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KLARA SANDOR

Secular Linguistics and Education:
questions of Minority Bilingualism®

Ithough sociolinguistic studics in relation to Hungarian minority
language use' have barely begun they have already occasioned
serious debates.? Participants of the debates agree that the Hungarian
language spoken in a minority sitnation differs fror that of Hungary — the
debate centers around whether it is necessary and possible to intervene in
such a situation, of the differences should be accepted because they are the
result of matural phenomena and rather ways of solution should be elabo-
rated, so that the tanguage varicties spoken in Hungary and outside of
Hungary should not diverge from cach other to such an extent that the
differences would decrease mutual intelligibility. Everyone also agrees that
we should achieve that the language of Hlungarians outside the borders of
Hungary should continue to remain Hungarian - however, opinions vary
enormotisly as to how this could be best achieved.

The Hungarian teachers of arcas inhabited by Flungarians outside of
Hungary arc rather closely affected by the central questions of this debate
—is it necessary or possible to curb the diversity of minority Hungarian
language, or whether it is possible to forestall language shift in those
Hungarian language areas, where Hungarian is spoken as a minority
language. This is so because much of the work falls upon them, they are

* This paper originally was prepared for NYIT: Lapok of Csikszereda (the journal of the
Language and Literature eaching Association of’ Csikszereda-Micreurea Cine,Romania) 1
am grateful to Miklds Kontra and Istvin Lanstyik for their connments.
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the ones who can signiticantly influence the use, and ultimately, the
maintenance, of the native language. N

It seems that the tradiional principles, methods, procedures of lan-
guage cultivation are in crisis® — to put it more strongly, they have failed.
In the following, would like to outline an alternative proposal which is
based on the findings of sociolinguistic studics.

Studies of Secular Linguistics

The basic principle of the sccular linguistic studics most often re-
ferred 1o in Hungary as “spoken limguage studies™ 1s that we can only make
valid statemients about language as such, and about a particular language,
it we base our statements on real language use and not on the intuition of
Imguists. Inorder o be able to do this we need real linguistic data gathered
from normal users of the language (not from linguists), collected from
speech sitmations in which the language is used in the most natural way. In
order to obtain such data questionnaire surveys and recorded interviews
are made in the course of the study of a given linguistic phenomenon, and
intormants are chosen in such a way as to render the data statistically
analyzable. Tt is important that the data evaluated in these studies be
recorded, and thus be verifiable, and the circomstances of the study should
be so desceribed that the study should be replicable atany time. To research
the use ot language varicties in natural speech situations various method-
ologies are applied (questionnaires and interview questions are formulated
accordingly), in order to overcome those influences which spring from the
sa called observer’s paradox. The American linguist William Labov, who
tormutated the basic principles and methodologics of spoken language
studies put it this way @ “we should observe how people speak when they
are not observed.”

One goal of seenlar linguistic studies is the description of the linguis-
tc characteristics and language use of a speech colmmumity, that is to say to
discover what langnage varictics are used in a given community, what
norms direet their usage and what are the linguisic characteristics of a
particular language variety. The findings of such studies can be used among
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others in the course of language planning, thus in writing grammars,
dictionaries or textbooks.

According to the findings of sccular linguistic studies, it is immaterial
whether linguists judge a given linguistic forin to be correct or incorrect,
as language usc is not determined by linguists but by the norins in force
in the language community. These norms vary, in different situations
different norms will prevail (for example the same person will choose a
different language varicty or style if (s)he is speaking with a neighbor, or
if (s)he is taking card of official business, and yet another if (s)he is chatting
only with his/licr tamily, ov if steangers are also present, cte) and only a
fraction of these nors will coincide with whata linguist-arbitearily, based
on his/her personal taste — will deem to be correct.

Differences Between Traditional Language
Cultivation and Language Planning Based on
Secular Linguistic Studies?

Another notion follows from the above mentioned one {that is that
real language use has to be studied). Sccular linguistics accepts the possi-
bility that both gramumatical and agrammatical sentences can be created in
a language, that is to say that it acknowledges that a sentenee may be good
or bad, but it docs not accept that a sentence may be correct or incorrect.
Thus it acknowledges that there are agrammatical sentences from the point
of view of linguistic construction, thus for example the sentence “Iw ldtok
a fiilt jitszva labda” (1 secing boy a ball play) is an agrammatical sentence —
but adds that native speakers will only create such sentences as a result of
aphasia or, possibly as little children, during language acquisition. Irdenies,
however, that a native speaker would create an “incorrect” sentence, or
would use an “incorrect” structure. A sentence suclas Menj ey kicsir odiébb,
mert nem lissuk (81ed a tévét 1s no worse grammatically than Aenj egy Ricsit
odébb, mert pem ldtjuk 16led a tévér (Move over a bit we can’tsce the TV). The
difference between the two lies not in that one fulfills the same function
better than the other, but in their social acceptance: the use of the -suk -siik
suffix is a rather strongly stigmatized linguistic form, its users may be
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considered uneducated. However, in areas where this is the commonly
used torm, the natives may consider someone to be pretentious and
showing oft if upon returning home (s)he uses the “correct” form. Lin-
guists doing secular linguistic work think that all language varieties are
equally able to express the intentions and thoughts of their speakers; all of
thent have their own inner norms, and that speakers in general find it more
niportant w behave by these covert norms (otherwise they would be cen-
sured by their own group), than the overt norms of the lavger socicty (these
are the ones also taught at school).

Thus the idea that variation 1s an intrinsic characteristic of language is
one of the theorctical principles of sccular linguistics. 1t means that
language exists in varictics corresponding to geographical areas and social
stratification in such a way, that these varicties are not separated sharply
tfrom cach other. Rather, they are “mixed” in nature, that is to say they do
not constitute discrete units, but a continuum. Change is also considered
to be a similarly intrinsic characteristic of langnage: it is also taken for
granted that the use of certain linguistic formss decreases, then ceases
altogether, and their tasks are fulfilled by other linguistic forms. Tradi-
tional language cultivation also recognizes the existence of these charac-
teristics, but tor the most part it only considers them to be a necessary evil,
and in practice it treats them as teatures to be mostly eradicated. In general,
Language caltivation is still interpreted to have as its goal that everyone
should speak a sopliisticated, idealized version of Hungarian (this is often
misleadingly referred to as literary language), that is to say the same variety,
which is so perfect that any change would only diminish it. However,
variation and change are not only intrinsic characteristics of language, but
they are also functional. Let us imagine the consequences of having to .
speak with everyone in the same langunage varicty and style: we would be
speaking with the same “care” to our friends on a trip, at a soccer match,
to our grandparents cating lamb stew on the harvest party, at a wedding
party, or to our partner discussing famtly problems, as the linguist or
announcer on the language cultivation programs of radio or television.
With our fricnds and collegues of similar interests and professions to ours
we would only use technical terms which are known to everyone, which
would thus not be “technical” at all; our sentences would always be “com-
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plete” sentences, our speech would be unambiguous, and our articulation
clear. (Let us try to put this into practice for a while and note how our
interlocutors react — but let us not forget to tell them afterwards that this
had been an experiment only, lest they take it scriously.) 1f language only
existed in one variety we would be unable to express our belonging to a
given group by our choice of variants, or the contrary, our scparateness
from that group. The role of choice as an indicator of identity does not
only manifese itself in the expression of national or cthnic identity, when
we choose between Languages, but also in relation to a speech community
of any size, when we choose among the varieties of the same language. In
addition to linguistic competence, the native speaker also possesses conr-
municative competence: the former enables him/her not to create agrammati-
cal sentences, the latter ensures that i every speech situation (s)he will
choose the appropriate language varicty and style. As borrowing between
language varieties, and the geographical-social spread of certain linguistic
forms is also a natural (and thus inevitable) process, after having became
widely used linguistic formis become unsuited to denoting group identity,
therefore speakers of a given language varicty will allocate this role to other
linguistic forms, thus change s functional. (Naturally, change, just as
much as variability, may have scveral other functions in addition to
fulfilling this onc).

