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KLÁRA S Á N D O R 

Secular Linguistics and Education: 
questions of Minority Bilingualism* 

Al t hough sociol inguis t ic s tudies in relat ion to H u n g a r i a n m i n o r i t y 
language use1 have barely b e g u n they have already occas ioned 

serious debates.2 Par t ic ipants o f the debates agree that the H u n g a r i a n 
language spoken in a m i n o r i t y s i tuat ion di f fers f r o m that of H u n g a r y - the 
debate cen ters a r o u n d w h e t h e r it is necessary and possible to in te rvene in 
such a s i tua t ion , o f the d i f fe rences shou ld be accepted because they are the 
result of natural p h e n o m e n a and ra ther ways of so lu t ion shou ld be e labo-
rated, so that t he language varieties spoken in H u n g a r y and ou t s ide of 
H u n g a r y shou ld no t d iverge f r o m each o t h e r to such an ex ten t that the 
d i f ferences w o u l d decrease m u t u a l intelligibility. E v e r y o n e also agrees that 
we shou ld achieve that the language of H u n g a r i a n s ou t s ide the borders o f 
H u n g a r y shou ld c o n t i n u e to r emain H u n g a r i a n - howeve r , op in ions vary 
e n o r m o u s l y as to h o w this could be best achieved. 

T h e H u n g a r i a n teachers of areas inhabi ted by H u n g a r i a n s ou t s ide of 
Hunga ry are ra ther closely affected by the central ques t ions o f this deba te 
- is it necessary or possible to c u r b the diversi ty o f m i n o r i t y H u n g a r i a n 
language, o r w h e t h e r it is possible to forestall language shi f t in those 
Hungar ian language areas, w h e r e H u n g a r i a n is spoken as a m i n o r i t y 
language. T h i s is so because m u c h of the w o r k falls u p o n t h e m , they are 

* This paper originally was prepared for NYl'l-lMpok of Csíkszereda (the journal of the 
Language and Literature leaching Association of Csikszcreda-Micrctirca Cine,Romania) I 
am grateful to Miklós Kontra and István l.attstyák for their comments . 
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the ones w h o can signif icant ly in f luence the use, and ul t imately , the 
ma in t enance , ol the native language. 

It seems that the tradit ional pr inciples , m e t h o d s , p rocedu re s o f lan-
guagc cult ivat ion are in crisis1 - to pu t it m o r e s trongly, they have failed. 
In the lo l lowing, I w o u l d like to ou t l ine an alternative proposal wh ich is 
based 011 the f indings o f sociol inguis t ic s tudies. 

Studies of Scculnr Linguistics 

The hasic pr inciple of the secular l inguistic s tudies mos t o f t en re-
I erred to in 1 lungary as " spoken language s tudies" is that w e can on ly make 
valid s t a tements about language as such , and abou t a part icular language, 
il we base o u r s t a tements 011 real language use and no t on the in tu i t ion of 
linguists. In o rde r to be able to d o t ins w e need real linguistic data gathered 
f r o m norma l users of the language (not f r o m linguists) , col lected f rom 
speech s i tuat ions in wh ich the language is used in the most natural way. In 
order to obtain such data ques t ionna i r e surveys and recorded interviews 
are made in the course ol the s tudy ol a given l inguistic p h e n o m e n o n , and 
in lorn iants are chosen in such a way as to r ende r the data statistically 
analyzablc. It is impor t an t that the data evaluated in these s tudies be 
nrorded, and thus be rcrifiablc, and the c i rcumstances o f the s tudy should 
be so described that the s tudy shou ld be replicablc at any t ime. T o research 
the use ol language varieties in natural speech s i tuat ions var ious m e t h o d -
ologies are applied (ques t ionna i res and in terv iew ques t ions arc fo rmula ted 
accordingly), in o rde r to o v e r c o m e those in f luences w h i c h sp r ing f r o m the 
so called obsaver's paradox. T h e Amer ican l inguist Wil l iam Labov, w h o 
fo rmula ted the basic pr inciples and me thodo log ie s o f spoken language 
studies p u t it this way : "we shou ld observe h o w people speak w h e n they 
are not observed." 

O n e goal of secular l inguistic s tud ies is the descr ip t ion of the l inguis-
tic characteristics and language use o f a speech c o m m u n i t y , that is to say to 
discover what language varieties are used in a given c o m m u n i t y , wha t 
n o r m s direct their usage and wha t are the l inguistic characterist ics of a 
particular language variety. T h e f ind ings of such s tudies can be used a m o n g 
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others in the cou r se of language p lanning , t hus in w r i t i n g g r a m m a r s , 
dict ionaries or textbooks . 

A c c o r d i n g to the f ind ings o f secular l inguist ic s tudies , it is immater ia l 
w h e t h e r l inguists j u d g e a given l inguist ic f o r m to be correct o r incorrec t , 
as language use is no t d e t e r m i n e d by l inguists bu t by the n o r m s in force 
in the language c o m m u n i t y . T h e s e n o r m s vaiy, in d i f f e ren t s i tuat ions 
d i f ferent n o r m s will prevail ( for example the s ame pe rson will choose a 
d i f ferent language variety or style if (s)lie is speak ing wi th a ne ighbor , or 
if (s)lie is taking care o fo f f i c i a l bus iness , and yet ano the r if (s)he is cha t t ing 
only wi th his /her family, or if s t rangers are also presen t , etc.) and only a 
fraction o f these n o r m s will co inc ide wi th w h a t a l inguis t -arbi t rar i ly , based 
on h is /her personal taste - will d e e m to be correct . 

Differences Between Traditional Language 
Cultivation and Language Planning Based on 
Secular Linguistic Studies4 

A n o t h e r no t ion fol lows f r o m the above m e n t i o n e d o n e ( that is that 
real language use lias to be s tudied) . Secular l inguist ics accepts the poss i -
bility that bo th grammat ica l and agranimat ical sen tences can be created in 
a language, that is to say that it acknowledges that a s en t ence may be good 
or bad, b u t it does not accept that a s en tence may be correct or incorrect . 
T h u s it acknowledges that there are agranimatical sen tences f r o m the po in t 
of v iew of l inguist ic cons t ruc t ion , t hus for example the sen tence "üti látok 
a fiút játszva labda" (I see ing boy a ball ploy) is an agranimat ical sen tence -
bu t adds that native speakers will on ly create such sen tences as a result of 
aphasia or , possibly as little ch i ld ren , d u r i n g language acquis i t ion. It denies , 
however , tha t a native speaker w o u l d create an " incor rec t " sen tence , or 
wou ld use an " incor rec t " s t ruc tu re . A sen tence such as Menj iyy kicsit o<///>/>, 
inert nem lássuk tőled a tévét is no wor se grammat ica l ly than Menj <yy kicsit 
odébb, mert nem látjuk tőled a tévét ( M o v e over a bit w e can ' t see the TV) . The 
d i f fe rence be tween the two lies not in that o n e fulfi l ls the same f u n c t i o n 
better than the o ther , bu t in their social acceptance: the use o f the - s u k -si ik 
suff ix is a ra ther s t rongly s t igmat ized l inguist ic f o r m , its users may be 
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cons idered u n e d u c a t e d . H o w e v e r , in areas w h e r e this is the c o m m o n l y 
used t o r m , the natives may cons ide r s o m e o n e to be p re t en t ious and 
s h o w i n g of t it u p o n r e t u r n i n g h o m e (s)he uses the "correc t" f o r m . Lin-
guists do ing secular l inguist ic w o r k th ink that all language varieties are 
equally able to express the in ten t ions and t ho u g h t s o f their speakers; all of 
t h e m have their o w n inne r n o r m s , and that speakers in general find it more 
impor t an t to behave by these covert norms (o therwise they w o u l d be cen-
s u r e d b y t h e i r o w n g r o u p ) , t h a n t h e overt norms o l t h e l a r g e r s o c i e t y ( t h e s e 

are the ones also taught at school ) . 

T h u s the idea that variation is an intr insic characterist ic o f language is 
one ot the theoretical pr inciples of secular l inguistics. It m e a n s that 
language exists in varieties c o r r e s p o n d i n g to geographical areas and social 
stratification in such a way, that these varieties are no t separated sharply 
f rom each o ther . Rather , they are "mixed" in na ture , that is to say they do 
not cons t i tu te discrete uni ts , bu t a c o n t i n u u m . C h a n g e is also cons idered 
to be a similarly intr insic character is t ic o f language: it is also taken for 
granted that the use of certain l inguist ic f o r m s decreases, t hen ceases 
al together , anil their tasks are fulf i l led by o the r l inguistic fo rms . T rad i -
tional language cult ivat ion also recognizes the existence of these charac-
teristics, but tor the mos t part it only cons iders t h e m to be a necessary evil, 
and in practice it treats t h e m as fea tures to be most ly eradicated. In general, 
language cul t ivat ion is still in te rpre ted to have as its goal that everyone 
should speak a sophis t icated, idealized vers ion of H u n g a r i a n (this is of ten 
misleadingly re lcrred to as literary language), that is to say the s ame variety, 
which is so perfect that any change w o u l d on ly d i m i n i s h it. However , 
variation and change are no t on ly intr insic characterist ics o f language, but 
they are also func t iona l . Let us imagine the consequences o f having to 
speak wi th everyone in the s ame language variety and style: w e w o u l d be 
speaking wi th the same "care" to o u r f r i ends on a trip, at a soccer match, 
to ou r g randparen t s eat ing l amb s tew on the harvest party, at a w e d d i n g 
party, or to o u r par tner d iscuss ing family p rob lems , as the l inguist or 
a n n o u n c e r on the language cul t ivat ion p rog rams o f radio or television. 
With ou r Ir iends and col lcgues of s imilar interests and profess ions to ours 
we wou ld only use technical t e rms wh ich are k n o w n to everyone , which 
w o u l d thus not be "technical" at all; o u r sen tences w o u l d always be "com-
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plete" sen tences , o u r speecli w o u l d be u n a m b i g u o u s , and o u r ar t iculat ion 
clear. (Let us try to p u t this in to pract ice fo r a w b i l e and no te h o w o u r 
in ter locutors react - b u t let us no t forget to tell t h e m a f te rwards that this 
bad been an e x p e r i m e n t only, lest they take it ser iously.) If language on ly 
existed in o n e variety w e w o u l d be unab le to express o u r be long ing to a 
given g r o u p by o u r choice o f variants, or the con t ra ry , o u r separateness 
f r o m that g r o u p . T h e role o f choice as an indica tor of ident i ty does no t 
only man i fes t itself in the express ion o f nat ional or e thn ic ident i ty , w h e n 
we choose be tween languages, bu t also in relation to a speech c o m m u n i t y 
of any size, w h e n w e choose a m o n g the varieties ol the same language. In 
addit ion to l inguist ic c o m p e t c n c e , the native speaker also possesses coiu-
mtuiicative competence: the f o r m e r enables h i m / h e r no t to create ag r ammat i -
cal sen tences , the latter ensu res that in cveiy speech s i tuat ion (s)he will 
choose the appropr ia te language variety and style. As b o r r o w i n g b e t w e e n 
language varieties, and the geographical-social spread ot certain l inguist ic 
f o rms is also a natural (and thus inevitable) process , al ter having b e c a m e 
widely used l inguist ic f o r m s b e c o m e unsu i t ed to d e n o t i n g g r o u p identi ty, 
the re fore speakers o f a given language variety will allocate this role to o the r 
linguistic f o rms , t hus change is func t iona l . (Na tura l ly , change , j u s t as 
m u c h as variability, may have several o the r f u n c t i o n s in addi t ion to 
fulf i l l ing this one ) . 

