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Abstract. During our research, we wish to find out whether the native language education reform of 2005 brought any
positive changes in teaching the common language norm in the Hungarian schools in Transcarpathia. The research conducted
last year (20 schools, 280 students) proved that additional native language education has a spectacular result: young people
have a far more positive, objective attitude towards non-common language versions. By all means it is also worth to know
whether any such changes can be discovered concerning the use of language phenomena observed with the help of the three
task types. Based on an earlier survey it was proven that changes can actually be observed concerning the opinion about lan-
guage dialects since the Hungarian language curriculum of 2005 became effective. This change is clearly positive. Students
showed benevolence concerning language dialects, dialect speakers in far larger proportion than earlier. And it is not only
present in the field of numbers. Their explained opinion also shows a more objective, rational view. Whether we look at the
approach to, perspectives of the concept of language dialects, or the reasoning of their answers based on emotional attitude (e.g.
Would you feel sorry if dialects died out?). It is clearly an efficient change compared to the earlier data that while in the course
of the previous survey the situation of the minorities, borrowed elements were not mentioned concerning the local language
variants (or if they were, then in a negative context). These changes are clearly due to the additive attitude and the secondary
school textbooks prepared in this view.

Such clear changes cannot be observed concerning tasks about common language norm awareness. Small differences
can be seen concerning a few phenomena in the percentage of standard answers: in the case of using -ndk, the future tense of
the predicate kell. Studying the adverb of place suffix -nal/-nél used instead of -hoz/-hez/-hoz and -tol/-t6l in a comparative
function only shows an increase in percentage in the case of sentence correction tasks. This indicates that in the past 10 years

representatives of the studies age group became somewhat more aware.
The changed attitude that can be found in the Hungarian language curriculum in Transcarpathia and in the Hungarian
language textbooks is by no means favorable for this positive change.

Keywords: language attitude, native language variant, Transcarpathian school students, stereotypes.

Setting up the research problem. As the ma-
terial for our dissertation prepared between 2007 and
2008 we conducted surveys among ethnic Hungarian
students in Transcarpathia concerning their language
awareness, with special regard to their language dialect
attitude. In our present research, we wish to find out
whether the native language teaching reform of 2005
in ethnic Hungarian schools in Transcarpathia brought
any positive changes in the field of teaching and the
teaching efficiency of common language norm.

A study conducted on a representative sample
in the past year (20 schools, 280 students) proved that
additive native language education has a spectacular
result: young people related to non-common language
variants much more positively, objectively. It is defi-
nitely worth knowing whether any such changes can
be found in the area of using the language phenomena
we studied with the help of three task types (sentence
correction, sentence selection, sentence completion).

With the support of the Domus motherland sen-
ior tender we conducted a repeated survey in the ethnic
Hungarian schools of Transcarpathia. Since full sample
survey was not a goal in this tender, we selected a rep-
resentative sample that included 20 educational institu-
tions. In the course of the repeated survey, a total of 280
youth answered the questions.

The methods of the study. Defining the concept
of norm has been a problematic issue of language studies
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for a long time. Scientists agree that we cannot speak
about one norm concerning a specific language, since
«as many language dialects there are in our language, so
many normsare there» [Bencédy 1994, p. 17], crossing,
overlapping, weaving into each other. Several authors
mentioned that language norm has several components:
example, knowledge, lore, judgement influenced by ex-
ternal societal effects. The sum total of the above shapes
the norm awareness, language appreciation of a speaking
community. Zoltan Gombocz explained this in 1931 as
follows: «The language expression identical to the cus-
toms of a language community is right, the one contrary
to such customs is wrong» [Gombocz 1931, p. 11]. In the
course of native language classes in schools the teachers
intend to have the students learn, practice, understand
common language norms, that is, the rules of the stand-
ard. In this environment this is what is right. In the last
part of our questionnaire studying the language aware-
ness of ethnic Hungarian students in Transcarpathia we
intended to find out what is identical to the language use
customs of the studied group, that is, what they consider
right. What kind of known examples, what level of com-
mon language norm awareness the numbers present in a
formal situation (school class, filling out a questionnaire
concerning matters of language use), in writing. What
are the non-common language variants young people
rather accept, produce or choose, and what independent
variables these decisions show a correlation to.
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In our questionnaire we asked the students about
language variables that are widespread in Transcarpathia
(in the North-Eastern language dialect region).There are
variables in the questionnaire that can be observed in the
entire Hungarian language region, so they are priority
phenomena of language arts, native language teaching in
schools (suksiik, szuksziik, -7 in an inessivus function,
the hypercorrect use of the above, the location of the —
interrogative word in the word order, the use of -nak).
We inquired about a couple contact phenomena among
the sentence correction tasks as well; we were interested
in how young people are aware of the non-Hungarian
standard nature of these phenomena.

