAHOBH 3ajCHHUIIEC
MPEeAy3eNH, Kao IITO Cy CTBAPAmE CITy>KOCHOT BIALIKOT MHCMa, 00jaBJbUBAkE Pa3in-
YUTHX TpeBoa, QOIKIOPHUX 30MPKHU, ald M OPUTHHAIHHUX TBOPEBHHA, YBOhEHE U3-
OopHoTr npenmera ,,Bnamiku roBop ca eeMeHTHMAa HaIlHOHATHE KYAType Y HEKOIHKO
OCHOBHHX IIIKOJIa, T€ CTaHIapu3aliyja BIaIIKOT BapHjeTeTa, CBeloUYe O TOME J1a je3UK
MpOJIa3u KPO3 MHTEH3UBAH MPOLEC PEeBUTATIH3ALIH]E.

HctpaxuBame je crpoBenero Tokom 2016. u 2017. roauHe y NPETeRHO pypa-
HOM HOJIpy4jy Koje o0yxBaTa YeTHpH CyceiHe onmTuHe y ucroynoj Cpouju, y xoju-
Ma KUBH BEJIMKH IPOLICHAT BIAIIKOT CTAaHOBHHINTBA. OTKPUBEHE Cy Pa3INiUTEe BPCTE
HATITMCA Ha BJANIKOM, KOJH Cy C€ I0jaBHJIM MPETEXHO Yy mocieamux 10 romuna: rpa-
(uTH, TUIaKaTH, TOTPEOHN HATIHCH, KOMEPIHjaTHd HaTmucd, UTh. OBH HATIUCH Cy
YIJIaBHOM NPHBAaTHH, HE3BAaHUYHHU, U KapaKTEPHILIe HX BHCOK CTENECH BapHjaOMIHOCTH
ycien o/cycTBa onmrenpuxsaheHe je3nyke HopMe (ypKoc HeJJaBHOj, alld OCIOpaBa-
HOj cTaHIapau3anuju). Mako jom yBek HeMa 3BaHHYHMX HATINCA U je3UYKUX ITOJIHTH-
Ka y Be3U ca yHoTpeOOM BJIAIIKOT Y jaBHOM IPOCTOPY, cama I0jaBa OBUX HATIHCA Jie-
(¢uHUTHBHO yKa3yje Ha 3Ha4yajHe mpomeHe (Blommaert 2013). ¥V pany ce anamusupa
[UJbaHa My0JIMKa OBHUX HATIHCA U BUXO0Ba QYHKIMja, a aHAIIM3a MT0Ka3yje 1a HeKH O
HaTIHCa UMajy yTJIaBHOM CUMOOJIMYKY BPEIHOCT, Oy aylin 1a ce KopucTe Kao MHACKCH
UJICHTUTETA WM 3a JISTUTHMALHjy OBOT HOBOT CTaH/ap/IM30BaHOI MAlHHCKOT je3HKa,
JIOK Cy JPYTH HOBE3aHH ca KOMOJU(BHKALIM]OM je3HKa.

[TojaBy jaBHMX HaTITHCa Ha BIAIIKOM, Ka0 M Ha CTAHAAPAHOM PYMYHCKOM jE3UKY,
y TPaAMIMOHAITHO jeIHOje3UYHOM IIej3a)<y OBe o0nacTi Tpeda rmocMarpaT y KOHTEK-
CTy HaBE/ICHHX Mepa peBuTalM3anyuje, uMajyhu y Buay za je yTuuaj BUAJBHBOCTH je-
3MKa Ha IHErOBY BUTAIHOCT, CTATyC M OIIITE IIAHCE 3a ONCTaHaK J00po MO3HAT
(Landry, Bourhis 1997; Cenoz, Gorter 2006; Gorter, Marten, Van Mensel (eds.) 2012).