T h u s , in light o f the f ind ings o f secular l inguistics, the activities o f 
traditional language cul t ivat ion b e c o m e nonsens ica l : Partly because they 
are based 011 the pr inciple that there is "exact ing" and " i ndo l en t " language 
use (the latter t e rm m e a n i n g bo th an insuff ic ient ly nua t iced and m o n o t o -
nous style and the occu r r ence o f " incor rec t" fo rms ) , and a l though care-
lessness m a y be " to lera ted" in certain cases, the cult ivated speaker n o n e -
theless will try to avoid it. O n the o t h e r hand language cul t ivators value 
linguistic changes accord ing to w h e t h e r they "en r i ch" or "des t roy" the 
language - the criteria o f the categorizat ion natural ly are always d e p e n d e n t 
011 the extent to w h i c h the n e w f o r m fits the taste (habits) o f the person 
mak ing the j u d g m e n t . H o w e v e r , secular l inguist ic s tudies have p roved that 
the tradit ional view accord ing to which there is, or it is possible to create, 
a language variety w h i c h is bet ter , m o r e expressive and m o r e valuable than 
tfie o the r s is n o longer tenable. T h e evaluat ion o f a given language variety 
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does not d e p e n d on its actual l inguistic characterist ics, s ince Iron) a 
l inguistic point o f v iew ail languages and language varieties are equally 
viable, but on the social d i s t r ibu t ion of political, cul tural and economic 
power.'1 

T h e r e f o r e it w o u l d be usefu l if t radit ional language cul t ivat ion would 
be replaced by language p lanning , wh ich w h e n m a k i n g decis ions would 
take into cons idera t ion the real language use o f real language users. These 
decisions may conce rn the status o f a given language variety, fo r example 
which language variety shou ld be the o n e used in educa t ion , in the writ ten 
anil e lectronic media , and in the teaching of the language to foreigners , etc. 
(this is wha t is re /e r red to as the standard variety of a given language); and 
may also conce rn the kind o f e l c m c n t s , or characterist ics a language variety 
shou ld have, that is to say, they may conce rn the corpus o f a given language 
variety ( for example w h e n wr i t i ng m o n o l i n g u a l or specialized dictionaries, 
or g rammars ) . 

T h e f u n d a m e n t a l d i f fe rences b e t w e e n tradi t ional language cultiva-
tion and language p l ann ing may be s u m m a r i z e d as fol lows: 

l anguage cul t ivat ion Language p l a n n i n g 

bas ic p r inc ip le l anguage is h o m o g e n e o u s l anguage is h e t e r o g e n e o u s 

A p p r o a c h based on m o n o l i n g u a l i s m ; 
the re is an ideal var ie ty 

c o n s i d e r s mu l t i l i ngua l i sm 
to be 
na tu ra l ; all var ie t ies are o f 
equa l va lue 

Evaluat ion language is e i t he r i m p r o v i n g 
o r d e t e r i o r a t i n g 

n o n - j u d g m e n t a l : language 
s i m p l y 
c h a n g e s 

M e t h o d in tu i t ive descr ip t ive 

At t i tude prescr ip t ive m a k e s r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s 

Goa l to create "cul t iva ted 
speakers" 

to create c o m p e t e n t 
speaker s ( w h o are q u i t e 
h a p p y w i t h the i r language) 

Ideal the ideal speaker the w o r k i n g s o f language 

E F F E C T N O N F . o r N E G A T I V E N O N E o r P O S I T I V E 
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T h e d i f fe rences sp r ing in part f r o m the fact that language cul t ivators 
believe that l inguists are able to change tin: language, anil in part f r o m their 
belief that l inguists know w h e n language is " g o o d " or "bad," and they also 
know h o w language can be changed . It fo l lows f r o m the first o f these views 
that language cul t iva t ion 's goal is the d e v e l o p m e n t o f an ideal language 
variety, w h i c h will be spoken by speakers w h o use their m o t h e r t ongue in 
a "cul t ivated," "expec t ing" m a n n e r , to w h o m it am be prescribed wha t 
linguistic f o r m s they shou ld treat preferent ia l ly , anil w h i c h ones to avoid. 
It fol lows f r o m the second o f these views that the p r o p o n e n t s of language 
cultivation b r ing their dec is ions intuit ively, based o n their o w n linguistic 
sense, w i t h o u t re fe rence to surveys carried ou t in the language speech , anil 
that they also evaluate l inguist ic changes , b r a n d i n g t h e m mer i to r ious or 
reprehensible . 

Language p l a n n i n g believes ne i the r that the l inguist can direct the 
language use o f speakers , no r that the l inguist k n o w s w h a t is good or bad 
in a given language 6 - m o r e precisely it does no t believe that the re is such 
a th ing as good or bad in language. In n o mat te r w h a t part o f the w o r l d 
have in terviews been collected f r o m a great m a n y i n f o r m a n t s , the results 
unequivocal ly s h o w that language use ( i nc lud ing changes) is d i rec ted by 
the language users themse lves and no t by l inguists - all the m o r e so, as 
there are language c o m m u n i t i e s w h e r e there are n o l inguists, j u s t as it is 
diff icul t to imag ine that there was even o n e a m o n g the c o n q u e r i n g H u n -
garians o f the 9'1' c e n t u r y or even in the popu la t ion of H u n g a r y u n d e r the 
rule o f the Árpád h o u s e (of the K)'1' -13'1 ' c en tu ry ) . Language use is 
de t e rmined by a c o m p l e x system of re la t ionships of diverse factors: a m o n g 
these are for example the factor of w h a t part o f the language terr i tory the 
speaker is f r o m , and wha t kind of social backg round and social s ta tus (s)lie 
has, i n f l u e n c i n g factors may be the speaker ' s educa t iona l level, age, possi-
bly gender , p rofess ion , the n u m b e r and na tu re o f h is /her social re la t ion-
ships, etc. (S )Ho will choose the n o r m s by w h i c h (s)he speaks accord ing 
to these factors and the given speech s i tuat ion ( w h o speaks to w h o m , 
where , w h e n , o n w h a t topic, in w h o s e presence) . F u r t h e r m o r e , l inguistic 
changes are no t d e t e r m i n e d by the pr inciple o f "least e f fo r t " or by logic, o r 
by aesthetic cons idera t ions - w h i c h in any case are very subject ive,- bu t by 

t the e c o n o m i c , cul tural and political prest ige re la t ionships of the speech 
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c o m m u n i t y : these may re in force each o ther , and in this case there is a good 
chance that a given change will spread to w i d e r strata of the speech 
c o m m u n i t y , hu t they may also cont rad ic t each o the r , in wh ich case there 
will be greater d i f fe ren t ia t ion accord ing to w h o , and u n d e r w h a t c i r c u m -
stances, uses the n e w fo rm. 7 T a k i n g all o f this in to cons idera t ion language 
p l ann ing pr imar i ly a t t empts to unravel the n o r m s and the characteristic 
features o f the language varieties used in the speech c o m m u n i t y , thus , it 
ilescribfs, that is to say it is descriptive. It is aware that language use is not 
directed by language p lanners , the re fore it does not prescr ibe, bu t rather 
makes r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s . As it considers all language varieties to be of 
equal value grammatical ly , bu t is aware that socially they are no t equiva-
lent, it sees its task to aid language users in iden t i fy ing w h i c h language 
variety is the mos t beneficial to t h e m . 

T h e u l t imate cause o f the d i f f e rences be tween language cult ivation 
and language p l ann ing lies in the d i f f e rence of approaches already m e n -
t ioned that language p l ann ing accepts that a given language exists in a great 
many varieties, language cul t ivat ion, howeve r , th inks in t e r m s of such 
categories as " the" H u n g a r i a n , " the" G e r m a n , " the" F rench language, etc. 
If we unde r s t and language cul t ivat ion to be applied l inguistics (as it is 
suggested by language cult ivators) , t hen its theoret ical backg round corre-
sponds to .structuralist and genera t ive linguistic theories , all of wh ich take 
language to be h o m o g e n e o u s , cont rary to the approach of secular l inguis-
tics which stresses the h e t e r o g e n e o u s na tu re of language. It fo l lows f rom 
this perspect ive that bo th language cul t ivat ion and the s t ructura l and 
generat ive schools cons ider the language use o f speakers l iving in a bil in-
gual s i tuat ion to be "unna tu ra l , " " abno rma l , " even t h o u g h there are more 
people in the wor ld w h o live in a bi l ingual s i tuat ion than in a monol ingua l 
context . 

Language cult ivation and language p l ann ing are similar in that both 
may be ineffective." H o w e v e r , they d i f fe r f r o m each o the r in their effects, 
if they have one , as it may be positive or negative. T h e effect o f language 
p lanning may be positive, because it is based on concre te data, and most 
impor tan t ly because it is no t prescript ive in na ture , and thus it does not 
cons ider it to be a sin if speakers d o no t accept its r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s . In 
the traditional language cult ivat ion l i terature, howeve r , w e o f t en find 
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s ta tements such as " l inguis t ic educa t ion is also the e d u c a t i o n to he h u m a n " ; 
and recent ly the ( H u n g a r i a n ) Associat ion o f the Cu l t iva to r s o f the M o t h e r 
T o n g u e a n n o u n c e d a c o m p e t i t i o n for the creat ion o f a " M o t h e r t ongue 
advert is ing campa ign" (sic) (pub l i shed in tides anyanyeluiink, February 
1995, j o u r n a l dedicated to language cul t iva t ion) , in w h i c h the Association 
called u p o n readers to create " h u m o r o u s catchy slogans and dinks wh ich 
exhor t us to the correct , mtnuccd use o f o u r language, and ridicule and pilloty 
errors of language use;" " the adver t i s ing slogan |s ic | can equal ly criticize 
unnecessary fore ign words , or ridicule t o r tuous , bureaucra t ic cliches, bu t 
praise, correct f o r m s devoid o f incorrec tness , j abbe r ing , m u m b l i n g , e r rors 
of stress o r popularize respect fu l , pol i te f o r m s o f address" (my emphases ) . 
T h e task then is that the par t ic ipants shou ld create " jocular ly critical 
ditties,"' ' the goal is to pillory and ridicule those w h o speak not the ideal 
language variety. As n o b o d y speaks the ideal language variety, this w o u l d 
also m e a n that no t a single H u n g a r i a n native speaker can speak H u n g a r i a n 
properly. T h o s e w h o none the l e s s manage , and even manage very well , in 
their o w n " c o r r u p t e d " H u n g a r i a n language, d o no t take language cul t iva-
tion ser iously. T h e sent imcnta l ly-e th icnl ly based charges may b e c o m e very 
dangerous if the person c o n f r o n t e d wi th these a d m o n i t i o n s and j u d g m e n t s 
feels that indeed h is /her H u n g a r i a n does no t f u n c t i o n , and that (s)hc can 
reach his goals m u c h m o r e successful ly by means o f n n o t h c r language: that 
is to say in cases of minor i ty h i l ingual i sm. In this case, tradit ional language 
cultivation w h i c h is based on n io i io l ingual i sm despi te its best i n t en t ions 
may encourage , ra ther than prevent , the accelerat ion o f the language shif t 
of those l iving in a m i n o r i t y s i tuat ion. 