Main research material. The so-called suksiik
use, szuksziik use, csukcsiik use is maybe the most
stigmatized phenomenon of the language arts literature
in Hungary and Transcarpathia [Balogh 1991; Grét-
sy — Kovalovszky 1980, p. 616—618; Horvath 1991].
This is the phenomenon when instead of the S/3 and/
or P/1, 2, 3 person standard form of verbs ending in
-t or —szt in the indicative tense, in transitive conju-
gation the imperative is used (e.g. Holnap megkdssiik
az egyezséget). Several studies proved that despite the
social stigma these phenomena are widespread in the
language use in both Hungary and in Hungarian com-
munities outside the borders [Balogh 1997, p. 35-47;
Imre 1963; Kassai 1998, p. 23-25; and studies present-
ing the results of the National Socio-Linguistic Study,
the Budapest Socio-Linguistic Interview and the RSS
research]. It was also proved that the opinion about us-
ing sukstik and szuksziik, and therefore the frequency of
use is not the same: the non-standard nature of the latter
phenomenon is less known.

We inquired about the szuksziik-form with the
following sentences:

102. Miklos félt, hogy elszalassza az utolso lehetdséget.
M)

202. A tandar soha nem hala.....el a szamonkérést (el-
halaszt). (MK)

303. a) A tanulok nehezen valasztjak ki a megfelelot.

b) A tanulok nehezen valasszak ki a megfeleldt. (MV)

We study and present the received data from the
perspective of the percentage (proportion) of answers
conforming to the codified common language norm
our submitters gave in 2008 and 2018, respectively
(indicating this with the expression “standard an-
swers”).

Fig. 1.Indicative form of verbs ending in -szt
(percentage of standard answers)
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khi=33,112, df=3, p<0,000 (MJ)
khi>=25,478, df=3, p<0,000 (MK)
khi>=16,495, df=2, p<0,000 (MV)

From the numerical data it turns out that com-
pared to the situation 10 years ago no significant chang-
es occurred, except in the case of sentence correction
tasks. The task types influenced the answers in this case
as well: common language answers were evoked by the
question requiring sentence completion in the largest
proportion.

Language arts also study the issue of —nVk suffix
addition in subjective ik-less conjugation in conditional
tense, S/1 person, considering it wrong, a grave fault,
and its use is also strongly stigmatized in Hungary
[Grétsy—Kovalovszky 1980,p. 626; G. Varga 1990, p.
179]. According to the data received in the course of the
Budapest Socio-Linguistic Interview this phenomenon
correlates with the occupation of the submitters and the
task types [Borbély 2007, p. 53—58]. In her study Anna
Borbély also calls the attention to that «the negative
opinion of society concerning the non-standard (ndk)
is much greater than it would be justified based on its
incidence» [Borbély 2007, p. 57].

Looking at the diagram it is clear that the
non-standard nature of this phenomenon among stu-
dents in Transcarpathia is less known than the ones
mentioned above.

105. Nagyon szivesen usznak a Tiszaban. (MJ)

205. Ha tehetném, egész éjszaka olvas...............
(olvas) (MK)

305. a) Jo lenne, ha ujra kézilabddzhatndk.

b) Jo lenne, ha ujra kézilabdazhatnék. (MV)

Fig. 2.Use of -nak (percentage of standard

answers)
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khi>=53,338, df=3, p<0,000 (MJ)
khi>=28,594, df=3, p<0,000 (MK)
khi*=3,796,,df=2, p=0,15 not significant (MV)

There is a significant difference in the case of us-
ing -nak: in 2018 the questioned youth gave common
language solutions on the filled in worksheets in larger
proportion.