Thus, in light of the findings of sccular linguistics, the activities of
traditional language cultivation become nonsensical: Partly because they
are based on the principle that there is “exacting” and “indolent” language
use (the latter term meaning both an insufficiently nuanced and monoto-
nous style and the occurrence of “incorrect” forms), and although carc-
lessness may be “tolerated” in certain cases, the cultivated speaker none-
theless will try to avoid it. On the other hand language cultivators value
linguistic changes according to whether they “enrich” or “destroy” the
language ~ the criteria of the categorization naturally are always dependent
on the extent to which the new form fits the taste (habits) of the person
making the judgment. However, sccular linguistic studies have proved that
the traditional view according to which there is, or it is possible to create,
alanguage varicty which is betrer, more expressive and more valuable than
the others is no longer tenable. The evaluation ot a given language varicty
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does not depend on s actual linguistic characteristics, since from a
linguistic point of view ail languages and language varieties are equally
viable, but on the social distribution of political, cultural and economic
power.?

Therefore it would be useful if traditional language cultivation would
be replaced by language planning, which when making decisions would
take into consideration the real Tanguage use of real language users. These
decisions may concern the status of a given language variety, for example
which language varicty should be the one used in education, in the written
and clectronic media, and in the teaching of the language to foreigners, etc.
(this is what is referred o as the standard variety of a given language); and
may also concern the kind of elements, or characteristics a language variety
should have, that is to say, they may concern the corpus of a given language
varicty (for example when writing monolingnal or specialized dictionaries,
ov graimmars).

The tundamental differences between traditional language cultiva-
tion and language planning may be summanized as follows:

Language cultivation Language planning

Basic principle

language is homogenceous

Tanguage is heterogeneous

Approach

based on monolingualism;
there is anideal variety

considers multilingualism
to be

natural; all varieties are of
equal value

Evaluation

{anguage is cither improving
or deteriorating

non-judgmental: language
siinply

changes
Method fntuitive descriptive
Attitude prescriptive makes recommendations
Goal to create “cultivated to create competent
speakers” speakers (who are quite
happy with their language)
Ideal the ideal speaker the workings of Tanguage
EFFECT NONE or NEGATIVE NONE or POSITIVE
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The differences spring in part from the fact that language cultivators
believe that linguists are able to change the langnage, and in part from thieir
belief that linguists know when language is “good” or “bad,” and they also
know how language can be changed. It follows from the first of these views
that language cultivation’s goal is the development of an ideal language
varicty, which will be spoken by speakers who use their mother tongue in
a “cultivated,” “expecting” manner, to whom it cn be prescribed what
linguistic forms they should treat preferentially, and which ones to avoid.
It follows from the sccond of these views that the proponents ot language
cultivation bring their decisions intuitively, based on their own linguistic
sense, without referciice to surveys carricd out in the linguage specch, and
that they also cvaluate linguistic changes, branding theny meritorious or
reprehensible.

Language planning believes neither thae the linguist can direct the
language use of speakers, nor that the linguist knows what is good or bad
in a given language® — morce preciscly it does not believe that there is such
a thing as good or bad in language. In no matter what part of the world
have interviews been collected from a great many informants, the results
uncquivocally show that language vse (including changes) is directed by
the language users themsclves and not by linguists — all the more so, as
therc are language communitics where there are no linguists, just as it is
difficult to imagine that there was cven one among the conquering Hun-
garians of the 9" century or even in the population of Hungary under the
rule of the Arpid house (of the 10" <13" century). Language use is

determined by a complex system of relationships of diverse factors: among
these are for example the factor of what part of the language territory the
speaker is from, and what kind of social background and social status (s)he
has, influencing facrors moy be the speaker’s educational level, age, possi-
bly gender, proftssion, the nnmber and natire of his/her social relation-
ships, cte. (S)He will choose the norms by which (s)he speaks according
to these factors and the given speech situation (who speaks to whom,
where, when, on what topic, in whosce presence). Furthermore, lingnistic
changes arc not determined by the principle of “least cftore” or by logic, or
by aesthetic considerations -which in any case are very subjective,- but by
¢ the cconomic, cultural and political prestige relationships of the speech
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community: these may reinforce each other, and in this case there is a good
chance that a given change will spread to wider strata of the speech
conmunity, but they may also contradict cach other, in which case there
will be greater differentiation according to who, and under what circum-
stances, uses the new form.” Taking all of this into consideration language
planning primarily attempts to unravel the norms and the characteristic
features of the language varieties used in the speech conmunity, thus, it
describes, that is to say it is descriptive. 1t is aware that language use is not
directed by language planners, thercefore it does not prescribe, but rather
makes recommendations. As it considers all language varicties to be of
cqual value gramimatically, but is aware that socially they are not equiva-
lent, it sces its task to aid language users in identifying which language
variety is the most beneficial to them.

The uldmate cause of the ditferences between language cultivation
and language planning lies in the difference of approaches already men-
tioned that fanguage planning accepts that a given language exists in a great
many varicties, language cultivation, however, thinks in terms of such
categories as “the” Hungarian, “the” German, “the” French language, etc.
If we understand language cultivation to be applied linguistics (as it is
suggested by language cultivators), then its theoretical background corre-
sponds to structuralist and generative linguistic theories, all of which take
langnage to be homogencous, contrary to the approach of secular linguis-
tics which stresses the heterogeneous nature of language. It follows from
this perspective that both fanguage cultivation and the structural and
gencrative schools consider the language use of speakers living in a bilin-
gual situation to be “unnatural,” “abnormal,” even though there are more
people in the world who live in a bilingual situation than in a monolingual
CODIENT.

Language cultivation and language planning are similar in that both
may be incftective ® However, they differ from cach other in their effects,
if they have ong, as it may be positive or negative. The cffect of language
planning may be positive, because it is based on concrete data, and most
importantly because it is not prescriptive in nature, and thus it does not
consider it to be a sin if speakers do not accept its recommendations. In
the traditional language cultivation literature, however, we often find
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statements such as “linguistic education is also the education to be human”;
and recently the (Hungarian) Association of the Cultivators of the Mother
Tongue announced a competition for the creation of a “Mother tonguc
advertising campaign” (sic) (published in Ldes anyanyelviink, February
1995, journal dedicated to language cultivation), in which the Association
called upon readers to create “humorous catchy slogans and ditties which
exhort us to the correct, nuanced usc of our language, and ridicule and pillory
errors of language use;” “the advertising slogan [sic| can equally criticize
unnccessary foreign words, or ridicnle tortuons, burcaucratic clichés, but
praise correct forms devoid of incorrectness, jabbering, mumbling, crrors
of stress or popularize respectful, polite forms of address™ {my cmphascs).
The task then is that the participants should create “jocularly critical
dittics,” the goal is to pillory and ridicule those who speak not the ideal
language varicty. As nobody speaks the ideal language variety, this would
also mean that not asingle Hungarian native speaker can speak Hungarian
properly. Those who nonetheless manage, and even manage very well, in .
their own “corrupted” Hungarian language, do not take language cultiva-
tion seriously. The sentimentally-ethically based charges may become very
dangerous if the person confronted with these admonitions and judgiments
feels that indeed his/her Hungarian does not function, and that (s)he can
reach his goals much more successfully by means of another language: that
is to say in cases of minority bilingualism. In this case, traditional language
cultivation which is based on monolingualism despite its best intentions
may encourage, rather than prevent, the acceleration of the language shift
of those living in a minority situation.