T h e Natural Consequences of Minority Bilingualism 

W h a t are the mos t c o m m o n charges against the language use of 
minor i ty H u n g a r i a n s - that is to say what are the greatest fears of those 
w h o h o p e to he able to p reven t language shi f t in tradit ional language 
cultivation? T h a t the "I hmgar ian language" (actually, o f course , language 
varieties) of H u n g a r i a n minor i t i es l iving ou t s ide the b o r d e r s o f H u n g a r y , 
is full o f foreign e l e m e n t s resul t ing f r o m in f luence o f the state language, 
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aiul that at the same t ime it is also very provincial . T h e o n e t ime C u r r e n t 
Hunga r i an Language D e p a r t m e n t ( today. Language Cu l t iva t ion Depar t -
m e n t ) of the Linguist ic Ins t i tu te o f the H u n g a r i a n Academy of Sciences 
created a Language Cu l t iva t ion H a n d b o o k , in w h i c h m i n o r i t y speakers of 
Hunga r i an face a ho r r i fy ing pic ture , namely that d u e to b i l ingual ism even 
their ability to t h ink may be endange red . T h e relevant sect ion conta ins so 
m a n y supers t i t ions that it is w o r t h q u o t i n g verba t im: "Even tills sketchy 
anil i ncomple t e overv iew of the peculiari t ies o f the language use o f H u n -
garians living abroad in bi l ingual s i tuat ions demons t r a t e s that in the course 
of c o n t i n u o u s contac t the two linguistic sys tems get easily in ter twined, 
mixed in the consc iousness ol the individual , his sense o f the language 
of ten b e c o m e s uncer ta in , the categories o f o n e language adapt to those of 
the o ther , characterist ics [sic) b e c o m e less f r equen t , anil there is a danger 
of the d is in tegra t ion of the l inguist ic sys tem. T h i s does no t so m u c h 
endange r c o m p r e h e n s i o n , bu t ra ther the fo rma t ion of abstract ideas, the 
ability to th ink logically and creatively. T h i s is so because wi th the disin-
tegration o f the l inguist ic sys tem it is the t h o u g h t process itself which 
becomes d isorganized , m u d d l e d " ( N y K k I: 1291). T h i n k i n g t h r o u g h the 
m e a n i n g ol these w o r d s w e discover no t on ly that the au tho r s of the article 
cons ider the basic side effect o f b i l ingual ism ( the in te r fe rence , mental 
c o n n e c t i o n o f the two l inguist ic sys tems) so dange rous , that it threatens 
the menta l capacities of bi l ingual speakers, bu t also that accord ing to them, 
it is only possible to " t h ink logically," and to f o r m "abstract ideas," if the 
m o t h e r t ongue is no t " c o n t a m i n a t e d " by the categories o f o the r languages, 
which - acco rd ing to the above- arc unsu i tab le for logical o r abstract 
th inking. T h e au tho r s of the article inadver ten t ly make certain s ta tements 
which may even seem to be l inguicist: l inguicism is the l inguistic equiva-
lent of racism. Actually, psychol inguis t ic s tudies carried o u t a m o n g bilin-
gual ch i ld ren d e m o n s t r a t e that b i l ingual ism - probably exactly because it 
d imin i shes the effects of l inguist ic relat ivism'" - actually speeds up the 
d e v e l o p m e n t of abstract th inking . 

It is pecul iar that s o m e d is t inguished H u n g a r i a n l inguists refer to 
those of their col leagues w h o call a t ten t ion to these l inguistic ru les and 
regularit ies as "na t ion des t royers ," "snakes," " u n h i n g e d in their minds ; " it 
is u n f o r t u n a t e that this ra ther heated language on ly expresses passions 
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instead o f a r g u m e n t s . " Yet, lite a t t i tude ref lected in the Language C u l t i -
vation H a n d b o o k canno t be based o n a n y t h i n g b u t a great degree o f 
ignorance, o n leaving comple te ly o u t o f a c c o u n t the l inguist ic research o f 
the last fifty years: b i l ingual ism is o n e o f the centra l t h e m e s o f 2 0 ' h c e n t u r y 
linguistics, and wr i t ings on it could fill a l ibrary. A c c o r d i n g to this vo lu -
m i n o u s body of l i terature, the "s ins" of m i n o r i t y H u n g a r i a n speakers arc 
n o n e o t h e r than the mos t natural c o n s e q u e n c e s o f b i l ingual i sm. 

C lose contac t o f two languages, increase in the n u m b e r of people w h o 
k n o w (on s o m e level) bo th languages has n u m e r o u s natural , and thus 
inevitable, c o n s e q u e n c e s bo th for individual m e m b e r s of the speech c o m -
m u n i t y , and for the c o m m u n i t y itself. T h e psychological basis of these 
c o n s e q u e n c e s is that the speakers c a n n o t always menta l ly isolate the 
languages k n o w n to t h e m ( w h e t h e r w e arc ta lking a b o u t t w o or m o r e 
languages) , t he re fo re these are in c o n t i n u o u s in terac t ion . It m a y happen 
that the resul ts o f this in terac t ion are man i fe s t ed on ly occasionally, this is 
w h a t w e refer to as interference, b u t these occasional in te rac t ions may also 
b e c o m e p e r m a n e n t , this is w h a t w e refer to as borrowing. Both o f these m a y 
appear on any level o f the language: it may al feet the s o u n d sys tem, lexicon, 
syntax, m e a n i n g , less f r equen t ly it also may appear on the level o f b o u n d 
m o r p h e m e s (suffixes, case -cud ings , etc.). T h e languages in contac t affect 
each o t h e r no t on ly direct ly, b u t indirect ly as well: if bo th fulfil l the same 
linguistic f u n c t i o n by similar m e a n s and m e t h o d s , this may he lp conserve 
the given l inguist ic f o r m ; the o t h e r language may also in f luence the 
f r equency , social acceptance, etc. o f the o c c u r r e n c e o f certain l inguist ic 
fo rms . T h e r e can be n o valid l inguist ic a r g u m e n t in favor of those s u p e r -
st i t ions accord ing to w h i c h , the re arc "necessary" and "unnecessa ry" loan 
words , or that g rammat ica l b o r r o w i n g s (for example w o r d o rder , r e g i m e n , 
etc.) w o u l d be m o r e " h a r m f u l " f r o m the point o f v iew o f the b o r r o w i n g 
language, because it ru ius its " w o r l d " m o r e . T h e s e evaluat ions are based 
o n the de lus ions m e n t i o n e d above, n a m e l y that l inguist ic changcs are no t 
mere ly changes , b u t that they e i ther "enr i ch , " or - as w e may hear it m u c h 
m o r e o f t en - " r u i n " the language. 

If speakers of a language b o r r o w w o r d s or s t ruc tu res Iroin ano the r 
language the re always is s o m e kind o f a reason for this, in fact there are 
several c o m p l e x reasons, t hus every b o r r o w i n g fulf i l ls s o m e need . It is 
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of ten said in c o n n e c t i o n witli m i n o r i t y language varieties of Hungar i an 
that they b o r r o w "unnecessa r i ly" f r o m the language wi th w h i c h they are 
in contact . Lxamples q u o t e d ad nauseam include that the Hunga r i ans of 
Romania "navétáznak" instead o f " ingáznak" ( they c o m m u t e ) , that the 
Hunga r i an child of .Szabadka (Subot ica , Yugoslavia) d r inks "szok" instead 
of "üd í tő" (soda), no t even "sztik" or "hűs í tő ," as does t he child of 
Kolozsvár (Cli i j , Romania ) or Székelyudvarhe ly (Secuiesc O d o r e i , Roma-
nia), that at D u n a s z e r d a h e l y (Duna j ská Streda, Slovakia) they pu t on a 
"tyepláki," whereas at Ú jv idék ( N o v i Sad, Yugoslavia) it is "trénerka," and 
at Kecskemet ( H u n g a r y ) they wear "szabiididó'mha" or "melegítő" (sweat 
suit). Language cul t ivators are ra lhercr i t ica l of the use o f these words , even 
though (hey be long to the mos t classic and mos t evident category o f lexical 
bo r rowing : in the Hunga r i an native tongue of minor i ty Hunga r i an - speak -
ers there s imply had not Inrn ii signijier for these things , and it is natural that 
(hey have not bo r rowed their n a m e s f r o m the Hunga r i an o f H u n g a r y 
because they have not become acquainted with litem through the mediation of the 
I lungarian culture oj I Inngaty. Hut it is not on ly this kind o f b o r r o w i n g which 
is natural , but also the kind w h e n an old, wel l -es tabl ished w o r d is replaced 
by a newer w o r d , wh ich or iginates in ano the r language: it is d i f f icul t to 
imagine (hat prc-7'1 ' c en tu ry H u n g a r i a n s w o u l d not have had a rms , knees, 
ankles, s tomachs or even brains (Aw, térd, boka, gyomor, ész), and yet these 
words are T u r k i c loan w o r d s in H u n g a r i a n . It is clear that the m o r e loan 
words which differ f r o m the cus tomary deno ta t ion o f the s ame object or 
concept in the H u n g a r i a n language varieties of H u n g a r y the contact 
varieties have, the m o r e these language varieties will d i f fer f r o m each other , 
and the more m u t u a l intelligibility will decrease. (Th i s is also t rue for 
grammatical bor rowings . ) Hut it is also clear, that any kind o f in tervent ion 
by language cult ivators will be ineffectual against these bor rowings . It 
wou ld be dil l icult to explain to a child w h o is r idiculed at a Kolozsvár 
p layground w h e n lie is heard to ask his m o t h e r for iidíléí instead of sztik, 
that iidito none the less is the "correc t" f o r m : bis exper ience is that the 

opposi te is the case, that is to say, the correct f o r m is wha t the o the r s accept 
•»-

too. 
It is not w o r t h - n o r is it necessary- to fear for the " H u n g a r i a n 

