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HUNGARIAN MINORITY BILINGUALS
AND MINORITY EDUCATION IN SERBIA

Y oBOM pany NpeicTaBibajy C€ pe3ylTaTH KBaHTUTAaTUBHOT HCTPaKHMBamba O
Mmahapckoj MamUHH KOja je BOje3uYHa U lbUXOBOM 00pa30Bamy y XOMOI'€HO] CPEIUHU Y
Cp6uju. ConnoauHrBUCTHYKOM aHATII30M CE ICTPaXKyj€ MUIIUbEHH-E 0 00pa30Bamky MarbHHA
Yy OHOCY Ha je3WUKy IOIUTHKY, je3NIKO YIPaBJhakhe U JBOje3MUHOCT. VcTpaxkuBame je
crpoBejieHo y onmTuHu Kamika, Koja je mpeTexHo Haces/beHa Mal)apCKoM HAI[HOHATTHOM
rpynom. Llnse pasia je ce BUI Kako 1BOje3ndHe 0code IprunaHULM Mal)apcke HalloHaIHe
MamHHE OLEHY]y CBOj 00pa30BHU MPOIIEC U Ja YTBPAM /1 JIM 3HAHE CPIICKOT je3uKa uMa
OMJI0 KaKBOT yTHIaja HAlMOHATHOCT. OBO MHHHU HMCTPAKUBAE MOKA3aJIO0 je Ja CPIICKU
jesuk, 6mo kao JI2 wiu JI1, Hema HeraTuBaH yTHIa] HA BUCOK CTEIECH 3Hama Maljapckor
je3nKa HUTH Ha CTaOMITHOCT HAIIMOHAHOT WICHTUTETA KO/ paHux OmnuHrBaia. [lltasuie,
naeHTuTeT BehnHe OMMHTBaNA BUIE je Mal)apCKu HETO CPIICKH U je3MUKH M300p HHje
HY)KHO 3aCHOBaH Ha HAlMOHAJIHOM HJAEHTUTETY. [IpommpemeM OBOI HCTpaKHBamba,
Npeu3Huje 00pa3oBHE M COLMOIMHIBUCTHYKE TEH/ICHIIM]je OU ce MOIVIE Pa3JInKOBATH Y
XOMOTCHHM 3ajeIHHIIaMa, ITo e oMOryNuTH MOHOBHY MPOICHY jE3UYKUX MMOJUTHKA KOje
he daBopu30BaTH OKPYKEHE Y KOME CE MOXKE PA3BUTH aIMTUBHU OMIIMHTBU3aM.

KibyuHe peun: aquTHBHY OMIIMHTBH3aM, paHH OMIMHTBH3aM, Mal)apcka MambnHa,
je3ndKa IoJIMTHKA U IIaHUparbe, HAIIMOHAIHOCT, CPIICKU je3HK.

1. Introduction

Education has a key role in integrating minorities into the (majority)
society and it serves as an important instrument for managing intercultural
differences. Presently, Serbia offers three educational models to ethnic mi-
norities, all of which are based on well-designed international legislation and
implemented into the national legal framework of Serbia (Filipovi¢, 2013).
However, not all the models have been developed thoroughly and as a result
minority members mostly choose to take part in the educational process in
their L1 (model 1) or, alternatively, in Serbian as L2 and National language
with elements of national culture (model 2). The bilingual education pro-
gram (model 3) is also offered, but it is very rarely implemented.
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Whichever educational model is chosen, all of the minority members
are in a way obligated to be bilingual. In its basic definition, bilingualism is
the ability to understand and reproduce two languages. However, there ex-
ists no single agreed-upon definition of bilingualism and its variety is mostly
caused by different understanding of how the two languages are used. Is a
bilingual a person whose competencies in both languages are native-like? Is
that person someone who acquired two languages during early childhood?
Can a bilingual person be someone who uses one language proficiently and
other less proficient? These kind of questions led researchers to try and clas-
sify bilingualism into several groups by the degree of fluency, level of com-
petences, age, context or manner of acquisition and language representation.