The Natural Consequences of Minority Bilingualism

What are the most common charges against the langnage use ot
minority Hungarians - that is to say what are the greatest fears of those
who hope to be able to prevent language shift in traditional language
cultivation? "That the “l Tungarian linguage” (actually, of course, hinguage
wvaricties) of Flungarian minorities living ontside the borders of Hungary,
Ss full of forcign clements resulting from influence of the state Tanguage,
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and thatat the same time it is also very pravincial. The one time Current
Flungaran Language Departiment (today: Language Cultivation Depart-
ment) of the Linguistic Institute of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences
created a Language Cultivation Handbook, in which minority speakers of
Hungarian face a horrifying picture, namely that duc to bilingualism even
their ability to think may be endangered. The relevant section contains so
many superstitions that it is worth quoting verbatim: “Even this sketchy
and imcomplete overview of the pecaliarities of the language use of Hun-
garians living abroad in bilingnal situations demonstrates thatin the course
of continuous contact the two linguistic systems get casily intertwined,
mixed in the consciousness of the individual, his sense of the language
often becomes uncertain, the categories of once tanguage adapt to those of
the other, characteristics [sic] become less frequent, and there is a danger
of the disintegration of the linguistic system. This does not so much
endanger comprchension, but rather the formation of abstract ideas, the
ability to think logically and creatively. This is so because with the disin-
tegration of the linguistic system it is the thought process itself which
becomes disorganized, mmddled” (NyKk | 1291). Thinking through the
meaning of these words we discover not only that the authors of the article
consider the basic side effect of bilingualisin (the interference, mental
connection of the twa linguistic systems) so dangerous, that it threatens
the mental capacities of bilingual speakers, butalso that according to them,
1t is only possible to “think logically,” and to form “abstract ideas,” if the
mother tonguc is not “contaminated” by the categories of other languages,
which -according to the above- are unsuitable for logical or abstract
thinking. The authors of the article inadvertently make certain statements
which may cven seem to be hinguicise: linguicisim is the linguistic equiva-
lent of racism. Actually, psycholinguistic studics carried out among bilin-
gual children demonstrate that bilingnalism — probably exactly because it
diminishes the effects of linguistic refativism' — actually speeds up the
development of abstract thinking,

It is peculiar that some distinguished Hungarian linguists refer to
those of their colleagues who call attention to these linguistic rules and

” o«

regularitics as “nation destroyers,” “snakes,” “unhinged in their minds;” it

is unfortunate that this rather heated language only expresses passions
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instcad of arguments.'" Yet, the attitude reflected in the Language Culti-
vation Handbook cannot be based on anything but a great degree of
ignorance, on leaving completely out of account the linguistic rescarch of
the last fifty years: bilingualism is one of the central themes of 20" century
lingnistics, and writings on it could fill a library. According to this volu-
minous body of literature, the “sins” of minority Flungarian speakers are
none other than the most natural consequences of bilingualism.

Close contact of two languages, increase in the number of people who
know (on somic level) both Tanguages has numerous natural, and thus
inevitable, consequences both for individual members of the speech com-
munity, and for the community itself. The psychological basis of thesc
conscquences is that the speakers cannot always mentally isolate the
languages known to them (whether we are talking about two or more
languages), therefore these are in continuous interaction. It may happen
that the results of this interaction are manifested only occasionally, this is
what we refer to as inferference, but these occasional interactions may also
become permanent, this is what we refer to as borrawing. Both of these may
appear on any level of the language: it may atfect the sound system, lexicon,
syntax, meaning, less frequently it also may appear on the level of bound
morphemes (suffixes, case-endings, etc.). The languages in contact affect
cach other not only directly, but indirectly as well: if both fulfill the same
linguistic function by similar means and methods, this inay help conserve
the given linguistic form; the other language may also influence the
frequency, social acceptance, etc. of the occurrence of certain linguistic
forms. There can be no valid linguistic argument in favor of those super-
stitions according to which, there arc “necessary” and “unnecessary” foan
words, or that grammatical borrowings (for example word order, regimen,
etc.) would be more “harmful” from the point of view ot the borrowing
language, because it ruins its “world” more. These evaluations are based
on the delusions mentioned above, namely that lingtiistic changes are not
mercly changes, but that they cither “curich,” or — as we may hear it much
more often — “ruin” the language.

If speakers of a language borrow words or structures from another
language there always is some kind of a reason for this, in fact there are
scveral complex reasons, thus every borrowing fulfills some need. It is
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often said in connecuon with minority language varieties of Fungarian
that they borrow “unnecessarily” from the language with which they are
in contact. Examiples quoted ad nanseam inclade that the Hungarians of
Romatiia “navétiznak” instead of “ingdznak” (they conunute), that the
Hungarian child of Szabadka (Subotica, Yugoslavia) drinks “szok” instead
of “iditd” (soda), not cven “szuk” or “hiisits,” as does the child of
Rolozsvar (Cluj, Romania) or Székelyudvarhely (Secuiese Odorei, Roma-
nia), that at Dunaszerdahely (Dunajska Streda, Slovakia) they put on a
“tyepliki,” whereas at Ujvidék (Novi Sad, Yugoslavia) it is “trénerka,” and

Pl

at Keeskemét (Flungary) they wear “szabadidérula® or “melegité™ (sweat

suit). Language cultivators are rather critical of the use of these words, even '
thongh they betong o the most classic and most evident category of lexical
borrowing: in the Flungarian native tongoe of minority Hungarian-speak-
ers there simply had not been a signifier for these things, and itis natural that
they have not borrowed their names from the Hungaran of Hungary
beeause they have not become acquainted with thene through the mediation of the
[ ungarian colwre of Hungary. Butit is not only this kind of borrowing which
is natural, butalso the kind when an old, well-established word is replaced
by a newer word, which originates in another binguage: itis difficult to
imagine that pre-7" century Hungarians would not have had arms, knees,
ankles, stomachs or even brains (kar, érd, boka, gyonmor, ész), and yet these
words are Turkic loan words in Flungarian. It is clear that the more loan
words which differ trom the customary denotation of the same object or
cancept i the Hlungarian language variettes of Hungary the contact
varictics have, the more these language varicties will differ from each other,
and the more nitual intclligibility will decrease. (This is also true for
srammatical borrowings.) Butitis also cicar, that any kind of intervention -
by language cultivators will be ineffectual against these borrowings. T
would be ditficult o explain to a child who is ridiculed at a Kolozsvir
playground when he is heard o ask his mother for diditd instcad of szuk,
that didito nonctheless is the “correct” form: his experience is that the
apposite is the case, thatis to say, the correct form is what the others accept
oo, -