wor ldview," as the above q u o t e d excerpt of the Language Cul t iva t ion 
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H a n d b o o k puts it s o m e w h a t vaguely, fo r the "character is t ics" o f the 
Hungar i an language. For the past c e n t u r y the re have been wel l -es tabl ished 
criteria for unrave l ing re la t ionships b e t w e e n languages: on the basis o f 
these (basic vocabulary, g rammat ica l characterist ics , and the a r g u m e n t o f 
systematic s o u n d changes) the H u n g a r i a n language unequivoca l ly be longs 
to the F i n n o - U g r i c b ranch o f the Ura l i an language family. But j u s t as it 
cannot be seriously c la imed that t he re is an exclusive con t inu i ty b e t w e e n 
today's H u n g a r i a n s and speakers o f the o n e - t i m e F i n n o - U g r i c language, 
nei ther can it be stated that the " w o r l d v i c w " and character is t ics o f the 
Hunga r i an language are exclusively o f F i n n o - U g r i c or igin. Acco rd ing to 
the ancient sys tem s u b o r d i n a t i n g c o n j u n c t i o n s cou ld never have appeared 
in H u n g a r i a n , s ince this is a relatively recent leaturc: it b e c a m e m o r e 
widely used af ter the c o n q u e s t o f H u n g a r y , m o s t likely, at this par t icular 
t ime because the conserva t ion is t i n f luence ol le f t - recurs ive subo rd ina t i on 
of T u r k i c languages has d i m i n i s h e d , and the in f luence of I n d o - E u r o p e a n 
languages w i t h a p re fe rence for s u b o r d i n a t i n g c o n j u n c t i o n s has increased. 
Accord ing to the recons t ruc ted r ides o f the F i n n o - U g r i c basic language, it 
is a lien to the H u n g a r i a n language to tolerate initial consonant clusters, 
and no t to dissolve it by m e a n s o f an in t e rven ing or initial vowel , as it still 
happened in O l d H u n g a r i a n ( lor example in such w o r d s of Latin origin as 
iskola ' school ' , ispotály 'hospi tal ' , or istálló ' s table ' , w h i c h is o f G e r m a n 
origin) , never theless such w o r d s as skó' ' scot t ish ' , sport ' spor t ' , or staféta 
' relay' s o u n d H u n g a r i a n to us. Earlier, H u n g a r i a n did no t tolerate the 
occur rence o f f r o n t and back vowels in the same w o r d e i ther , to refer to 
s o m e of t ' q u o t e d examples : this is h o w magyer b e c a m e titagyar ' H u n g a r i a n ' 
and megyer ( n a m e of a H u n g a r i a n tr ibe) , the cscljacl f o r m b e c a m e család 
' family ' and cseléd ' servant ' ; bu t w h o w o u l d say that/livier is no t a H u n g a r i a n 
name , or t ha t f o t e l ' a rmcha i r ' is no t a H u n g a r i a n w o r d ? F u r t h e r m o r e , the 
"b lame" for these changes most ly falls on the H u n g a r i a n language itself, 
namely those s o u n d changes wh ich had caused the d isappearance of the 
velar í p h o n e m e f r o m the H u n g a r i a n s o u n d system. 1 2 Q u a l q u e s , and loan 
translat ions can also be b lamed for re f lec t ing an "alien wor ldv iew," bu t 
then w e w o u l d also have to cons ider the m o s t p r o m i n e n t representat ives 
of the H u n g a r i a n language m o d e r n i z a t i o n o f the first half o f the 19'1' 

c c en tu ry to have conscious ly co r rup ted the H u n g a r i a n "wor ldv iew," as very 
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many words initiated by t hem w e r e co ined a long the lines o f Latin or 
G e r m a n examples ( tor example anyag as a q n a l q n e ot the Latin word 
materia.) "Wor ldv iew" and "character is t ics" are j u s t as changeable then as 
the lexicon, we have, no reason to d e e m grammat ica l changes m o r e h a r m f u l 
than changes in vocabulary. 

T h u s minor i ty H u n g a r i a n language varieties are indeed d i f ferent 
f r o m the language varieties of H u n g a r i a n in H u n g a r y , bu t they are merely 
d i f ferent , not m o r e co r rup t , worse , d is tor ted , i m p u r e , etc. N e i t h e r do we 
have to fear that their speakers c a n n o t express themselves j u s t as precisely 
as the speakers o f Hunga r i an in H u n g a r y , or that their ability to th ink will 
be c o m p r o m i s e d . Minor i ty H u n g a r i a n language varieties s h o w exactly the 
same characterist ics as contac t varieties the w o r l d over. O n e of the basic 
tenets o f s tudies deal ing wi th bi l ingual ism is that bil inguals, w h e t h e r they 
use o n e or the o the r of their languages, never use exactly the same language 
as mono l ingua l speakers of the given language: die t w o languages are 
cont inua l ly af fec t ing each o ther , thus the usual a c c o m p a n y i n g features 
( in te r fe rence and b o r r o w i n g ) are also cont inua l ly present . In minor i ty 
areas n u m e r o u s language varieties coexist s ide-by-s ide and the conse-
quences of b i l ingual i sm can b e observed - a l though to varying extents- , in 
each this is w h y they can be refer red to as the contac t varieties o f H u n g a r i a n 
irrespective o f the contac t language. (Natura l ly , certain characteristics 
(may) d i f fer f r o m o n e variant to the next.) 

It is also o l tcn said of minor i ty H u n g a r i a n language use that it is 
provincial, f i r s t , this s t a t emen t reflects the same m o n o l i t h i c - m o n o l i n g u a l 
a t t i tude which had "he lped" to disappear the tradit ional dialects o f H u n -
gary and accord ing to w h i c h , every th ing that is "provincial" , i. e. dialectal 
is to be avoided in "expact ing" H u n g a r i a n speech , o f t en m e n t i o n e d bu t 
spoken by nobody . Second , representat ives o f this po in t o f v iew d o not 
acknowledge the existence of that l inguist ic-dialectological t endency , that 
the dialects spoken on the pe r iphery o f a given language terr i tory will d i f fer 
to a greater extent f r o m both each o the r and f r o m the central dialects, than 
the dialects spoken in the cen te r o f the terr i tory. T h i r d , they d o not 
acknowledge that already in the last cen tu ry the so called N o r t h Eastern 
and I ransdanubia t i dialects were the on ly ones to have played an ou t s t and -
ing role in d e f i n i n g the s tandard , bu t for the past approximate ly eighty years 
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there was no t even a chance for the characterist ics o f the language variet ies 
of the areas lying beyond the b o r d e r s b e c o m i n g part o f the s tandard . 
Four th , this a t t i tude also ref lects ignorance of the fact that in s ignif icant 
por t ions o f the H u n g a r i a n language terr i tory ly ing beyond the borders , 
until recent ly it was imposs ib le to receive the broadcasts o f the H u n g a r i a n 
radio and television, t hus these cou ld no t exert a u n i f y i n g in f luence . F i f th , 
those w h o e m p l o y these de roga to ry t e r m s also neglect to take in to accoun t 
that speakers l iving in H u n g a r i a n language terr i tor ies ou t s ide o f H u n g a r y , 
do no t have an o p p o r t u n i t y for u s ing the "official ," s tandard H u n g a r i a n 
language: in the l inguist ic d o m a i n s w h e r e in H u n g a r y the s tandard is used 
(press, h ighe r educa t ion , political life, official bureaucracy , etc.) m i n o r i t y 
Hunga r i ans , fo r the m o s t part , arc obl iged to use the state language. 

It fo l lows f r o m the above that o n c e again it is natural, that m i n o r i t y 
H u n g a r i a n language varieties shou ld s e e m m o r e "dialectal" to the ears of 
H u n g a r i a n s f r o m H u n g a r y . Polk linguistics13 indicate that people usual ly 
cons ider their o w n language variety to he precise, to be " the" language, 
since bo th they and their s u r r o u n d i n g s speak this s ince c h i l d h o o d , w h o -
ever speaks d i f fe ren t ly f r o m this, "docs n o t speak the language p roper ly , " 

- b u t l inguists o u g h t to k n o w that those o thers also speak proper ly , on ly 
differently, and that this d i f f e rence shou ld he acceptable eve rywhere , no t 
only at h o m e and in the family, or as it is o f t en t e r m e d in the l i terature 011 
language cult ivat ion in " i n do l en t " language use. It w o u l d be the task o f 
l inguists, and o f all those w h o part icipate in linguistic education to advocate 

- similarly to rel igious to lerance - the ideal of linguistic tolcrance, instead o f 
p r o m o t i n g the ideal of a " u n i f o r m language." T h e f o r m e r is no t even 
unat ta inable : it has for example been possible to establish it in N o r w a y , 
and so far it has proved to be successful . (F in land is o f t en m e n t i o n e d as an 
example o f l inguist ic to lerance w i t h respect to the rights o f language use 
accorded to the Swedish minor i ty , b u t in the case o f F in land this is a 
ques t ion of e n s u r i n g the equal r ights of a m i n o r i t y language - of course 
this w o u l d also be very i m p o r t a n t f r o m the po in t o f v i ew of minor i ty 
H u n g a r i a n language varieties, — howeve r , in N o r w a y they accord equal 
r ights to d i f f e r en t varieties o f the sclf-sauic language.) 

O f cour se bi l ingunl ism, and w i t h i n this, m i n o r i t y h i l ingual i sm, docs 
n o t only have c o n s e q u e n c e s in the sys tem of the language, bu t also social 
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ones. Tor example , (lio.se w h o , as minori ty .J Bulgarians, d o not speak the 
state language, or are not p ro f i c ien t e n o u g h in it to the ex ten t that they 
cou ld be labeled bi l ingual , even accord ing to the loosest interpretation1 , 1 of 
the t e rm, will still use a bi l ingual , and no t a mono l ingua l , variety o f their 
m o t h e r tongue . T h e r e is n o t h i n g surpr i s ing abou t this, s ince they have 
learnt and are us ing the m o t h e r t ongue in a bi l ingual context , constant ly 
c o m m u n i c a t i n g wi th bil ingual speakers, adap t ing to the bil ingual n o rms 
o f t h e l a t t e r . 

T h e o the r c o n s e q u e n c e is that bil ingual speakers iu any given situ-
ation can t hoo.se not only f r o m various varieties o f their m o t h e r tongue , 
but also be tween their m o t h e r t ongue and ano the r language. T h u s , their 
c o m m u n i c a t i v e c o m p e t e n c e does not ex tend only to wha t variety o f their 
m o t h e r t ongue they shou ld use in a given speech s i tuat ion, bu t also to 
which o f their languages is it necessary, possible or w o r t h w h i l e to choose . 
J u s t as the choice of o n e variety o f the m o t h e r t o n g u e is d e t e r m i n e d by the 
in te r re la t ionship of very m a n y factors, the choice b e t w e e n languages will 
also be in f luenced by w h i c h language will he lp the speaker achieve his goals 
die best. 