For the purposes of this paper, bilingualism is going to be viewed
as per Lambert’s classification of bilingualism. Lambert distinguished bi-
lingualism based on how one language influences the other. In case of
additive bilingualism, both of the languages are developed equally and
improving one language doesn’t result in losing the proficiency in other. In
case of subtractive bilingualism, learning L2 interferes with proficiency of
their L1 (Hamzeh, 2014). We can also talk about subtractive bilingualism
if a member of minority group loses proficiency of the L2 due to the domi-
nance and overwhelming usage of L1. In this research I set to discover
why early bilingual minority members make language preferences, how
do they evaluate their language competencies in Serbian and Hungarian
and is it anyway connected with their ethnic identity.

2. Research

In the municipality where this research was carried out, overwhelm-
ing majority of Hungarians have always chosen to complete the educational
process in their native languages. Municipality of Kanjiza, which is located
in the Northern Serbia, close to the border with Hungary, is predominantly
populated with the Hungarian ethnic group. According to the latest Census of
the population in 2011, this municipality consists of 85% of Hungarians, 7%
of Serbians and 2% of Roma. The statistics point out the obvious — the Hun-
garian national minority is in fact a majority in this municipality. This kind
of homogenous environment is crucial for the native language development
and also for the development of additive bilingualism. To my knowledge, no
research about the bilingual competencies of the Hungarian-dominant com-
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munities has been undertaken so far, so no data exists on the real impact of
the current language planning on the developing bilingualism of Hungarian
minorities. This is the main reason why I have chosen early bilinguals as
the target audience for this research. Early bilinguals are understood here as
people who have acquired Serbian and Hungarian in their early childhood,
before their enrollment in the formal education.

The aim of this research is to discover how Hungarian minority ear-
ly bilinguals evaluate their educational process and to determine whether
participating in educational process in Serbian as L1 has any effects on the
national self-determination and native language preference.

3. Methodological approach

Quantitative approach is chosen for data collection. In order to appeal
to a greater public I have used Google Forms to create a questionnaire which
was offered in Serbian and Hungarian language separately. The questionnaire
had 14 questions, which were mostly closed type questions, where the partici-
pants had to mark the level of agreement with a certain statement. The reason
behind choosing this method was that it offers more accurate results, it is more
appealing to the participants and the results are easier and faster to manage.
However, these types of questions are lacking in the valuable, creative inputs
and examples which can be provided by the participants if the questions would
have been open-type ones. In the following text, due to publication’s space
limit [ am going to present only a part of the results relevant to the subject.

In total, there were 45 random, anonymous participants in the research
that evaluated themselves as early bilinguals (Serbian and Hungarian). The
actual language competencies were not tested. There was approximately the
same number of male and female participants and they were young people
aged from 18 to 35 (most of them are between 26 and 30 years old).

Bilinguals who participated in this research are well educated. In to-
tal 71% holds a University or College degree, which is above the national
average of Serbia (see Consensus of the Population of Serbia, 2011). Al-
most the same number of bilinguals completed their elementary and high
school educational process in Serbian as in Hungarian. Naturally, at the
University level that ratio changed as the majority of bilinguals continued
their education in Serbian. Only 2 participants claimed to have been en-
rolled in a program on another language of instruction.
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4. Results
4.1 Minority bilinguals and nationality preference

4.1.1 The language choice. The results show that 62% of the bilin-
guals chose to fill in the questionnaire in Serbian language; this group of
participants will be labeled as group A in the rest of the text, while 38%
chose Hungarian (group B). In Figure 1, a substantial difference between the
results of group A and group B can be spotted. Group B preferred Hungarian
language over Serbian while Group A had shown less straightforward an-
swers and high level of uncertainty. In this group majority of the participants
(33%) did choose Serbian because they feel their competencies are higher
than in Hungarian, however the second most frequent answer given was:
“I don’t know why I’ve chosen this language” (30%). This is pointing out
a very interesting tendency - that the language choice might not be neces-
sarily based on national identity preference. Unequivocally, the participants
see bilingualism as an asset, which helped them during their educational
process, in their pursuit for a job, it also helped them in getting to know both
of the cultures better etc. (please see Table 1) In other words, it helped them
develop both self-awareness and awareness of other cultures.

Why have you chosen this language?
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Figure SEQ Figure \* ARABIC 1: Language choice for the testing of the bilinguals
Table 3 Opinion on bilingualism
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Statements I strongly I Neither agree I I strongly
agree agree__or disagree disagree disagree

Bilingualism helped me in
getting to know Serbian
and Hungarian culture
better.