It is not worth -nor is it necessary- to fear for the “Hungarian
worldview,” as the above quoted excerpt of the Language Cultivation
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Handbook puts it somewhat vaguely, for the “characteristics” of the
Hungarian fanguage. For the past century there have been well-established
criteria for unraveling relationships between languages: on the basis of
these (basic vocabulary, grammatical characteristics, and the argument of
systematic sound changes) the Hungarian language unequivocally belongs
to the Finno-Ugric branch of the Uralian language family. But just as it
cannot be seriously claimed that there is an exclusive continuity between
today’s Hungarians and speakers of the one-time Finno-Ugric language,
neither can it be stated that the “worldview” and characteristics ot the
Hungarian language arc exclusively of Finno-Ugric origin. According to
the ancicent system subordinating conjunctions could never have appeared
in Hungarian, since this is a relatively recent featare: it became more
widely used after the conquest of Hungary, most likely, at this particular
time because the conservationist influence of lett-recursive subordination
of Turkic languages has diminished, and the influence of Indo-European
languages with a preference for subordinating conjunctions has increased.
According to the reconstructed rules of the Finno-Ugric basic language, it
is alicn to the Hungarian langtage to tolerate initial consonant clusters,
and not to dissolve it by means of an intervening or intial vowel, as it still
happened in Old Hungarian (for example in such words of Latin origin as
iskola ‘school’, ispotdly ‘hospital’, or istdllé ‘stable’, which is of German
origin), nevertheless such words as skdt ‘scottish’, spart ‘sport’, or staféta
‘relay’ sound Hungarian to us. Earlier, Hungarian did not tolcrate the
occurrence of front and back vowels in the same word either, to refer to
some oft’ quoted examples: this is how magyer became magyar ‘Hungarian’
and megyer (name of a Hungarian tribe), the eseljad form became csaldd
*family’ and cseléd ‘servant’; but who would say thntf{gm's is nota Hungarian
name, or that fotel ‘arimchair’ is not a Hungarian word? Furthermore, the
“blame” for these changes mostly falls on the Hungarian language itself,
namely those sound changes which had caused the disappearance of the
velar i phoneme from the Hungarian sound system.'” Qualques, and loan
translations can also be blamed for reflecting an “alicn worldview,” but
then we would also have to consider the most prominent representatives
of the Hungarian language modernization of the first halt of the 19"
¢ century to have consciously corrupted the Flungarian “worldview,” as very
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many words initiated by them were coined aiong the lines of Latin or
Germau examiples (for example anpag as a qualque of the Latin word
materia.) “Worldview” and “characteristics” are just as changeable then as
the lexicon, we have no reason to decm grammatical changes inore harmful
than changes in vocabulary.

Thus minority Hunganan language varicties are indced different
from the language varictics of Flungarian in Flungary, but they are merely
difterent, not more corrupt, worse, distorted, impure, ete. Neither do we
have wo fear that their speakers cannot express themselves just as precisely
as the speakers of Flumgarian in Hlungary, or that cheir ability to think will
be compromised. Minority Hungarian language varicties show cxactly the
same characteristics as contact varieties the world over. One of the basic
tenets of studics dealing with bilingualism is that bilinguals, whether they
use one or the other of their tanguages, never use exactly the same language
as monolingual speakers of the given language: the two languages are
continually aftecting each other, thus the usual accompanying features
{interterence and borrowing) are also continually present. In minority
arcas numerouns linguage varieties coexist side-by-side and the conse-
quences of bilingualism can be observed -although to varying extents-, in
cach this is why they can be referred to as the contact varieties of Hungarian
irrespective of the contact language. (Naturally, certain characteristics
(may) difter from one variant to the next.)

It is also often said of minority Hungariau language use that it is
provincial. Firse, this statement reflects the same monolithic-monolingual
attitude which had “helped” to disappear the traditional dialects of Hun-
gary and according to which, everything that is “provincial”, i. e. dialectal
is to be avoided in “expacting” Hungarian speech, often mentioned but
spoken by nobody. Second, representatives of this point of view do not
acknowledge the existence of that linguistic-dialectological tendency, that
the dialects spoken on the periphery of a given language territory will differ
to a greater extent from both cach other and from the central dialects, than
the dialects spoken in the center of the territory. Third, they do not
acknowledge that already in the last century the so called North Bastern
and Transdanubian dialects were the only ones to have played an outstand-
ing role indefining the standard, but for the past approximately eighty years
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there was not cven a chance for the characteristics of the langnage varieties
of the areas lying beyond the borders becoming part ot the standard.
Fourth, this attitude also reflects ignorance of the fact that in significant
portions of the Hungarian language territory lying beyond the borders,
until recently it was impossible to receive the broadcasts of the Hungarian
radio and television, thus these could not exert a unifying influcnce. Fifth,
those who employ these derogatory terms also neglect to take into account
that speakers living in Flungarian language territories outside of Hungary,
do not have an opportunity for using the “official,” standard Hungarian
language: in the linguistic domains where in Hungary the standard is used
(press, higher education, political fife, official burcaucracy, etc.) minority
Hungarians, for the most part, arc obliged to use the state language.

It follows from the above that once again it is natural, that minority
Hungarian language varicties should seem inore “dialectal” to the ears of
Hungarians from Hungary. Folk linguistics™ indicate that people usually
consider their own language variety to be precise, to be “the” language,
since both they and their surroundings speak this since childhood, who-
ever speaks differently from this, “doces not speak the language properly,”
— but linguists ought to know that those others also speak properly, only
differently, and that this difference should be acceptable everywhere, not
only at home and in the family, or as it is often termed in the literature on
language cultivation in “indolent” language use. It would be the task of
linguists, and of all those who participate in linguistic education to advocate
~ similarly to religious tolerance - the ideal of linguistic tolerance, instead of
promoting the ideal of a “uniform language.” The former is not even
unattainable: it has for example been possible to establish it in Norway,
and so far it has proved to be successful. (Finland is often mentioned as an
example of linguistic tolerance with respect to the rights of language use
accorded to the Swedish minority, but in the case of Finland this is a
question of ensuring the equal rights of & minority language — of course
this would also be very important from the point of view of minority
Hungarian language varictics, — however, in Norway they accord equal
rights to different varicties of the self-same language.)

Of course bilingualism, and within this, minority bilingualism, docs
not only have consequences in the system of the language, but also social
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ones. For example, those who, as minority. I Tungarians, do not speak the
state language, or are not proticient enougl in it to the extent that they
could be labeled bilingual, even according to the oosest interpretation' of
the term, will still nse a bilingual, and not a monolingual, varicty of their
mother tongue. There is nothing surprising about this, since they have
learnt and are using the mother tonguc in a bilingual context, constantly
communicating with bilingual speakers, adapting to the bilingual norms
of the Iatter.

The other consequence is that bilingual speakers in any given situ-
ation can choose not only from various varictics of” their mother tongue,
but also between their mother tongue and another kinguage. Thus, their
communicative competence does not extend only to what varicty of their
mother ngtie they should use in a given speech situation, but also to
which of their langnages is it necessary, possible or worthwhile to choose.
Just as the choice of one variety of the mother tongue is deeermined by the
interrelationship of very many factors, the choice between languages will
also be influenced by which language will help the speaker achieve his goals
the best.

Factors Influencing Language Choice

Langnage choice may be influenced by external coercion (the use of
which language is possible or allowed), norms (in certain situations one,
in others the other language is used) and the attitudes of the individual to
the two languages.