Factors Influencing Language Choice 

Language choice may be i n f l uenced by external coerc ion ( the use of 
wh ich language is possible o r a l lowed) , n o r m s (in certain s i tua t ions one , 
in o thers the o the r language is used) and the a t t i tudes of the individual to 
the two languages. 

Research on language choice s h o w s that in the language choice of 
bil inguals e c o n o m i c factors play a ra ther s ignif icant role. (It is wor th 
not ing, that o n e o f the m o s t o f t en q u o t e d s tudies iu connec t ion with this 
ques t ion has been carried ou t by Susan Gal at Pelsoor, on the language 
shif t of Hungar i ans , cf. Gal 1979) ' s . Speakers will evaluate as m o r e valuable 
the language by m e a n s o f wh ich they will be m o r e successfu l ; and they 
cons ider the o the r language, even if it is the i r m o t h e r t ongue , to be 
"useless," at m o s t enab l ing t h e m to c o m m u n i c a t e w i t h the elderly, bu t 
incapable of he lp ing t h e m to get a j o b , w o r k or m o n e y . T h u s , because the 
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"marke t value" of the o t h e r language is greater , they pre fe r their ch i ld ren 
to mas ter it be t t e r : T h i s evaluat ion o f course may change : the you ths o f 
Felsoor for a long t ime on ly k n e w H u n g a r i a n as a m e a n s ol c o m m u n i c a t i o n 
wi th in (he family, and they used G e r m a n in every o t h e r s i tuat ion. H o w -
ever, w h e n ( a r o u n d 1990) e c o n o m i c relat ions be tween the two coun t r i e s 
became m o r e active ( thus for example it b e c a m e possible to f o r m H u n g a r -
ian-Austr ian j o i n t ven tu re s ) respect for the H u n g a r i a n language increased: 
it t ranspired that o n e cou ld m a k e a l iving w i t h the he lp o f prof ic iency in 
H u n g a r i a n . 

Political prestige is also a s ignif icant factor in language choice: k n o w l -
edge o f the language e m b o d y i n g p o w e r (that is to say o f the o/ficial 
language) is an ind ispensable cond i t i on ol a d v a n c e m e n t . It is even essential 
to being, well i n f o r m e d , especially if the state does not suff ic ient ly suppo r t 
the language o f minor i t i es . Thus, for example by no t m a k i n g in fo rma t ion 
available in m i n o r i t y language newspapers , n e w s p rog rams , o r in adver t is -
ing, or in leaflets, and signs, no t to m e n t i o n in official f o r m s - h o w can 
s o m e o n e be a fu l l - f l edged citizen if (s)lie does no t k n o w h o w to fill in an 
official f o r m , s imply because (s)lie does no t u n d e r s t a n d it. T h e policies 
consc ious ly directed at the l iquidat ion o f m i n o r i t y languages may be 
re fe r red to as languicidc. T h i s may be no t on ly d o n e to conv ince users o f 
the m i n o r i t y language that the use o f the state language is m o r e advanta-
geous , bu t also to in t imida te them" ' . T h e political d o m i n a n c e o f the state 
language, wh ich in any case is a fact, can on ly be coun te rba l anced , and thus 
m i n o r i t y language use s u p p o r t e d , if the given state cons iders the right to 
use the m o t h e r t o n g u e to be par t o f f u n d a m e n t a l h u m a n r i gh t s . " 

T h e linguistic attitudes o f speakers are no t on ly i n f luenced by e c o n o m i c 
and political factors, b u t also by cul tura l factors. T h e extent to which 
speakers are at tached to the cu l tu re associated wi th their m o t h e r t o n g u e 
may be an i m p o r t a n t factor (this may also d e p e n d on h o w well they k n o w 
it), to wha t extent they cons ide r the o t h e r nat ional symbol s their o w n 
(besides the c o m m o n language) , to wha t extent they regard themselves to 
be part o f the na t ion , and last bu t not least to w h a t extent they are cons ide red 
to be part of the nat ion. H o w these factors relate to the o t h e r language may 
also play a role iii the shap ing of the speakers ' sense o f nat ional (e thnic) 
ident i ty. 
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111 addi t ion to factors af fec t ing the ent i re c o m m u n i t y , individual 
factors may also in f luence language choice: thus , for example , which 
language is used wi th greater facility (which o n e has the individual learnt 
in the (amily, at school , in w h i c h o n e can (s)lic read and wr i te ) , and which 
one docs (s)he cons ider to he m o r e "beaut i fu l , " qu i t e s imply w h i c h one 
does (s)lic like bet ter . T h i s is in f luenced in part by the already m e n t i o n e d 
factors exer t ing their in f luence on the level of the en t i re c o m m u n i t y , and 
in part by individual factors: for example in connec t ion willi which 
language had the given speaker had m o r e positive, and fewer negative 
expériences. 

It is i m p o r t a n t to stress o n c e again that these factors d e t e r m i n e 
(exer t ing their in f luence in the s ame di rec t ion and t hus ampl i fy ing , or 
w o r k i n g in oppos ing d i rec t ions and thus w e a k e n i n g or even neutral iz ing, 
each o ther ) the a t t i tude o f speakers to their o w n m o t h e r t ongue , that is to 
say, h o w they relate to it: w h e t h e r they cons ide r it valuable, beaut i ful , 
useful or the opposi te . T h e c o m b i n a t i o n o f the a t t i tudes and possibilities 
of the speakers d e t e r m i n e in wh ich d o m a i n s o f language use (for example, 
in the family o r in the i m m e d i a t e c o m m u n i t y , newspapers , l i terature, 
scientif ic and official lite, school , rel igion) and to wha t extent , will the 
m o t h e r t ongue be used. T h e m o r e l imited the n u m b e r o f d o m a i n s for the 
use of a language variety the m o r e likely language loss and language shif t 
become . 

I low can Language Maintenance be Encouraged 

Based on the f indings of research oil b i l ingual ism, language main te -
nance can be best encouraged by crea t ing a positive altitude in the speakers 
towards their o w n language variety, that is to say they have to be made 
aware that the language variety spoken by them is equally good, only different f r om 
those spoken in o the r areas of the language terr i tory (even in the capital of 
the " m o t h e r coun t ry" ) . T h e l inguist w o r k i n g on language p lanning , and 
the exemplary speaker w h o fol lows his /her advice and w h o may have a direct 
role in the shap ing ol language use ( teachers, priests, journa l i s t s , o the r high 
prestige m e m b e r s of the speech c o m m u n i t y ) , un fo r tuna t e ly d o no t have 
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it in tlieir p o w e r to d i rec t all the factors o f language use. Wi th the except ion 
of a f e w ex t remely rare and f o r t u n a t e cases, the "exemplary speaker" for 
example has n o chance o f i n f l u e n c i n g political factors, and o f achieving 
that the use o f t h e m o t h e r t o n g u e s h o u l d be possible in the greatest possible 
n u m b e r o f doma ins . T h u s , that it s h o u l d b e c o m e possible to use it as 
official language, that there shou ld be publ ica t ions , broadcasts ¡11 the 
m o t h e r t ongue ; that the re shou ld be educa t ion in the m o t h e r t o n g u e 
( inc lud ing m i d d l e and h ighe r level school ing) , etc. It w o u l d be be t te r if 
the prepara t ion o f t h e draf ts o f language laws was left pr imar i ly to l inguists 
and no t to poli t icians. '" Language p lanners and those w h o carry ou t these 
plans have even less of a say in the shap ing o f e c o n o m i c factors . 

C u l t u r a l factors, howeve r , can be i n f l u e n c e d : language, w h i c h is o n e 
o f t h e express ions o f a sense o f ident i ty , can on ly be main ta in if m e m b e r s 
o f t h e language c o m m u n i t y also iden t i fy wi th the c u l t u r e associated wi th 
the language, to be able to d o this, howeve r , they first have to b e c o m e 
acquainted wi th the given cu l tu re . T h i s shou ld no t on ly inc lude teach ing 
t hem abou t the widely in te rpre ted cu l tu re associated wi th the m o t h e r 
tongue , bu t alst) r e in fo rc ing the local cu l tu re associated wi th their o w n 
language variety, as well as iden t i fy ing and p r o m o t i n g its u n i q u e e l emen t s . 
If o u r p remise is that the n o r m s o f smal ler c o m m u n i t i e s are m o r e b i n d i n g 
in language use, j u s t as in o t h e r rea lms of cu l tu re , the latter is even m o r e 
impor t an t than e m p h a s i z i n g the values of "universa l" H u n g a r i a n cu l tu re . 

For the above ou t l ined reasons m i n o r i t y native speakers o f H u n g a r i a n 
o f t en have negative exper iences in c o n n e c t i o n w i t h their m o t h e r t o n g u e 
in a political and e c o n o m i c sense - and the re is very little l inguists and 
"exemplary speakers" can d o a b o u t this. T h e y cou ld , however , d o qu i t e a 
lot to achieve that even if minor i ty language users find their m o t h e r t ongue 
less usefu l vis a vis the state language, they shou ld not be b u r d e n e d wi th an 
infer ior i ty c o m p l e x in relation to the F lungar ian language of H u n g a r y . In 
a ques t ionna i re survey carried ou t d u r i n g the s u m m e r ol 1995, a m o n g 
o the r things, I s o u g h t answers f r o m teachers o f H u n g a r i a n , t each ing 
Flungarian in m i n o r i t y areas, to the ques t ion w h e t h e r they have ever had 
unpleasant exper iences in c o n n e c t i o n wi th (heir o w n language variety. 
Al though m o s t of t h e m answered this ques t ion in the negative, in the 
course of conversa t ions m a n y ol t h e m told m e that they had had such 
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cxpcricnccs, and they m e n t i o n e d the s ame instances as mos t ot those w h o 
hail answered the ques t ion wi th "yes": that w h e n their conversat ional 
par tners in H u n g a r y discovered that they came Iront the o t h e r side o f the 
border they r emarked h o w "nicely" they spoke , h o w well they knew 
Hunga r i an . T h i s tmlor tuna te ly c o m m o n r emark (well k n o w n f r o m i n n u -
merable accounts by H u n g a r i a n s l iving b e y o n d the borde r s ) demons t r a t e s 
the "effect iveness" of history ins t ruc t ion in H u n g a r y over the past few 
decades. ( The I Bulgarian Hunga r i ans did no t k n o w that there were 
Hungar i an speaking people outs ide H u n g a r y , that is w h y they "praised" 
the in fo rman t s ' I Bulgarian.) 