Bilingualism helped me in
my pursuit for a job.

47% 36% 7% 0% 11%

29% 18% 13% 16% 24%

Bilingualism helped me
during my education.

My school didn’t take
enough effort in helping
me develop knowledge 7% 11% 31% 26% 24%
equally in both of my
mother tongues.
Educational institutions in
Kanjiza Municipality offer
a high-quality education
for bilingual children.

It was a good decision to
complete my education in 49% 13% 24% 2% 11%
Hungarian as L1.

It was a good decision to
complete my education in 53% 22% 16% 2% 7%
Serbian as L1.

33% 24% 26% 7% 10%

29% 18% 26% 13% 13%

4.1.2 National identity preference. The top 2 bars in this graph show
that the majority of the participants consider the identity preference impor-
tant, but there is a significant difference between participants who filled in
the questionnaire in Hungarian and the ones who filled the questionnaire
in Serbian. The majority of bilinguals (82%) who’ve chosen the Hungar-
ian language questionnaire (Group B) consider themselves Hungarian (see
the right bottom bar of the Figure 2) while 61% of participants who chose
to fill in the Serbian questionnaire (Group A) feel they can identify with
Serbian nationality (see the left bottom bar of the Figure2). However, par-
ticipants from group A seem to be a bit more confused when their national
identity is concerned. For example, the second bar on the left shows that
54% agrees that they are of both Serbian and Hungarian nationality. The
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reason behind such results might be due to the background of the partici-
pants’ environment of language usage — it is unknown whether they are
using both languages at home because their parents have different native
languages, or if they have friends with different native languages etc. This
variable should be taken into consideration further research.

To conclude, bilingual individuals who have experienced greater
exposure to Hungarian as a language of instruction during compulsory
education are more likely to say that they feel more Hungarian, while that
same logic is not quite implacable in the case of individuals who have been
exposed to Serbian as language of instruction probably because social en-
vironment as a factor has greater impact on the identity than the language
of instruction in school. In other words, bilinguals who have been exposed
to Serbian as language of instruction do not feel their nationality is more
Serbian than Hungarian. Therefore, national culture of the majority in a
certain (homogeneous) community plays a key role in building national
or, in fact, any other kind of identity more than language of the education
itself. In order to prove or disprove this tendency and establish the exact
correlations between the language choice and national identity preferences
this research should, naturally, be deepened and repeated.

Group A - Statements - Group B

o R s notimportanttome @
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B | strongly sgree

W |agree
Meither agree nor disagree
| disagree

W | strongly dissgree

Figure SEQ Figure \* ARABIC 2 National identity preferences of the bilinguals
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5. Final remarks

The implementation of bilingual model of education might be a good
solution for homogeneous municipalities such as Kanjiza. According to
Skutnabb (2000), good educational programmes should aim to achieve the
following: a) high level of plurilingualism, b) positive outlook for pro-
gressing in school, ¢) building healthy and positive plurilingual and pluri-
cultural attitudes towards the others and d) develop critical awareness and
high intercultural competencies that lead to building a more equal cultur-
al, ethnic and other communities. In that respect, bilingual education has
many advantages. It helps students in developing competencies in foreign
languages and (intercultural) communication. It creates a setting in which
students can expand their creativity and their analytical capabilities. It fa-
cilitates the representation and exchange of information in the European
context by intertwining educational system in Serbia and Europe through
teachers and students exchange programs and professional visits in coun-
tries whose language they are learning or teaching. It is updating and mod-
ernizing the educational process. It promotes tolerance, multiculturalism,
self-awareness and so much more (Vuco, 2014).

