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Abstract. A central issue of this paper isto study the patternsin
variation of attitudes toward minority language varieties in four
minority communities from Hungary: German, Slovak, Serb and
Romanian. This study takes part from the research which focuses
on how to obtain significant information about the mechanism of
thelanguage shift process concerning autochthonous minoritiesin
Hungary. The results demonstrate that in the course of language
shift communities at an advanced stage of |anguage shift haveless
positive attitudestoward their minority languagesthan individuals
from communitieswhere language shift isin aless advanced stage.
In Hungarian minority groups speakers’ attitudestoward minority
language varieties (diaect vs. standard) are the symptoms of lan-
guage shift.
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1. Theproblem

A central issue of thispaper isto study the patternsin varia-
tion of attitudestoward minority language varietiesin four minority
communities. This study takes part from the research which fo-
cuses on how to obtain significant information about the mecha-
nism of the language shift process concerning autochthonous mi-
noritiesin Hungary (see e.g. Kontra 1997, Borbély 2001, Bartha
and Borbély 2006).

Attitudeisan interdisciplinary term, bridging psychology and
sociology, but it hasbecomealso aterm of linguistics, in particular
in psycholinguisticsand sociolinguistics. Attitudes play apowerful
rolein determining on€e's behavior (Lambert and Lambert 1973),
and it may also be viewed asreflections of behavior (Brudner and
Douglas 1979). The main factors which influence language atti-
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tudesarehistorica, socid and palitical changes, for examplechanges
in language policy (cf. Woolard and Gahng 1990). For these rea-
sons the attitudes of the speaker, who is a member of a minority
community being inlanguage shift process, may beregarded asan
important factor in the description of hig/her bilingualism. In addi-
tion, it must be clarified that the process of language shift isnot a
linear change. The real and apparent time analyses redlized in
1990 and in 2000, in the Hungarian—Romanian minority commu-
nity regarding the changesin bilingual language choice, revealed
that middle-aged (40-58-year-old) subjects were less influenced
by general socia/political changesthan younger ones (18-39-year-
old). Both groupswere equally influenced only by local social com-
munity changes (Borbély 2005). A further evidence of non-linear
change of language shift process can be provided by studying the
variation of attitudes toward minority language varieties (dialect
vs. standard) in the same country focusing on cross-community
differences. Inthispaper, based on comparative datacollected from
four minority groupsin Hungary, | would liketo provide evidence
that in the studied minority communities the patterns of attitudes
toward varieties of minority languages (dialect vs. standard) differ
from each others, and this variation could be an important symp-
tom or factor in the course of language shift reflecting different
phases and/or dynamics.

2. Short historicbackground of theHungarian
minoritiest

From the Hungarian conquest (895) throughout the entire
history of Hungary the presence of minorities are manifested,
and following many long centuries in the first part of the 20th
only morethan the half (51,4%) of the population had Hungarian
as mother tongue. The assimilation of minoritiesin the Hungar-
ian mass of the population iswell-known. In Hungary thereisan
extended, ironic proverbial description for own rootsfitted per-
sonally, asthe following example show us:. “ Both my grandmoth-

1 TheAct LXXVII of 1993 on the Rights of National and Ethnic Minoritiesde-
finesthe Bulgarian, Gypsy (Romaand Boyash), Greek, Croatian, Polish, Ger-
man, Armenian, Romanian, Ruthenian, Serb, Slovak, Slovene and Ukrainian
ethnic groups asnational or ethnic minoritiesnativeto Hungary.
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ers are Bunjevci, my grandfather by father side is Swabian and
by mother side is Polish. Therefore | aminsightful clearly Hun-
garian” (Lindner and Horvéth 2007: 114). Until and in the 19th
century therelationship of Hungarians and most minoritiesliving
in Hungary could be characterized predominantly with a coexist-
ence living side by side, due to the social circumstances charac-
teristic to this time period. The linguistic consequence of this
circumstance wasthat the majority of the members of the minor-
ity groups were monolingual, speaking only their own minority
languages. In the 20th century, dueto the historical, political and
economical changes, the relationship of Hungarians and the mi-
noritiesliving in Hungary could be characterized more and more
with a coexistence living together. As aresult, the members of
the minority groups began to become bilinguals (Borbély 2007).
However, today the bilingualism of minority groupsin Hungary is
not a stable but a temporary one (see Fishman 1968, Gal 1979:
2), since the functions of the language use of the own minority
language and the majority language do not set apart from each
other. The 20th century isfull of serious historical events, which
had influence on the change of the minorities’ community life.
These historical events, totally (or partially) ignoring human and
minority rights, generated profoundly the significant decrease of
the size, the assimilation process and the language shift of the
indigenous minoritiesliving in Hungary.