( )ne ol the ma jo r er rors ol t radit ional Hunga r i an language cult ivation 
is revealed by responses given to a n o t h e r ques t ion . 1 asked the i n fo rman t s 
to indicate ou a five grade scale to w h a t extent they cons ide r valid the 
fo l lowing s ta tements for the language vatiaety o f their locality: 

1) it is sui table for f u l f i l l i n g all the f u n c t i o n s o f eve ryday language 
use 

2) it is also suitable as literary, journa l i s t ic , scientif ic and official 
language 

3) it has many dialectal fea tures (it has negative c o n n o t a t i o n s in 
Hunga r i an | 

4) it is a "mixed language:" there are very m a n y p h e n o m e n a in it 
wh ich are the result of foreign in f luence 

5) a person w h o speaks it as h is /her m o t h e r t ongue will have diff icul ty 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g the Hunga r i an of H u n g a r y 

6) its condi t ion is cont inua l ly de te r io ra t ing 

T h e answer s o f 50 T r a n s y l v a n i a o i n f o r m a n t s w e r e the f o l l o w i n g ( a d d i n g u p and 
then d iv id ing the n u m b e r o f p o i n t s by f i f ty) : 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

total 2 3 5 173 160 122 9 0 137 

average 4 .70 3 . 4 6 3 .20 2 .44 1.80 2 .74 
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Analyz ing these figures w e find that a l t hough the i n f o r m a n t s cons ide r 
the language variety of their locality to he adequa te to fulfi l l the f u n c t i o n s 
of everyday language use wi th very high marks (4.7), they cons ide r it to be 
only modera te ly sui table for the fu l f i l l ing o f "ca re fu l " f unc t i ons (3.46 
points) . A n d , as it t ranspires f r o m the answer s given to ques t ions 3 and 4. 
unl ike w h a t w e m a y expect , they d o no t t h ink so because of the foreign 
e l e m e n t s in it (2.44 points ) bu t m u c h m o r e because o f the "dialectal" 
na ture o f the local language variety (3.2 points ) . T h e e n c o u r a g e m e n t , the 
valorization o f "dialectal f lavors" had been o n e o f the goals of " h u m a n i s t i c 
language cul t ivat ion" called for by Lajos I .őrmeze, the p r o m i n e n t language 
cult ivator. In practice, howeve r , this hardly ever happens . O n e could cite 
n u m e r o u s examples o f the s t r o n g s t igmat iza t ion o f dialectal variants of 
linguistic variables (coexis t ing l inguist ic f o r m s w h i c h fulfil l the identical 
grammat ica l f u n c t i o n in the language) (for example the use o f the -sub -silk 
fo rm , or the p r o n u n c i a t i o n o f the Palóc reg ion , etc.), or that the on ly th ing 
" w r o n g " wi th a cu r ren t ly rapidly sp read ing l inguist ic f o r m is that it is 
dialectal, "it is good e n o u g h for [ t radi t ional] dialects, b u t it has n o place in 
c o m m o n H u n g a r i a n . " In the J u n e 1995 issue o f Etks anyanyelvünk, o n e of 
the best k n o w n language cul t ivators , w h o w o r k s at the Linguist ics Ins t i tu te 
o f the H u n g a r i a n A c a d e m y of Sciences, f o u n d fault w i th the use o f certain 
"folk" t u r n s o f phrases by a M e m b e r o f Pa r l i amen t on the radio, a 
sportscastcr in the cour se o f b r o a d c a s t i n g , and in a m a n u s c r i p t by a l inguist 
colleague. G á b o r K e m é n y , the a u t h o r of the article, sarcastically refers 
these ra ther slight d i f fe rences back to the d o m a i n o f dialects. H o w docs h e 
j u d g e the m u c h m o r e "dialectal" features o f the speech o f p r o m i n e n t 
representat ives - e.g. poets , poli t icians - c o m i n g f r o m ou ts ide H u n g a r y ? 
Are they al lowed to speak as they no rma l ly speak also in the H u n g a r i a n 
mass media? O r shou ld they ad jus t themse lves to the H u n g a r i a n H u n g a r -
ian rules (maybe no t even k n o w i n g w h a t they are)?1" 

A genu ine , and no t on ly seeming , acceptance of non - s t anda rd lan-
guage varieties (no t only of t radit ional dialects, b u t of o the r , for example 
u rban dialects) w o u l d also be very i m p o r t a n t f r o m the po in t of view of 
educa t ion . C h i l d r e n w h o learn and later use a ve rnacu la r ( the language 
variety wh ich the speaker uses the m o s t automat ical ly , in the mos t c o m -
b i o n speech s i tuat ions) w h i c h is relatively dis tant f r o m the s tandard , not 
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only have to learn the c u r r i c u l u m at school , bu t also the s tandard variety 
of the language, and this added b u r d e n may pu t t h e m in a significantly 
disadvantageous posi t ion. T h e r e f o r e l inguists are o l ten p u s h i n g for an 
educat ion policy which w o u l d not only tolerate bu t encourage the use of 
the vernacular in school , only i n t r o d u c i n g the s tandard variety gradually, 
and l imi t ing its use. ( T h u s for example the teacher w o u l d requ i re the use 
of the s tandard in wr i t ten ass ignments and tests, bu t no t in oral examina-
tions, or only f r o m older ch i ld ren ; whereas ou t s ide the c lassroom - du r ing 
breaks, in the course school excurs ions , c lub activities - they may use the 
language variety of their locality.) Acceptance, r e i n f o r c e m e n t , and e n c o u r -
agement ol the use oi the local language variety w o u l d be even more 
impor tan t in the areas inhabi ted by minor i ty H u n g a r i a n s w h e r e there are 
fewer s i tuat ions r equ i r ing the use o f the s tandard variety o f the m o t h e r 
tongue . If these ch i ldren exper ience that in m a n y respects their m o t h e r 
tongue is "less good" than the state language, and in the m e a n w h i l e also 
hear that their Hunga r i an language is no t "good" in H u n g a r y either, 
because it is "dialectal" and "co r rup t , " because it is t e e m i n g wi th foreign 
e lements , in the end they w o u l d rather speak the state language, especially 
as in any case they learn ils "best ," s tandard version at school . If, however , 
they learn s tandard Hunga r i an at school then they will not be able to use 
it in their mos t natural l inguistic context , at h o m e , as the n o r m prevail ing 
there is d i f fe ren t . 

H u n g a r i a n D i g l o s s i a ? 

O n e solu t ion to these p r o b l e m s w o u l d be if ch i ldren cou ld use the 
language variety spoken at their locality at school -at least in lower grades-
w i thou t having to feel that it is o f d i m i n i s h e d value. T h e s tandard variety 
of the language w o u l d only be in t roduced gradual ly d u r i n g a second phase 
ol the educa t ion process, anil what ' s m o r e the s tandard variety w o u l d differ 
somewha t accord ing to geographical location, and thus to s o m e ex ten t also 
di l lcr f r om the s tandard I lungar ian o f Hunga ry . 

This shou ld be so because the Hunga r i an language is on ly mono l i th i c 
according to dic t ionar ies and g r a m m a r s , bu t no t accord ing to real language 
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use. Will i respect to the H u n g a r i a n language István Fete (1988) refers to 
the "li terary languages" used in the areas beyond the borde r s , w h i c h d i f fe r 
f r o m each o t h e r to s o m e degree , as the "state variet ies" o f H u n g a r i a n , and 
m a n y have agreed wi th this d is t inc t ion . T h o s e languages wh ich have 
several s tandard varieties o f equal s t and ing (such are for example English, 
F rench , G e r m a n , Spanish) are re fe r red to aspliiriccntric languages. Acco rd -
ing to István Lanstyák (1995a, 1995b), H u n g a r i a n is also a pl i i r iccntr ic 
language: Transy lvan ia wit l i the P a r t i u m , Voivodina , the Slovakian and the 
S u b - C a r p a t h i a n H u n g a r i a n language ter r i tory may he regarded as inde -
p e n d e n t centers , because H u n g a r i a n is also used to s o m e extent alongside 
wi th the state language in such areas as publ ic admin i s t r a t ion , educa t ion , 
scientif ic research, mass c o m m u n i c a t i o n , pub l i sh ing ( that is to say, in 
func t ions w h e r e the use o f the s tandard is general ) . These s tandard 
varieties d i f fe r f r o m the s tandard dialect of H u n g a r y , in that wh i l e H u n g a r y 
is the so called ¡nil-fledged uinl primary cen te r o f the H u n g a r i a n language, the 
above m e n t i o n e d areas are partial and secondary centers . ( W h e t h e r an area 
may be called fu l l - f ledged or partial cen te r d e p e n d s on the k ind o f s tatus 
and f u n c t i o n the variety spoken there has, whi le the p r imary and secondary 
t e rms are based on historical d is t inc t ions) . T o s o m e ex ten t these varieties 
d i f fer f r o m each o the r linguistically (with respect to lexicon, g rammat ica l 
s t ruc tures , p r o n u n c i a t i o n , the f r e q u e n c y o f certain e l e m e n t s , etc.) bu t so 
far, these diff e rences have hardly been s tudied 2 0 , m u c h less codi f ied . M a n y 
are even afraid that if these d i f f e rences w e r e to he e n d o r s e d and n o longer 
treated as deviance, this w o u l d hasten the d ivergence o f the H u n g a r i a n 
language varieties spoken in the var ious count r ies . At the s ame t ime, as 
Lanstyák (1995b) also po in t s ou t , there is practically n o chance o f the 
d isappearance o f H u n g a r i a n p lu r i cen t r i sm in such a way that the e n d result 
w o u l d he o n c e again a single, universal s tandard . T h e o the r way p lu r i cen -
tr ism could d isappear w o u l d he for the s tandards o f the i n d e p e n d e n t 
cen ters to b e c o m e separate languages. Th i s , h o w e v e r , r an only he the result 
of social, and no t o f l inguistic, processes, if the speakers o f var ious s tan-
dards also begin to regard themse lves to be separate nat ions . T h e C h i n e s e 
for example cons ide r themselves to b e l o n g the s ame nat ion , and to he 
speakers of the s ame language, despi te the tact that there are such e n o r -

' i nous d i f fe rences be tween certain C h i n e s e dialects that their speakers d o 
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not even unde r s t and each o t h e r ; wh i l e C z e c h s . a n d Slovaks w h o speak 
mutua l ly intelligible languages cons ide r themse lves to be m e m b e r s of 
separate nat ions anil the C z e c h and Slovakian languages to be separate 
languages. 

Accord ing to Lanstyak (1995b) , if the consc iousness o f nat ional be-
longing is s t rong e n o u g h there shou ld be n o fear that the language varieties 
spoken in various areas will be dis tanced f r o m each o the r , because th rough 
conscious language p l ann ing it is possible to b r ing a b o u t a l inguistic 
si tuation wh ich has proved to be func t iona l in m a n y parts o f the wor ld : 
the condi t ion of tliglossin. 