Rescarch on language choice shows that in the language choice of
bilinguals cconoinic factors play a rather significant role. (It is worth
noting, that onc of the most often quoted studics in connection with this
question has been carried out by Susan Gal at Felsoor, on the language
shiftof Flungarians, cf. Gal 1979)". Speakers will evaluate as more valuable
the tanguage by means of which they will be more suceessful; and they
consider the other language, even if it is their mother tongue, to be
“uscless,” at most enabling them to communicate with the clderly, but
incapable of helping them to get a job, work or money. Thus, because the
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“market value” of the other language s greater, they prefer their chifdren
to master it better: This evaluation of course may change: the youths of
Felsoor foralong time only knew Flungarian as ameans of communication
within the family, and ticy used German in every other situation. How-
ever, when (around 1990) economic relations between the two countries
becamic more active (thus for example it became possible to form Hungar-
ian-Austrian joint ventures) respect for the Hungarian language increased:
it transpired that one could make a living with the help of proficiency in
FFungarian.

Politicaf prestige is alsoa sipniBicant factor in language choice: knowl-
edge of the language cimbodying power (that is to say ol the otticial
language) is an indispensable condition of advancement. Ttis even essential
to being well informed, especially if the state does not sufficiently support
the language of minoritics. Thus, for example by not making information
available in minority language newspapers, news programs, or in advertis-
ing, or in leaflets, and signs, not to mention in official forms - how can
someone be a full-fledged citizen if (s)he does not know how to fill in an
official form, siniply because (s)he does not understand it. The policics
consciously dirccted at the liquidation of minority languages may be
referred to as languicide. This may be not only done to convinee users of
the minority language that the use of the state language is more advanta-
geous, but also to intimidate them'. The political dominance of the state
language, which in any case is a fact, can only be counterbalanced, and thus
minority language use supported, if the given state considers the right to
use the mother tongue to be part of fundamental human rights. "

The linguistic attitudes of speakers are not only influenced by cconomic
and political factors, but also by cultural factors. The extent to which
speakers are attached to the cultare associated with their mother tongue
may be an important factor (this may also depend on how well they know
it), to what extent they consider the other national symbols their own
(besides the conmon language), to what extent they regard themselves to
be partofthe nation, and tast but not fease to what extent ey are considered
to be part of the nation. How these factors relate to the other language may
also play a role in the shaping of the speakers’ sense of national (ethnic)
identity.
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In addition to factors affecting the entire community, individual
factors may also influence language choice: thus, for example, which
language is used with greater factlity (which one has the individual learnt
in the family, at school, in which one can (s)he read and write), and which
one does (sYhe consider to be more “beautiful,” guite simply which one
does (s)he hke better. This is influenced in part by the already mentioned
factors exerting their influence on the level of the entire community, and
in part by mdividual factors: for cxample in connection with which
language had dhe given speaker had more positive, and fewer negative
CXpericnees.

It is important o stress once again that these factors determine
(exerting their nfluence in the same direction and thus amplifying, or
working in opposing dircctions and thus weakening or even neutralizing,
cach other) the attitude of speakers to their own mother tongue, that is to
say, how they relate to it whether chey consider it valuable, beautiful,
uschul or the opposite. The combination of the attitudes and possibilities
of the speakers determine in which donmins of language use (for example,
in the family or in the immediate community, newspapers, literature,
scicntific and official lite, school, religion) and to what extent, will the
mother tongue be used. The more limited the number of domains for the
use of a language varicty the more likely language loss and language shift

become.

How can Language Maintenance be Encouraged

Based on the findings of rescarch on bilingualism, language mainte-
nance can be best encouraged by creating a positive attitude in the speakers
towards their own language varicty, that is to say they have to be made
awarc that the language variety spoken by them is equally good, only different from
those spoken i other areas of the language territory (even in the capital of
the “mother country”). The linguist working on language planning, and
the exemplary speaker who lollows his/her advice and who may have a direct
role in the shaping ol Tanguage use (teachers, pricsts, journalists, other high
prestige members of the speech community), unfortunately do not have
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itin their power to directall the factors of language use. With the exception
of a few extremely rare and fortunate cases, the “exemplary speaker” for
example has no chance of influencing political factors, and of achicving
that the use of the mother tongue should be possible in the greatest possible
number of domains. Thus, that it should become possible to use it as
official language, that there should be publications, broadcasts in the
mother tongue; that there should be education in the mother tongue
(including middle and higher level schooling), cte. It would be better it
the preparation of the drafts of langnage Inws was left primarily ro linguists
and not to politicians." Language planners and those who carry out these
plans have even less of a say in the shaping of cconomic tactors.

Cultural factors, however, can be influenced: language, which is one
of the expressions of a sense of identity, can only be maintain it members
of the language commumity also identify with the culture associated with
the language, to be able to do this, however, they first have to become
acquainted with the given culture. This should not only include teaching
them about the widely interpreted culture associated with the mother
tongue, but also reinforcing the local culture associated with their own
language variety, as well as identifying and promoting its unique clements.
If our premisc is that the norms of smaller communities are more binding
in language use, just as in other realms of culeure, the latter is even more
important than emphasizing the values of “universal” Hungaran culture.

For the above outlined reasons minority native speakers of Flungarian
often have negative experiences in connection with their mother tongue
in a political and economic sense - and there is very little linguists and
“excmiplary speakers” can do about this. They could, however, do quite a
lot to achicve that even if minority language users find their mother tongue
less useful vis d vis the state language, they should not be burdened with an
inferiority complex in relation to the Huagarian language of Hungary. In
a questionnaire survey carricd ont during the summer of 1995, among
other things, 1 sought answers from teachers ot Hungarian, teaching
Hungarian in minority arcas, to the question whether they have ever had
unpleasant experiences i contiection with their own language variety.
Although most of them answered this question in the negadive, in the
coursc of conversations many of theny told me that they had had such



Loty Khing Sirador

experiences, and they mentioned the smne instances as most ot those who
had answered the question with “yes™ that when their conversational
parters in Flungary discovered that they came from the other side of the
border they remarked how “nicely” they spoke, how well they knew
Hungarian. This unfortunately conunon remark (well known from innu-
mierable accounts by Hungarians living beyond the borders) demonstrates
the “cffectiveness” of history instruction in Hungary over the past few
decades. (The Hungarian Flungarians did not know that there were
Flungarian speaking people outside Hungary, that is why they “praised”
the formants” Hongarian.)

One of the major errors of traditdonal Hungarian language cultivation
is revealed by responses given to another question. tasked the informants
to indicate on a hve grade scale to what extent they consider valid the
following statements for the language variacty ot their locality:

1} itis suitable tor fultilling all the functions of everyday language
use

2)icis also suitable as literary, journalistic, scientific and official
fanguage

3y ic has many dialectal features {1t has negative connotations in
Hlungarian)

4) it is a “mixed langnage:” there are very many phenomena in it
which are the result ot foreign intluence

5) a person who speaks it as his/her mother tongue will have difficulty
understanding the Flungarian of Hungary

6) its condition is continually deteriorating

The answers of 50 Transylvanian informants were the following (adding up and
then dividing the number of points by fifty):