In Hungary members of minority communitiesstill speaking
their mother tongue, speak a local variety of their minority lan-
guage. Very few of them, mainly intellectuals, speak avariety close
tothestandard, in addition to their local dialect. The standard vari-
ety of minority languages spoken in Hungary are contact varieties,
and are learned varieties developed by systematic (or accidental,
depending on the proficiency in standard variety of the speaker)
replacement of dialectal elements of the local variety (the mother
tongue) with the corresponding elements of the standard. A small
part of theyounger generations of the communities, who started to
learn minority languages at school, speak only the standard variety
of the minority languages. The dialects of minority languages are
used mostly in conversations within family, between friends, or
neighbors, at meetingswith minority in-group relatives. At public
domainstheright of minority language useis exhausted in putting
name boards of minority settlements and local offices. National
officia persona documentsare awaysmonolingua Hungarian, and
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today? the minorities have the opportunities to choose minority
first namefor their children.

3. Thedata

The present research is based on the data of anational sur-
vey onongoing linguistic and sociolinguistic changeswithinsix lin-
guistic minoritiesin Hungary. The main aimin the framework of
the project Dimensions of being linguistically different — Possi-
bilities for preserving minority languages (2001-2004) is to de-
scribe the forms of language shift and language maintenance in
minority communities; forms of social conduct bilingualism, mi-
nority attitudes and prejudicesin the communities studied in Hun-
gary. The 421 subjects were selected (by age, sex and education)
fromthefollowing speech communities (and townsor villages): Boyash
(Méanfa, Alsdszentmérton), German (Tarjan), Roma(Mezétir), Ro-
manian (Kétegyhaza), Slovak (Totkomlés) and Serbian (Pomaz)
(see Bartha 2007, Borbély 2007, Erb 2007, Palmainé Orsbs 2007,
Uhrin 2007).

In the study of attitudes toward varieties of minority lan-
guages (dialect vs. standard), the dialect variety is represented by
thelocal variety spokeninthetownsor villageswhere subjectsare
living (e.g. German spoken in Tarjan; Slovak spokenin Tétkoml 6s),
and the standard variety are represented by languages spoken in
homeland/mother-tongueland (e.g. Germany, Slovekia). Inthe case
of Boyash and Roma communitiesthere are no such countries, so
we omitted both communities from this resent study. For thisrea-
son data have been examined from the following four minority
communities from Hungary: German, Slovak, Serb and Roma-
nian.

Thelanguage attitudes toward the two varieties of minority
languages are examined with direct questions. The questionnaires
were administered orally by field workers, who were membersin
the studied communitiesand speak thelocal variety of the commu-
nity languages. The questionnaireshad beenfilledin by field worker

2 In spite of the 12.8 (1) section of the Minority Act (1993/LXXVII) thisisal-
lowed only from 2000. After this year a collection of personal hames of 12
minorities living in Hungary was published (S. David, 2004), and a separate
collection of German namesin 2004.
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and the data collection was also recorded by cassette player. The
guestionnaires contain totally 142 questions. From theseit will be
examined four language attitudes questions (Q65-Q103). Thefol-
lowing questions (and the possible three answers. A1, A2, A3)
were borrowed — and translated in English — from the question-
naire used in the Hungarian—Romanian community in K étegyhaza
interviewedinlocal Romanian languagevariety:

(Q65) Which language do you consider more beautiful: the
Romanian spoken in Kétegyhaza or the one spoken in Romania?
(A1) theonein Kétegyhdza (A2) both (A3)theonein Romania

(Q66) Which language do you consider more useful: the
Romanian spoken in Kétegyhaza or the one spoken in Romania?
(A1) theonein Kétegyhdza (A2) both  (A3) theonein Romania

(Q67) Which language do you consider more difficult: the
Romanian spoken in Kétegyhaza or the one spoken in Romania?
(A1) theonein Kétegyhaza (A2)both (A3)theonein Romania

(Q68) Which language do you like: the Romanian spokenin
Kétegyhaza or the one spoken in Romania?
(A1) theonein Kétegyhaza (A2)both (A3)theonein Romania

The answers gathered by questionnaires from 281 subjects
were analyzed with quantitative methods: descriptive statisticsand
inferential statistics(e.g. Tukey-Kramer method, see Vargha2007)
with ROPstat (www.ropstat.com) statistical package. In the next
section the most frequent answers (in percentage) will be presented
for each question and each community, and also the significant
cross-communities differencesamong them.

4. Results: attitudestoward minority language
varieties

4.1. Emotional attitude (Which language
[variety] doyou like? Q68)

According to the dataregarding this question in the studied
four minority communitiesthe most frequent response of the sub-
jects showed that subjects like more the dialect (local variety of
the minority language, see Al in Table 1) than the standard vari-
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ety (spoken e.g. in Slovakia, Romania). Germans gave the highest
percentage (74.3%), the smallest Romanians (50.7%), and Slovaks
(61.4%) and Serbs’ (67.1%) percentages were between. The pair-
wise comparison showed significant differences between Romani-
ansand the other three communities. Germans, Serbsand Slovaks
likesignificantly (p <.01) morethedidect variety of their minority

language than Romanians.

Table 1. The most frequent answers for each question in
each community, and cross-communities differences.®

Minority languages/answers (A)
Serb Slovak Romanian German

Al | A2 | A3 | A1 | A2 | A3 | Al | A2 | A3 | Al | A2 | A3
Attitudes
Like 67.1 61.4 50.7 74.3
(emotional; *
Q68)
Beautiful 47.1 68.1 47.9 | 54.3
(esthetic; w *
Q65)
Useful 45.7 43.1 62.9 81.4
(functional; * st
Q66)
Difficult 71.4 79.4 81.4 58.6
(competence; +
Q67)

4.2. Estheticattitude (Which language
[variety] doyou consider mor ebeautiful?
Q65)

Themost diverse answers had been obtained for the esthetic
attitude. Most of Germans said that dialect is more beautiful than
standard (54.3%) (see Al in Table 1). Most of Serbs (47.1%)
assumed in the same way both are beautiful (see A2 in Table 1).
Most of Slovak (68.1%) and most of Romanian (47.9%) respond-
ents said standard is more beautiful than dialect (see A3in Table
1). Comparing the minority communities’ answersto each other,

8 Symbolsinthetable: Al=loca variety (dialect) of theminority language; A2
=both: local variety of theminority language and standard variety of theminor-
ity language; A3 = standard variety of the minority language; +=p<.10;
*=p<.05 **=p<.0L
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statistical resultsshowed significant differencesamong them. Slovak
(p<.01) and Romanian (p < .05) answersdiffer significantly from
the answers of German and Serb subjects.

4.3. Functional attitude (Which language|[vari-
ety] do you consider mor e useful? Q66)

L ooking the practical/functional view of minority language
varietiesin the four studied communities the highest percentages
reveal that standard variety is more useful than dialect variety
(see A3 in Table 1). The highest percentage is presented in the
German community (81.4%), the smallest in the Slovak commu-
nity (43.1%), and Serbs' percentage (45.7%) and Romanians' per-
centage (62.9%) are in between. Tukey-Kramer method shows
significant differences among these four communities. Romanians
(p<.05) and Germans (p < .01) considered more useful the stand-
ard variety —in comparison with dial ect variety —than the Serb and
the Slovak respondents.