T h e t e rm diglossia has first been e m p l o y e d by C h a r l e s Fe rguson 
(1975) in 1959 to descr ibe languages w h i c h exist in two varieties in the 
daily use of the same speech c o m m u n i t y and w h i c h can be clearly dififer-
entiated f r o m each o the r bo th f r o m the poin t of v iew of l inguist ic system 
and f r o m the poin t o f v i e w o f lunc t ion . O n e variety, this is w h a t is referred 
to as high (I I) variety, is used in political, rel igious, and scient if ic life, in 
coun t ry -wide mass c o m m u n i c a t i o n , and this is also the language o f litera-
ture; the o the r variety, this is w h a t is re fe r red to as the law (L) variety, used 
in private life, in local newspapers and local mass c o m m u n i c a t i o n , en te r -
ta inment , and this is the language o f folk l i terature too. T h e L-variety is 
learnt at h o m e , and is spoken as m o t h e r tongue , the Id-variety is learnt at 
school , this is no t the m o t h e r t ongue o f anyone , thus accord ing to level of 
school ing there may be great d i f fe rences be tween individual speakers 
regarding the extent to wh ich they can use it. A n example o f the diglossic 
si tuation is the Arab wor ld : local varieties of Arabic arc L-variants and 
classical Arabic is the Id-variety, k n o w l e d g e of w h i c h in ef fec t connec t s to 
each o the r speakers of the var ious local varieties of Arabic. 

Joshua F i shman (1967) later expanded the concep t o f diglossia to such 
linguistic s i tuat ions too, w h e r e the Id and L - func t i ons are similarly sepa-
rated f rom each o ther , bu t the Id and L-varietics are no t two varieties of 
the same language bu t are two d i f f e ren t languages (for example Mexicans 
living in the U n i t e d States use English in the Id - func t ions , and Spanish in 
the L- func t ions . ) We shou ld no t forget that the diglossic s i tuat ion pro-
posed by Lanstyak is no t based on this, bu t on the original Fc rgnson ian 
diglossia def in i t ion , thus u n d e r n o c i rcumstances docs this imply that the 
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p r o p o n e n t s o f the proposal w o u l d wish to see H u n g a r i a n relegated to 
L - f u n c t i o n s , and the state language to f u n c t i o n as the H-var ic ty . ( T h e r e is 
n o need for this as the Hunga r i an - speake r s f r o m areas b e y o n d the b o r d e r s 
already live in a diglossic s i tuat ion in this sense) . O n the con t ra ry , r ep re -
sentatives o f this v iew realize that a basic cond i t i on for the crea t ion o f a 
diglossic s i tuat ion in the Ferguson ian sense is that it s h o u l d be possible to 
use H u n g a r i a n in H - f u n c t i o n s as wel l . 

Bidialectalism and Education 

T h e chances for the creat ion and f u n c t i o n i n g o f a H u n g a r i a n - H u n -
garian diglossia o n c e again d o no t exclusively d e p e n d o n l inguist ic factors, 
may be p r imar i ly not . Regardless of w h e t h e r a diglossic s i tuat ion "legalize" 
the use o f n o n - s t a n d a r d varieties in L - func t i ons , these varieties exist, and 
natural ly they have every r ight to exist. Diglossia in fact is a m o r e p r o -
n o u n c e d , clearer and m o r e accepted, t he re fo re special, case o f a state of 
affairs w h i c h is character is t ic o f all s tandardized languages that in everyday 
f u n c t i o n s speakers use n o n - s t a n d a r d language varieties learnt as v e r n a c u -
lar, w h i l e in certain f u n c t i o n s they use the s tandard , and they are capable 
of choos ing b e t w e e n t h e m d e p e n d i n g on the speech s i tuat ion. M o s t 
probably this is w h y the F lungar ian l i terature on the ques t ion has for a long 
t ime refer red to the p h e n o m e n o n o f the ability o f a speaker to speak the 
s tandard in addi t ion to h i s /her o w n dinlcct as diglossia - b u t this b l u r r i n g 
of categories is ra ther u n f o r t u n a t e , precisely because this cond i t i on is 
basically valid for all speakers , w h e r e a s diglossia has par t icular criteria. 
( T h e basic d i f fe rences be tween the two may be best explained by the fact 
that in the case o f diglossia the re are 110 i n - b e t w e e n varieties, wh i l e the 
generally prevai l ing s i tuat ion is that s tandard and n o n - s t a n d a r d varieties 
cons t i tu te a c o n t i n u u m . ) M o s t recent ly , may be u n d e r the impact o f 
crit icisms, the Hunga r i an l i terature has started us ing the express ion tltntl 
code use for this p h e n o m e n o n . T h e au tho r s us ing this t e rm, d u e to their 
recogni t ion of the p h e n o m e n o n , are m u c h m o r e tolerant than those w h o 
p ropaga te the ideal o f "a single FInngar ian language." H o w e v e r , the t e rm 
is still na r rower than w h a t w o u l d be desirable, because it only accepts 
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iratliiioiial tlialccls (dialects hardly i n f luenced by the s tandard at all)21, bu t not 
o the r non- s t anda rd language varieties ( for example the o n e spoken in the 
w o r k i n g class districts ot Budapes t ) . T h e t e rm wh ich inc ludes the knowl-
edge ot any non - s t anda rd and s tandard language variety and the ability to 
switch be tween the two is bidialectalisni. 

Educat ion policy wh ich takes in to cons idera t ion and is based o n the 
fact ol bidialectalisni, has been successful in s o m e coun t r i e s for a l o n g t i m e , 
in N o r w a y this is the on ly legal op t i on - m o s t likely the above m e n t i o n e d 
rather u n i q u e linguistic to lerance is d u e to this. In coun t r i e s whe re 
language cult ivation is held t u b e impor t an t , and has a long tradi t ion - like 
H u n g a r y - it will mos t likely take a lot of debate to have the idea accepted 
that the nation will not be lost i f w e str ip l inguist ic s tereotypes , wh ich exist 
anyway, of their Academic-Min is te r ia l ins t i tu t ional izat ion. T h i s would 
not mean that the school w o u l d not requi re at all the mas t e r i ng of the 
s tandard, however , a t t empt s to teach an idealized H u n g a r i a n language 
woidd have to be a b a n d o n e d , and in accordance w i t h this, it w o t d d b e c o m e 
impossible to r equ i re the n i a s t c r i n g o f the s tandard t h r o u g h force or based 
on son ic kind o f a mora l imperat ive . Instead of such slogans as "we don ' t 
say it like that ," "a H u n g a r i a n does no t speak like this," "this is h o w the 
uneduca ted speak," "speak proper ly ," "say it in p rope r H u n g a r i a n " we need 
to provide the s tuden t wi th l inguist ic k n o w l e d g e o f the s tandard and 
non-s tandard varieties, as well as to d e m o n s t r a t e d i f f e rences be tween their 
statuses and func t ions . In addi t ion , instead of today 's g r a m m a r - c e n t e r e d 
approach, m o t h e r t ongue educa t ion shou ld give m u c h m o r e emphas i s to 
the social aspects o f language. By po in t ing to the main d i f fe rences be tween 
the varieties of the language, and by acqua in t ing the s t u d e n t w i th the 
typical d o m a i n s o f use (which o n e is spoken customarily w h e r e , u n d e r what-
c i rcumstances , with w h o m ) we could e n s u r e that the cont inua l ly g rowing 
linguistic c o m p e t e n c e o f the s t uden t s shou ld no t b e c o m e dis tor ted , and 
b e c o m e devoid ol c o m m u n i c a t i v e c o m p e t e n c e . 

T o achieve this we shou ld a b a n d o n the approach accord ing to which 
g r a m m a r classes shou ld serve to "cul t ivate" or to "nu r se" ou r m o t h e r 
tongue . O u r m o t h e r t ongue ne i ther is waste land nor is it ill. N e i t h e r 
should g r a m m a r classes serve, fo l lowing the tradit ion o f medieval g r a m -
mar classes, to force o u r s t u d e n t s to c o m m i t such u n n a t u r a l acts as to learn 
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categories by hear t , and that they shou ld b u r d e n the i r m i n d s wi th m e a n -
ingless c r a m m i n g (such as for example : " In H u n g a r i a n the adverb may be 
expressed by a suf f ixed d e n o m i n a t i v e , a d e n o m i n a t i v e w i t h an a d n o m i n a l , 
a suff ixed d e n o m i n a t i v e wi th an adnotni i ia l , an adverb , a p r o n o u n s t and ing 
for and adverb, etc.") G r a m m a r classes shou ld serve to call a t ten t ion to the 
great m a n y in te res t ing th ings w e are u n a w a r e o f w h e n us ing o u r m o t h e r 
tongue in the m o s t natural m a n n e r , to d e m o n s t r a t e that these in te res t ing 
features also character ize o t h e r languages , the d i f fe rences are on ly those o f 
detail; g r a m m a r classes are to he lp o u r s t uden t s to per fec t themselves , to 
reach their goals, and to learn h o w they can best r epresen t their o w n 
interests. G r a m m a r classes cou ld a l lord an o p p o r t u n i t y lor ou r s tuden t s to 
free themselves of the fear of speak ing (or that such inh ib i t ions s h o u l d no t 
even deve lop in the first place), that they shou ld no t be a s h a m e d o f wha t 
is u n i q u e to t h e m , and that they shou ld be able to accept o the rnes s w i t h o u t 
value j u d g m e n t and pre judice . 

At the b e g i n n i n g of the c e n t u r y it was imposs ib le to imagine a fore ign 
language class w i t h o u t it pr imari ly involv ing the c r a m m i n g of w o r d s and 
grammat ica l rules and the t ranslat ion o f sen tences . Fore ign language 
teaching has u n d e r g o n e such a methodo log ica l r evo lu t ion in this cen tu ry , 
that s t uden t s are no t on ly enabled to translate wr i t t en texts, b u t also to 
orally c o m m u n i c a t e in the language. T h e m o s t successfu l of these m e t h o d s 
(for example the use of interact ive role playing, cf. D i Pieti;o, 1994) arc no t 
a i m i n g to teach a given language to the s t uden t s in the fastest possible way, 
bu t r a the r they wish to enab le the s t u d e n t s to c o m m u n i c a t e in it as 
successful ly as possible: they are based on the real izat ion that s o m e o n e w h o 
k n o w s a s ignif icant part o f the vocabulary and the g rammat ica l ru les of a 
language does no t yet k n o w h o w to use the language, because effect ive 
language use c a n n o t exist w i t h o u t c o m m u n i c a t i v e c o m p e t e n c e . T h a t is to 
say, an increase in the ef fec t iveness o f fore ign language teach ing canno t be 
measu red by its ability to teach a fore ign language w i t h o u t e f for t and 
ser ious i nves tmen t o f energy , bu t by its ability to teach h o w to successful ly 
use (he given language. In o the r w o r d s these f ind ings d o not on ly relate to 
fore ign languages, bu t to language as such , the n e w m e t h o d s are not based 
on the characterist ics o f a foreign language, bu t ofhiiigimge. I f w e were to 
take as o u r s tar t ing po in t that the m o t h e r t o n g u e is also a language, and not 
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sonic kind o f an ideal h o v e r i n g in unreachable heights , then the adaptat ion 
of these success fu l m e t h o d s w o u l d seem reasonable. Always keep ing in 
m i n d , howeve r , that those w h o m w e are teaching are already highly 
c o m p e t e n t speakers o f their m o t h e r tongue . 