[ 2 3 4 5 6
total 235 173 160 122 o) 137
average 4.70 3.46 320 244 180 274
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Analyzing these figures we find thatalthough the informants consider
the language varicty of their locality to be adequate to fulfill the functions
of everyday language use with very high marks (4.7), they consider it to be
only moderately suitable for the fulfilling of “careful” functions (3.46
points). And, as it transpires from the answers given to questions 3 and 4,
unlike what we may expect, they do not think so because ot the foreign
elements in it (2.44 points) but much rore becanse of the “dialectal”
nature of the local language variety (3.2 points). The encouragement, the
valorization of “dialectal lavors” had been one of the goals of *humanistic
language culdivation” called for by Lajos Lérineze, the prominent language
cultivator. In practice, however, this hardly ever happens. One could cite
numerous examples of the strong stigimatization of dialectal variants of
linguistic variables (coexisting linguistic forms which fulfill the idendceal
grammatical function in the language) (for example the use of the -suk -siik
form, or the pronunciation of the Paléc vegion, etc.), or that the only thing
“wrong” with a carrently rapidly spreading linguistic form is that it is
dialectal, “it is good enough for {traditional] dialects, but it has no place in
common Hungarian.” In the June 1995 issue of Ldes anyanyelviink, onc of
the best known language cultivators, who works at the Linguistics Institute
of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, found fault with the use of certain
“folk” turns of phrases by a Member of Parliament on the radio, a
sportscastcr in the course of broadcasting, and in a manuscript by a linguist
colleague. Gibor Kemény, the author of the article, sarcastically refers
these rather slight differences back to the domain of dialects. How does he
judge the much more “dialectal” features of the speech of prominent
representatives — c.g. pocts, politicians — coming from outside Flungary?
Arc they allowed to speak as they normally speak also in the Hungarian
mass media? Or should they adjust themselves to the Hungarian Flungar-
jan rules (maybe not even knowing what they are)?"

A genuine, and not only seeming, acceptance of non-standard lan-
guage varictics (not only of traditional dialects, but of other, for example
urban dialects) would also be very important from the point of view of
cducation. Children who learn and later use a vernacular (the language
variety which the speaker uses the most automatically, in the most coni-
fnon speech situations) which is relatively distant from the standard, not
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only have to learn the curriculum at school, but also the standard variety
ot the Tanguage, and this added burden may put them in a significantly
disadvantageous position. Theretore linguists are often pushing for an
education policy which would not only tolerate but encourage the use of
the vernacular in school, only introducing the standard variety gradually,
and limiting its use. (Thus for example the teacher would require the use
of the standard in written assignments and tests, but not in oral examina-
tions, or only from older children; whereas outside the classroom — during
breaks, in the course school excursions, club activitics ~ they may use the
language variety of their locality.) Acceptance, reinforcement, and encour-
agenmient of the use of the local language varicty would be even more
importantin the areas inhabited by minority HMungarians where there are
fewer situations requiring the use of the standard variety of the mother
tongue. [ these children experience that in many respects their mother
tongue is “less good” than the state language, and in the meanwhile also
hear that dheir Hlungarian language is not “good” in FHungary either,
because it is “dialectal” and “corrupt,” because it is tceming with foreign
clements, in the end they would rather speak the state language, especially
as inany case they fearnits “best,” standard version at school. If; however,
they learn standard Hungarian at school then they will not be able to use
itin their most natural linguistic context, at hoe, as the norm prevailing
there is different.

Hungarian Diglossia?

One solution to these problems would be if children could use the
language varicty spoken at their locality at school -at least in lowcer grades-
without having to fecl that it is of diminished value. The standard variety
of the liguage would only be introduced gradually during a second phase
of the cducation process, and what’s more the standard variety would differ
somewhat according to geographical location, and thus to some extentalso
ditter from the stindard Hungarian of Flungary.

This shoudd be so because the Flungarian language is only monolithic
according to dictionaries and gramumars, but not according to real language
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use. With respect to the Hungarian language Istvin Pete (1988) refers to
the “literary languages” used in the areas beyond the borders, which differ
from cach other to some degrec, as the “state varietics” of Hungarian, and
many have agreed with this distinction. Those languages which have
several standard varieties of equal standing (such are for example English,
French, German, Spanish) are referred to as pluricentric languages. Accord-
ing to Istvdn Lanstyik (1995a, 1995b), Hungarian is also a pluricentric
language: Transylvania with the Partium, Voivodina, the Slovakianand the
Sub-Carpathian Hungarian language territory may be regarded as inde-
pendent centers, because Hungarian is also used to some extent alongside
with the state Tanguage in such arcas as public administration, education,
scientific research, mass conmumication, publishing (that is to say, in
functions where the use of the standard is general). These standard
varicties differ from the standard dialect of Hungary, in that while Hungary
is the so called full-fledged and prinary center of the Flungarian language, the
above mentioned arcas are partial and secondary centers. (Whether an area
may be called full-fledged or partial center depends on the kind of status
and fumction the variety spoken there has, while the primary and secondary
terms are based on historical distinctions). To somie extent these varictics
differ from cach other linguistically (with respect to lexicon, grammatical
structures, pronunciation, the frequency of certain elements, cte.) but so
far, these differences have hardly been studied®, much less coditied. Many
are even afraid that if these differences were to be endorsed and no longer
treated as deviance, this would hasten the divergence of the Hungarian
language varieties spoken in the various countries. At the same time, as
Lanstyik (1995b) also points out, there is practically no chance of the
disappearance of Hungarian pluricentrisim in such a way that the end result
would be onice again a single, universal standard. The other way pluricen-
trism could disappecar would be for the standards of the independent
centers to become separate languages. This, however, canonly be the result
of social, and not of linguistic, processes, if the speakers of various stan-
dards also begin to regard themselves to be separate nations. The Chinese
for example consider themselves o belong the same nation, and to be
speakers of the same language, despite the fact that there are such cnor-
tmous differences beeween certain Chinese dialects that their speakers do
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not even understand cach other; while Czechs and Slovaks who speak
mutually intelligible languages consider themselves to be members of
scparate nations and the Czech and Slovakian languages to be separate
languages.

According to Lanstyik (1995b), if the consciousness of national be-
longing is strong enough there should be no fear that the language varieties
spoken in varions arcas will be distanced from cach other, because through
conscious language planning it is possible to bring about a linguistic
situation which has proved to be functional in many parts of the world:
the condition of diglossia.

The term diglossia has first been employed by Charles Ferguson
(1975) in 1959 to describe languages which exist in two varieties in the
daily use of the same speech community and which can be clearly differ-
entiated from each other both from the point of view of linguistic system
and from the point of view of tunction. One variety, this is what is referred
to as high (H) variety, is used in political, religious, and scientific life, in
country-wide mass communication, and this is also the language of litera-
ture; the other variety, this is what is referred to as the law (L) variety, used
in private life, in local newspapers and local mass communication, enter-
rinment, and this is the language of folk literature too. The L-variety is
learnt at home, and is spoken as mother tongue, the H-variety is learnt at
school, this is not the mother tongue of anyone, thus according to level of
schooling there may be great difterences between individual speakers
regarding the extent to which they can use it. An example of the diglossic
situation is the Arab world: local varieties of Arabic are L-variants and
classical Arabic is the H-variety, knowledge of which in effect connects to
each other speakers of the various local varieties of Arabic.

Joshua Fishman (1967) later expanded the concept of diglossia to such
linguistic situations too, where the H and L-functions are similarly sepa-
rated from each other, but the H and L-varicties are not two varieties of
the same language but are two different languages (for example Mexicans
living in the United States use English in the H-functions, and Spanish in
the L-functions.) We should not forget that the diglossic situation pro-
posed by Lanstydk is not based on this, but on the original Fergusonian
diglossia definition, thus under no circumstances does this imply that the
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proponents of the proposal would wish to see Flungarian relegated to
L-functions, and the state language to function as the H-variety. (There is
no nced for this as the Hungarian-speakers from areas beyond the borders
already live in a diglossic situation in this scnse). On the contrary, repre-
sentatives of this view realize that-a basic condition for the creation of a
diglossic situation in the Fergusontan sense is that it should be possible to
use Hungarian in H-functions as well.