4.4. Competenceattitude (Which language
[variety] doyou consider moredifficult?
Q67)

In these four communities the highest percentages of the
answersto this question reveal that standard variety is more diffi-
cult than dialect variety (see A3 in Table 1). Subjects who gave
thisresponse werein highest percentages Romanians (81.4%), the
other community resultsare: Slovaks(79.4%), Serbs(71.4%), and
Germans (58.6%). Comparing the four community results with
each other, thereisatendency difference (p<.1): the Romanians
answers are higher than the answers obtained in the other three
communities.

5. Patternsof attitudestoward minority language
varieties

Calculating the mean of percentages of the three possible
answers (Al = diaect, A2 = both, A3 = standard) for the four
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guestions (Q65—Q103) inthe four communitieswe can differenti-
ate three different patterns of attitudes.

5.1. Therespondents relation totheboth
varieties

The Serb community is related more to the both varieties,
as the respondents’ answers to the four questions are separated
nearly in the same three parts (see Figure 1).

Serbs

34,28 35,33 @ Dialect

O Both

O Standard

30,35

Figurel.

5.2. Therespondents relationtothestandard
variety

In Slovak and Romanian communitiesthe answersarerea-
sonably similar: in both communitiesthe respondents answersare
related mostly to the standard variety of minority languages, and
the lessto the both varieties (see Figure 2 and Figure 3).
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Slovaks
29,9
@ Dialect
53 O Both
O Standard
171
Figure2.
Romanians
30,38
m Dialect
O Both
57,55 O Standard
12,08
Figure3.

5.3. Therespondents relation tothedialect
variety and tothestandard variety

Inthe German community theanswersareoftenrelated to the
diaect, or to the standard, but rarely to both varieties (see Figure 4).
From the above discussion, it may possibly be remarkable,
to analyzethe correlations of the language attitudestoward minor-
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ity language varieties with the choice of minority languages. The
obtai ned three different pattern types of attitudestoward thevarie-
ties of minority languages can possibly be reflected in different
types of choice of minority languages. The following section de-
scribesthese attitude patternstoward minority language varieties,
detected in these four communities, how they correlate with the
choice of minority languages.

Germans
43,95 m Dialect
48,93 O Both
O Standard
715

Figure4d

6. Minority languageattitudesand the choice of
minority languages

In the course of the data collection we examined aso the
choice of minority languages and the Hungarian. From the question-
naireit will be analyzed the answers concerning the bilingual lan-
guage choicein 22 questions (22 situations). These questionswere
formulated e.g. as follows: What language do you use with your
mother/friend/child/etc.? The possible answers, afive-point scale
covers abroad range of answers: 1 = always minority language; 2
= mostly minority language; 3 = both language smilarly; 4 =
mostly Hungarian language; 5 = always Hungarian language. We
calculated mean percentages of the answers (I use) 1= always mi-
nority language of these 22 situationsin four Hungarian minority
communities. Results demonstrate that minority language is used
most frequently in Serb community (50%), and in German commu-
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nity was said to be used theleast (14%). Slovaks' (28%) and Roma-
nians (28%) percentageswere between (see Figureb).

\
Serb | 50

Slovak i 28
Romanian | 28
German [ |14

0 20 40 60 80 100

| use always

Figure 5. The choice of minority languages: mean of per-
centagesin 22 situations (see Borbély 2006).

Comparing the three attitude patterns (see 5.1, 5.2., 5.3.)
of four Hungarian minority communities with the choice of mi-
nority languages in 22 situations we discovered the following
correlations between attitudes and the choice of minority lan-
guages (see Figure 6).