A'raiislnlcil by Ben Viilacs 

N O T T S 

' Al though several papers, and even independent volumes have appeared about H u n -
garian minori ty language use (for example Ágoston 1990, Jakab 1976, 1983), these 
- fo l lowing tradition - have most ly been motivated by tbc concerns of language 
cultivation. T h e i r pr imary goal is not the description ot Hungar ian minor i ty language 
use, but the enumera t ion o f i t s "faults" and the prescription o f c o r r c c t " language usage. 
Research on Hungar ian minor i ty language use f rom a descriptive s tandpoint began 
in the second half of the eighties, the vo lume enti t led 'ianiilmdnyok a határainkon túli 
kétnyelvűségről |Essays on bilingualisin beyond our borders] (Kontra 1991) contains 
some of the results of this research. Unfo r tuna te ly , this is incomplete in the sense 
that it only contains papers relating to the Hungar ians of Slovakia and Austria, but 
currently there is a research project underway which analyses the language use of the 
Hungar ians of the entire Carpathian Basin region. J e n ő Kiss's book (1994) deals with 
the status of die Hungar ian language within and beyond the borders of Hungary . Tiie 
fo rums for present ing studies examining Hungar ian minor i ty language use are the 
yearly conferences of secular linguistics: these have been organized wi th varying 
partners ( insti tutions of research and higher educat ion) every year since 1988 by the 
Spoken language D e p a r t m e n t of the Linguistic Institute of the Hungar ian Academy 
of Sciences. Most of the conference materials (these have been held in Budapest, 
Újvidék | N o v i Sad], Kolozsvár [Clu j ] , Nyitra [Ni t ra] , Nagymcgyer [Calovo] and 
Ungvár [ U z g h o r o d p have been also pithlishcd in a vo lume; e lsewhere István Lam 
styák and Gizella Szabóinihály have published n u m e r o u s studies f rom the perspective 
of secular linguistic studies on the Hungar ian language use in Slovakia (for instance 
Lanstyák 1991, 1993c, 1995d; Szabómihály 1991, 1993, etc.); Lajos Göncz ' s m o n o -
graph (1985) deals with the psychological effects of bilingualisin and with the 
language use of bilingual chi ldren. 

" T h e debate is mostly carried out on the pages of the Irodalmi Szende [Literary Review] 
of Pozsony (Bratislava) (see for example Lanstyák 1993a, 1993b; D o m e 1994; Jakab 
1994; Kontra 1994a). 

3 Cf . Tolcsvai Nagy 1991, 1994. 
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In this s tudy I use the t e rm "language p lanning" to refer to a case w h e n do ing this 
w o r k would use linguistic data in order to resolve social conflicts and abandon social 
inadequacies connected to language use. Th i s wou ld be, in m y considerat ion, the 
ideal case. 

T h e idea of "exacting" and " indolen t" language use blurs together d i f ferent p h e n o m -
ena, this b lur r ing may be d u e to an e r ror in in terpre t ing Bernstein whereby , the 
elaborated and restricted code described by Bernstein (1975) are unders tood to 
correspond to standard and uon-standiirtl language use. Elaborated and restricted code, 
however , d o not refer to language varieties, bu t to strategies of language use: we use 
elaborated codes w h e n we suppose that we have little previous c o m m o n experience 
with o u r conversational par tner , therefore w e have to make our s ta tements as verbally 
explicit as possible; however , we use a restricted code if we have so m u c h previous 
c o m m o n experience wi th o u r speech par tner that it is no t necessary to express o u r 
thoughts explicitly. T h a t is to say, it is possible to talk in the elaborated code in a 
non-s tandard language variety, and it is also possible to use the restricted code in the 
standard language variant. T h u s "exacting" and " indolen t" (and similar) denota t ions 
are meaningless f rom a linguistic point o f view because they may equally refer to 
speech wh ich may or may not contain " incorrect fo rms" or wh ich is explicit, e labo-
rated or less elaborated. 

In African American Vernacular English m e m b e r s be longing to the same g roup refer 
to those w h o d o not belong or are marginal to the g roup as " lame." Labov has made 
this w o r d into a linguistic term, referr ing to those w h o with respect to a ne twork of 
relationships arc outs iders or marginals. T h e y use the language variety characteristic 
of the given g roup less systematically than the insider m e m b e r s o f the group. 
According to Labov, linguists become lames in their o w n one - t ime commun i t i e s , 
thus their intui t ions about their o w n dialects are no t reliable enough . 
T h e principle of "least effor t ," "analogy," and "systematicity" and o ther p h e n o m e n a 
of ten cited in the li terature on language history as reasons for linguistic change d o 
not de t e rmine a particular linguistic change, at most they can only cont r ibute to 
whe the r a certain change takes place or not . O n e o f the greatest mysteries o f language 
as such is language change, and this belongs to the unanswerable ques t ions of 
linguistics: so far there has been no satisfactory answer to w h y a given change occurs 
at a certain point in t ime, and in a certain particular language, and w h y not at ano ther 
time, or w h y it does not take place in another language. Studies o f secular linguistics 
the have c o m e nearer to solving this p roblem, (called actuation p rob lem) exactly 
because w h e n s tudying linguistic change in addit ion to taking into considerat ion 
system internal factors (the above men t ioned principle of "least effor t ," analogy, and 
systematicity belong here) they also take into considerat ion factors lying outs ide o f 
the linguistic system. According to this view, these factors are not "extra-linguistic" 
ill nature , rather they are very m u c h part o f the language: the social emhededuess o f 
language cannot be left ou t o f considerat ion because if it were, the subject o f o u r 
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analysis would no longer lie natural language lint an artificially produced system of 
signs whose e lements and rules are reminiscent o f the e lements and rules of the 
language l rom winch it has been "distilled," but the "artificial language" itself differs 
fundamenta l ly (funct ional ly) f rom the natural language. 

S A survey carried out in H u n g a r y in which the in formants were selected to correspond 
to the ratios of the adult Hungar i an populat ion with respect to size o f set t lement , age, 
educational level and gender (that is to say the sample was representative of the adult 
populat ion of the count ry) recently proved, that there were no significant differences 
in language use between those w h o c o n s u m e d the products of language cultivation 
(read articles on language cultivation, listened to or watched programs dealing with 
language cultivation) and those w h o did not (Kontra 1994b). 
'I his defini t ion in the dict ionary appears unde r satirical r h y m e therefore it wou ld have 
been better to ant tot lure a satirical ditty wri t ing contest rather than ath'erlisiiu; campaign, 
since advert isements try to sell some th ing and not to ridicule it. For the latter one can 
be fined. 

' " ' f l i e two founders of linguistic relativism are Edward Sapir and Benjamin bee Wliorf, 
therefore it is of ten also referred to as the Sapi r -Whorf hypothesis. According to this 
hypothesis, people's wor ldview depends to some extent on what kind of conceptual 
and grammatical categories and dist inctions exist in their m o t h e r tongue. Accordingly, 
the worldview of the speakers of two di f ferent languages may dif fer , d e p e n d i n g on 
the extent to which their languages differ f rom each o ther in terms of semant ic and 
grammatical categories. 

11 These passions have mostly been provoked by the wri t ings of Miklós Kontra (1992, 
1993) and István Lanstyák (1993a, 1993b, 1994). T h e adjectives cited c o m e front 
László D c m c (1993) and István Jakab (1994). It is no tewor thy that the latter authors 
do not coun te r linguistic a rguments wi th linguistic a rguments , bu t trade in personal 
attacks instead. In this respect Gábor Kcinény's reply (1993) also falls into this 
category, but its tone is somewha t more restrained, he "only" blames Kontra for being 
disloyal to the " c o m m u n i t y " of Hungar i an linguists ( w h o are supposed to be also 
language cultivators according to Kemény) . 

It was in the wake of this sound change that those words appeared in Hungar i an which, 
al though they contained i sounds , which by then became frontally articulated, but 
receive suffixes which contain back vowels, for example zsíros greasy', íjat 'bow+acc. 
suffix', etc. 

1,1 Studies on folk linguistics examine h o w non- l inguis t m e m b e r s of the speech com-
muni ty (who are referred to as real speakers) evaluate certain language varieties: what 
kind of concept ions they have about the linguistic system itself, wha t kind of 
stereotypes they hold about their own language use and that of others. 

" T h e term bilingual is unders tood in a variety of ways. According to the strictest 
def ini t ion, a person w h o speaks two languages on a native level is bilingual, according 
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to the less strict def in i t ions (these arc the ones mos t of ten employed) , however , a 
person w h o speaks a second language "rather well" is also to he considered bilingual. 

15 Itased in part oil this, and in part on an o the r research, also deal ing with the language 
shift of minor i ty language speakers, she has publ ished two articles in Hungar i an , see 
also Gal 1991 and 1992. 
O n int imidated language use in greater detail see Kontra and Haugli 1990 and 
Fii lei-Szanto 1992. 

17 O n linguistic h u m a n rights see Skutnabb-Knngas 1992; on the relat ionship o f educa-
tion and linguistic h u m a n rights see Lanstyak 1995c. 

111 See for example the draf t law by Sandor Szilagyi N . (1991). 
" i t is wor thwhi l e to quo te Iroin the article verbat im, because these quotes clearly 

exemplify the att i tude which indicates linguistic intolerance, still characteristic of 
today's literature on language cultivation (the emphases are mine) ; the sportscaster is 
"in er ror" because "in the heat of speech at the end o f longer wortls the dialectal 
e l ement penetrates;" " the folk f o r m " had to be "weeded ou t " f r o m the manuscr ip t of 
the linguist colleague because it was "jarringly vulgar, dialectal." And the conclus ion of 
the article: "I cannot de t e rmine at this point whe the r the above examples are individ-
ual occurrences or indicate a t rend (that is to say whe the r the current ly established 
more or less unified s tandard is once again being penetrated by spoken, folk language variants 

front (socially] beta to. Natural ly , the folk forms cited above are not incorrect -
linguistically. Hut they are incorrect stylistically, because they d o not fit into the 
stylistic context in which I have found them. At least as long as we con t inue to keep 
things where they belong." 

2 0 With the exceptions of the Hungar i an language variants of Slovakia, see Istvan 
Lanstyak's and Gizella Szabomihaly 's articles cited in the first note. 

21 In the course of data collection dialcctologists sought ou t older, rural, if possible male 
in formants w h o had spent all their lives in a given se t t lement and had spent their 
work ing lives as peasants, because it was supposed that they spoke the "pures t" fo rm 
of traditional dialects. (That is to say, the farthest removed f r o m the standard.) Such 
in formants are referred to as N O R M informants , based on the English ac ronym 
non-mob i l e older rural male. 
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