Bidialectalism and Education

The chances for the creation and functioning of a Hungarian-Hun-
garian diglossia once again do not exclusively depend on linguistic factors,
may be primarily not. Regardless of whether a diglossic situation “legalize”
the use of non-standard varictics in L-functions, these varieties exist, and
naturally they have every right to exist. Diglossia in fact is a more pro-
nounced, clearer and more accepted, therefore special, case of a state of
affairs which is characteristic of all standardized languages thatin everyday
functions speakers use non-standard language varicties learnt as vernacu-
lar, while in certain functions they use the standard, and they are capable
of choosing between them depending on the speech situation. Most
probably this is why the Hungarian literature on the question has foralong
time referred to the phenomenon of the ability of a speaker to speak the
standard in addition to his/her own dialect as diglossia — but this blurring
of categories is rather unforumate, precisely because this condition is
basically valid for all speakers, whereas diglossia has particular criteria.
(The basic differences betweern the two may be best explained by the fact
that in the case of diglossia there are no in-between varieties, while the
gencrally prevailing situation is that standard and non-standard varieties
constitute a continuum.) Most recently, may be under the impact of
criticisms, the Flungarian literature has started using the expression dual
code use for this phenomenon. The authors using this term, due to their
recognition of the phenomenon, are much more tolerant than those who
propagate the ideal of “a single Hungarian language.” However, the term
is still narrower than what would be desirable, becanse it only accepts
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traditional diafects (diafects hardly influenced by the standard atall)*', but not
other non-standard language varietics (for example the one spoken in the
working class districts of Budapest). The term which includes the knowl-
edpe of any non-standard and standard Janguage variety and the ability to
switch benween the two is bidialectalisim.

Education policy which takes into consideration and is based on the
fact of bidialectalisin, has been successful in some countries fora longtime,
in Norway this is the only legal option — most likely the above mentioned
rather unique linguistic tolerance is due to this. In countries where
language cultivatton is hield to be important, and has a long gradition - like
Hungary — it will most likely take a lot of debate to have the idea accepted
that the nation will not be lostif we strip linguistic stereotypes, which exist
anyway, of their Academic-Ministerial institutionalization. This would
not mean that the school would not require at all the mastering of the
standard, howcever, attempts 10 teach an idealized Hungarian language
would have to be abandonced, and in accordance with this, it would become
ilpossible to require the mastering of the standard through force or based
on some kind of a moral imperative. Instead of such slogans as “we don’t

” o,

say it like that,” *a Hungarian does not speak like this,

” o«

this is how the
uncducated speak,” “speak properly,” “say itin proper Hungarian” we need
o provide the student with linguistic knowledge of the standard and
non-standard varieties, as well as to demonstrate differences between their
statises and functions. In addition, instead of tday’s grammar-centered
approach, mother tongue education should give much more emphasis to
the social aspects of language. By pointing to the main differences between
the varicties of the language, and by acquainting the student with the
typical domains of usc (which one is spoken customarily where, under what-
circumstances, with whoim) we could ensure that the continually growing
Hinguistic competence of the stdents should not become distorted, and
become devoid of communicative competence.

To achicve this we should abandon the approach according to which
sranmar classes should serve to “cultivate” or 1o “nurse” onr mother
tongue. Our mother tongne neither is waste land nor is it ill. Neither
should grammar classes serve, following the tradition of medieval gram-
mar classes, to force our students to commit such unnatural acts as to learn
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categorics by heare, and that they should burden their minds with mean-
ingless cramming (such as for example: “In Hungarian the adverb may be
expressed by a suffixed denominative, a denominative with an adnominal,
asutfixed denominative with an adnominal, an adverb, a pronoun standing
for and adverb, ete.”) Grammar classes shonld serve to call attention to the
great many interesting things we are unaware of when using our mother
tonguc in the most natural manner, to demonstrate that these interesting
features also characterize other languages, the difterences are only those of
detail; grammar classes are to help our students to perfect themselves, to
reach their goals, and to learn how they can best represent their own
interests. Grammar classes conld afford an opportunity tor our students to
frec themscelves of the fear of speaking (or that such inhibitons should not
even develop in the first place), that they should not be ashamied of what
is nnique to them, and that they should be able to accept otherness without
value judgment and prejudice.

At the beginning of the century it was iimpossible to imagine a foreign
language class without it primarily involving the cramming of words and
grammatical rules and the translation of sentences. Forcign language
teaching has undergone such a methodological revolution in this century,
that studenes are not only cnabled to translate written texts, but also to
orally communicate in the language. The mostsuceessful of these methods
(for example the use of interactive role playing, cf. Di Pietro, 1994) are not
aiming to teach a given language to the students in the fastest possible way,
but rather they wish to enable the students to communicate in it as
successfully as possible: they are based on the realization that someone who
knows a significant part of the vocabulary and the grammatical rules of a
language does not yet know how to use the fanguage, because effective
language use cannot exist without comnumicative competence. That is to
say, an increase in the effectiveness of forcign language teaching cannot be
measured by its ability to teach a foreign language without cftfort and
serious investinent of energy, but by its ability to teach how to successtully
use the given language. In other words these findings do not only relate to
foreign languages, but to langaage as such, the new micthods are not based
on the characteristics of a foreign language, but of language. 1f we were to
take as our starting point that the mother tongue is also a language, and not
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somie kind of anideal hovering in unreachable heights, then the adaptation
of these suceessful methods would seem reasonable. Always keeping in
mind, however, that those whom we are teaching are already highly
competent speakers of their mother tongue.

Translated by Bea Vidacs

NOTES

! Although several papers, and even independent volumes have appeared about Hun-
garian minority language use (for example Agoston 1990, Jakab 1976, 1983), these
-following tradition — have mostly been motivated by the concerns of language
cultivation. Their primary goal is not the description of Hungarian minority language
use, but the cnumeration of its “faults” and the prescription of “correct” languiage usage.
Rescarch on Flungarian minority language use from a descriptive stand point began
in the sccond half of the cightices, the volume entitded Tannlmdryok o hatdrainkon tili
kémpeliiségrol |Essays ou bilingualism beyond our borders] (Kontra 1991) contains
some of the results of this rescarch. Unfortunately, this is incomplete in the sense
that it only contains papers relating to the Hungarians of Slovakia and Austria, bat
currently there is a research project underway which analyses the language use of the
Hungarians of the cntire Carpathian Basin region. Jend Kiss’s book (1994) deals with
the status of the Hungarian language within and beyond the borders of Hungary. The
forums for presenting studics examining Hungarian minority language use are the
yearly confercnees of secular linguistics: these have been organized with varying
partners (institutions of research and higher education) every year since 1988 by the
Spoken language Department of the Linguistic Institute of the Hungarian Academy
of Scienees, Most of the conference matcrials (these have been held in Budapest,
Ujvidék [Novi Sad], Kolozsvir [Clyj], Nyitra [Nitra], Nagymegyer [Calovo] and

* Ungvir [Uzghorod]) have been also published in a volume; clsewhere Istvin Lan~
stydk and Gizella Szabémihily have published numerous studies from the perspective
of secular linguistic studics on the Hungarian language use in Slovakia (for instance
Lanstydk 1991, 1993¢, 1995d, Szabémihily 1991, 1993, ce); Lajos Gonez’s mono-
graph (1985) deals with the psychological effects of bilingualism and with the
language use of bilingual children.