Serb (Pattern 1: BOTH) ##% 50

[’

§ Slovak (Pattern 2: STANDARD) | 28

©

¥ Romanian (Pattern 2: STANDARD) ? 28

=

- German (Pattern 3: DIALECT or |

STANDARD) ] 14

0 20 40 60 80 100

Figure 6. Comparing the 3 attitude pattern types with the
choice of minority languages.

 Inthe Hungarian—Serb community —where the language
attitudes are related the most to the both varieties of mi-
nority language—theminority language (Serbian) ischo-
sen morefrequently than in the other three communities.
* IntheHungarian—Slovak and Hungarian—Romanian com-
munities—wherethe language attitudes arerel ated to the
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standard variety, the minority languages are chosen less
frequently thanin Serb community.

¢ IntheHungarian-German community —wherethelanguage
atitudesarerelated lessto the both varieties—the minority
language (German) is chosen less frequently than in the
other three communities,

7. Conclusons

Cross-community differencesof linguistic attitudes and mi-
nority language choice are taken into account, even in the case of
the seemingly identical sociolinguistic settings(e.g. political, social,
minority language policy background) in Hungary. The presented
three patterns of linguistic attitudes provide proofsthat the process
of language shift is a non-linear change (see also Borbély 2005).
Even in the same country cross-community differences are real-
ized, that reflect: in minority community where the members are
related to the both varieties of the minority language the process of
language shift isinitsless advanced phase than in the community
where the members have positive attitudesto the standard variety.
The most advanced phase of language shift is shown in the com-
munity wherethe membershavethe highest positive attitude either
to the dialect or to the standard separately but not to the both
varietiestogether. In Hungarian minority communitiesthe mainte-
nance of theminority languageswill be successful only if the mem-
berswill have positive attitudes and relations not only to the dial ect
or to the standard varieties consecutively, but to the both varieties
simultaneously (asit isin the Serb community) (see Table 2).

Table 2. Language attitudes and phasesin language shiftin
four Hungarian minority groups.

Minority groups Serbs Slovaks, Germans
Romanians

PoOSITIVE TO BOTH TO STANDARD TO DIALECT OR

ATTITUDES TOWARD ~ (DIALECT AND TO STANDARD

MINORITY STANDARD)

LANGUAGE

VARIETIES

PHASES IN LESS ADVANCED MOST

LANGUAGE SHIFT ADVANCED PHASE ADVANCED

(THE CHOICE OF PHASE

LANGUAGES)
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These results demonstrate that in the course of language
shift communities at an advanced stage of |anguage shift haveless
positive attitudestoward their minority languagesthan individuals
from communitieswhere language shift isin aless advanced stage.
In Hungarian minority groups speakers’ attitudes toward minority
language varieties (diaect vs. standard) are the symptoms of lan-
guage shift ase.g. the choice of minority languagesareinthelife of
minority communities.
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Kokkuvote. Anna Borbely: Kedled ja kedlevariandid: vordlev uuri-
mus nelja vahemuskogukonna keeldistest hoiakutest Ungaris. Uuri-
muse keskne eesmérk on anal litisida vahemuskeel tesse suhtumise must-
ritevarieerumist neljasUngari vahemuskogukonnas. Saksa, Slovaki, Ser-
bia ja Rumeenia. Anallilis on osa uurimistédst, mis keskendub sellele,
kuidas koguda informatsiooni keelevahetusprotsesside kohta Ungari
autohtoonsete véhemusrahvuste hulgas. Uurimuse tulemustest nahtub, et
need kogukonnad, kuskee evahetus on kaugemal earenenud, suhtuvad oma
vahemuskeeltesse véhem positiivselt kui need, kelle keelevahetus e ole
nii kaugele arenenud. Ungari véhemuskeelte kdnel g ate suhtumine véhe-
muskeele variantidesse (murre vs. standardkeel) on n-6 keelevahetuse
suimptomiteks.

M ar ksbnad: keelevahetus, keelehoiakud, murrevs. standardkee!, vord-
lev uurimist6o