However, implementation of bilingual programs in Serbia started
only from 2004/05 school year in a couple of elementary schools and high
schools. The language combinations were mostly Serbian and one of the
main foreign languages (French, Italian, German, Russian and English)
and it had a strong support of foreign institutions and ministries. Bilingual
program was based on a modified CLIL educational model (Vuco, 2014).
Content and language integrated learning (CLIL) is a bilingual program
which is based on content learning developed by Marsh and Maljersin
1997. This is the most widely used program in schools. In this program
both of the languages are used as vehicular languages. The accent is on the
language usage and communication, not on knowledge about the language.
Language of instruction is not equally distributed. The usage of L2 is less
than 50% unlike the existing Bilingual Immersion program, which offers
50% or more instruction time in L2. (Vuco, 2014) The curriculum created
my Serbian Ministry of Education and Science hasn’t changed in terms of
volume and criteria, only in terms of language of instruction (Vuco, 2014).
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In 2015, the autonomous province of Vojvodina (which has 6 official
languages) started implementing Serbian-English bilingual education with
the collaboration of the British Council. There are 4 preschools, 7 elemen-
tary schools and 3 high schools participating in the project. Elementary
schools will implement the program from the 1% and the 6™ grade. The
English part of teaching follows the Cambridge International Primary Pro-
gramme (from 1*'to 5" grade) and the Cambridge Lower Secondary Pro-
gramme (from 6" to 8" grade). The English part of teaching in high schools
follows the IGCSE (International General Certificate of Secondary Edu-
cation). All students are allowed to quit the programme and continue the
classes in Serbian. The model is also based on CLIL according to which
30-45% of the total number of hours annually will be instructed in English.

According to Vuc€o (2014) there are still some issues which need to
be improved like: teaching staff deficit, substantial financial support for
teachers for attending additional courses, leveling down the (financial) de-
pendency of schools from foreign institutions, managing the workload and
setting the right indicators to achieve valid evaluation of dual programs.

Although bilingual programs in Serbian and other foreign languages
are slowly developing and taking shape, and most importantly enjoying
the support of relevant foreign institutions and broader public, the bi-
lingual programs in Serbian and other minority languages are neglected
and/or rejected. So far, there has been an attempt to introduce a Serbian-
Bulgarian bilingual program (Filipovi¢, 2009) and a Serbian-Bosnian pro-
gramme but it has been unsuccessful. Moreover, the notion of introducing
such programs is strongly opposed by minority councils, who claim it will
only lead to language loss and complete assimilation. The only accept-
able educational model from kindergarten to university is on native minor-
ity language (see for example Hungarian Minority Council’s programme
for Education). They have also expressed discontent with CLIL models,
which can be justified. Filipovi¢ & Vuco (2013) stated that bilingual edu-
cational model aggravates the selection of subjects to be taught in L2,
because is not elaborated enough within Serbian educational legislature.
However, Filipovi¢ & Vuco (2013) suggested a solution - that teaching
contents in L1 should remain in the areas which support and strengthen
ethnic, cultural, religious and linguistic identity of the students like history,
arts, music, etc.
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The lack of knowledge about bilingual programmes and bilingual-
ism in general can lead to arbitrary and unscientific claims. In fairness,
weak or poorly designed bilingual programs can lead to assimilation, but
the tendencies that have been spotted as a result of this research have prov-
en that even if the early bilingual minority members enroll in the educa-
tional process in Serbian, their native language skills in Hungarian and
the national identity preference would not change. Knowledge of Serbian
does not seem to have a negative impact on proficiency in Hungarian, re-
gardless of the educational model the participant has been a part of or the
stability of their national identity.
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Abstract

This paper presents results of quantitative research on the Hungarian minority
bilinguals and their education in homogeneous settings in Serbia. The sociolinguistic
analysis explores opinion about minority education in relation to language policies, lan-
guage management and bilingualism. The research was conducted in the Municipality of
Kanjiza, which is predominantly populated by the Hungarian national group. The aim of
this paper is to observe how Hungarian minority group bilinguals evaluate their educa-
tional process and to determine whether knowledge of Serbian has any effects on nation-
ality preference. This micro research has shown that Serbian, either as L2 and or as L1
does not seem to have a negative impact on proficiency in Hungarian or on the stability
of the national identity of early bilinguals. Furthermore, the identity of the majority of
bilinguals is more Hungarian than Serbian and the language choice is not necessarily
based on national identity. By extending this research, more accurate educational and
sociolinguistic tendencies could be distinguished in homogeneous communities, which
will allow re-evaluation of language policies that will favour an environment in which
additive bilingualism can develop.

Keywords: additive bilingualism, early bilingualism, Hungarian minority, lan-
guage planning and policies, nationality, Serbian language.
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