2 The debate is mostly carricd out on the pages of the Irodalini Szemle | Literary Review)
of Pozsony (Bratislava) (sce for example Lanstyik 1993a, 1993b; Deme 1994; Jakab
1994; Kontra 1994a).

% Cf. Tolesvai Nagy 1991, 1994.
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410 this study T use the term “language planning” to refer to a case when doing this
work would use linguistic data in order to resolve social conflicts and abandon social
inadequacics counected to language use. This would be, in my consideration, the
ideal casc.

S The idea of “exacting” and “indolent” language use blurs together differént phenom-
cna, this blurring may be due to an crror in interpreting Bernseein whereby, the
claborated and restricted code described by Bernstein (1975) are understood to
correspond to standard and non-standard language usc. Elaborated and restricted code,
however, do not refer to language varictics, but to strategics ot language use: we use
claborated codes when we suppose that we have little previous common experience
with our conversational parter, therefore we have to make our statements as verbally
explicit as possible; however, we use a restricted code if we have so much previous
common experience with our speech partner that it is not necessary to express our
thoughits explicitly. That is to say, it is possible to talk in the elaborated code in a
non-standard language varicty, and it is also possible to usc the restricted code in the
standard lauguage variant. Thus “exacting” and “indolent” (and similar) denotations
are meaningless from a linguistic point of view because they may cqually refer to
speech which may or may not contaitt “incorrect forms” or which is explicit, elabo-
rated or less claborated.

%1n African American Vernacular English members belonging to the same group refer
to those who do not belong or are marginal o the group as “lame.” Labov has made
this word into a linguistic term, referring to those who with respect to a network of
relationships are outsiders or marginals. They use the language variety characteristic
of the given group less systematically than the insider members of the group.
According to Labov, linguists hecome lames in their own one-titne communitics,
thus their intuitions about their own dialects are not reliable ecnough.

"The principle of “least eftort,” “analogy,” and “systematicity” and other phenomena

often cited in the literature on language history as reasons tor linguistic change do

not determine a particular linguistic change, at most they can only contribute to
whethier a certain change takes place or not. One of the greatest mysteries of language
as such is language change, and this belongs to the unanswerable questions of
linguistics: so far there has been no satisfactory answer to why a given change occurs
ata certain point in time, and in a certain particular language, and why not at another
titne, or why it does ot take place in another language. Studies of secular linguistics
the have come nearer to solving this problem, (called actuation problem) exactly
beeause when studying linguistic change in addition to taking into consideration
system internal factors (the above mientioned principle of *least eftort,” analogy, and
systenaticity belong here) they also take into consideration factors lying outside of
the linguistic systen. According to this view, these factors are not “extra-linguistic”
in matore, vather they are very mnch part of the language: the social enmbededness of
language cannot be left out of consideration because if it were, the subject of our
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analysis woukd o fonger be natural Tanguage butait artificially produced system of
signs whose clements and roles are reminiscent of the clements and rules of the
Languoage fronwhich it has been “distilled,” but the “artificial Tanguage™ itsclf difters
fundamentally (functionally) from the natural language.

¥ Asurvey carried out in Hungary in which the informants were selected to correspond
to the ratios of the adule Hungarian population with respect to size of settlement, age,
cducational level and gender (that s to say the sample was representative of the adult
population of the connry) recently proved, that there were no significant difterences
in language use between those who consumed the products of language cultivation
(read articles on language cultivation, listened to or watched programs dealing with
Liguage caluvation) and those who did not (Kontra 1994b).

"V his definition in the dictionary appears under satirical thyme therefore itwould have
been better o annonnee a satirical ditty writing contest rather than advertising campaign,
stnee advertisements try to scll something and not to ridicule it. For the latter one can
be fined.

" Phe two founders of finguistic relativisim are Edward Sapir and Benjamin Lee Whorf,
therefure itis often also referred to as the Sapic-Whorf hypothesis. According to this
hypothesis, people’s worldview depends to some extent on what kind of conceptual
and grammatical categories and distinctions existin theirmother tongue. Accordingly,
the worldview of the speakers of twao ditterent languages may difter, depending on
the extent o which their binguages ditfer from cach other interms of senmantic and
grammatcal categortes.

" These passions have mostly been provoked by the writings of Miklos Kontra (1992,
1993) and Istvin Lanstyik (1993a, 1993b, 1994). The adjectives cited come from
Liszld Deme (1993) and Tstvan Jakab (1994). Itis noteworthy that the latter authors
do not connter linguistic arguments with linguistic arguments, but trade in personal
attacks tnstead. In this respeet Gibor Kemiény's reply (1993) also falls into this
category, butits tone is somewhat more restrained, he “only” blames Kontra for being
distoyal 10 the “community” of Hungarian linguists (who are supposed to be also
language cultivators according to Kemény).

"2 Jt was in the wake of this sound change that those words appeared in Hungarian which.
although they contained i sounds, which by then became frontally articulated, but
receive suffixes which contain back vowels, for example zsiros ‘greasy’, fjat ‘boww+ace.
suffix’, cte.

1 Studies on folk linguistics examine how noun-linguist members of the speech com-
munity (who are referred to as real speakers) evaluate certain language varietics: what
kind of conceptions they have about the linguistic system itself, what kind of
stercotypes they hold about their own language use and that of others.

"The term bilingnal is understood in a varicty of ways. According to the strictest
detinition, a person who speaks two languages on a native level is bilingual, according
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to the less strict definitions (these are the ones most often emiployed), however, a
person who speaks a second language “rather well” is also to be considered bilingual.

' Based in part on this, and in part ob an other research, also dealing with the language
shift of minority language speakers, she has published two articles in Hungarian, sce
also Gal 1991 and 1992. _

%On intimidated language use in greater detail see Kontra and Baugh 1990 and
Fiilci-Szianté 1992,

7on lingnistic buman rights sce Skutnabb-Kangas 1992; on the relationship of educa-
tion and ingaistic human rights see Lanstydk 1995¢.

®gee for example the draft law by Sandor Sziligyi N. (1994).

1t is worthwhile to quote from the article verbatim, because these quotes clearly
excmplify the attitude which indicates linguistic intolerance, still charaeteristic ot
today’s literature on language cultivation (the emphases are mine): the sportscaster is
“in crror” because “in the heat of speech at the end of longer words the diatectal
clement penetrates;” “the folk form” had 1o be “weeded out” from the manuscript of
the linguist colleague beeausc it was “jarsingly valgar, dialectal.” And the conclusion of
the article: “1 cannot determine at this point whether the above examples are individ-
ual occurrences or indicate a trend (that is to say whether the currently established
more or less unified standard is once again being penetrated by spoken, folk langnage variants
Jrom [socially] below. Naturally, the folk forms cited above are not incorrect —
linguistically. But they are incorrect stylisticatly, because they do not fit into the
stylistic coutext in which 1 have found them. At least as long as we continue to keep
things where they belong,.”

2With the exceptions of the Hungarian language variants of Slovakia, sce Istvin
Lanstyik’s and Gizclla Szabémibidly’s articles cited in the first note.

2 14 the course of data collection dialectologists sought out older, rural, if possible male
informants who had spent all their lives in a given settlement and had spent their
working lives as peasants, because it was supposed that they spoke the “purest” form
of traditional dialects. (That is to say, the farthest removed from the standard.) Such
informants arc referred to as NORM informants, based on the English acronym
non-mobile older rural male.
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