Looking at the results according to task type a
change can be observed here also, compared to the pre-
vious situation: in this case, normative solutions were
received in the case of sentence correction tasks in the
largest proportion.

According to the norms of the Hungarian common
language the —e interrogative word always connects to
the predicate. According to the Manual of Language
Arts detracting from this norm is a mistake [Grétsy —
Kovalovszky 1980, p. 458]. We can get information
about the spread of and opinion about this phenome-
non from several socio-linguistic surveys [Beregszaszi
— Marku 2003, p. 179-207; Kassai 1994, p. 125-130;
Kassai 1994a, p. 42—48; Kassai 2004, p. 72-7].
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We studied the use of the place of the —einterroga-
tive word in the word order by students in Transcarpathia
using sentence correction and sentence selection tasks.

106. Azt szeretném kérdezni, nem-e lattad Anndat. (MJ)

306. a) Nem-e akarsz veliink jonni?

b) Nem akarsz-e veliink jonni? (MV)

The students gave common language answers in
somewhat larger proportion than 10 years before:45,1%
in the case of sentence correction tasks, 78,4% in the
case of sentence selection tasks. In the case of this var-
iable the common language norm is again present in a
smaller proportion among the solutions of the sentence
correction task.

The future tense nonstandard form of the predicate
kell (need), kelllesz is a frequent phenomenon of the lan-
guage use of ethnic Hungarians in Transcarpathia [Bereg-
szaszi — Marku 2003, p. 183]. According to Istvan Kotyuk
its spread was facilitated by the influence of the Russian
and the Ukrainian language [Kétyuk 1995, p. 53].

We studied its use based on two tasks. We indicat-
ed the pronounced form of the conjugated variant in the
sentences, since the students probably have not seen the
expression kelllesz written, and it might confuse them
when giving answers.

109. Holnap el kelllesz (kellesz) mennem orvo-
shoz. (MJ)

309. a) El kell lesz (kellesz) mennem a konyvtar-
ba. b) El kell majd mennem a kényvtarba. (MV)

A difference can be seen in the case of this vari-
able: several students corrected the sentence using the
standard form or selected the standard form in the case of
both task types. The difference between the proportion of
answers is significant: if they see the common language
and the non-common language variant written (Sentence
selection task) their decision is more confident than in
the case when only one form is before them.

Fig. 3.Future tense of the predicate kell (per-
centage of standard answers)
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khi>=81,252, df=3, p<0,000 (MJ)
khi?=0,29, df=2, p=0,865 (MV)

sentence separation

Another characteristic of the language use of eth-
nic Hungarians in Transcarpathia (with a dialect back-
ground) is the adverb of place suffix -ndl/-nél used in
the place of -hoz/-hez/-hoz. A larger proportion of com-
mon language answers were receivedin 2008 than in
2018 in the case of this variable. Here, observing the
situation according to task types no such quantitative
difference can be seen as in the case of the former phe-
nomena.

110. Nydron sokszor utaztam nagymamamnda. (MJ)

310. a) Holnap mindenképpel megyek hozzatok;

b) Holnap mindenképpel megyek nalatok. (MV)
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The use of the -t6//-t6l suffix is also frequent in
the language use of ethnic Hungarians in Transcar-
pathia to express comparison. We can find examples
of the synonymy of -nal/-nél and -tol/-t6l already in
the late ancient Hungarian era linguistic sources [Ko-
rompay 1992, p. 401-408]. According to the Manual of
Language Arts using -t0//-t6lis to be avoided in a com-
parative adverb function [Grétsy — Kovalovszky 1980,
p-250]. However, Endre Raczwrites the following: «We
can consider it a positive language dialect influence in
the grammatical system of the common language that
for example the —tol/-t6l suffix of the so-called compar-
ative adverb is used ever more often, at the expense of
the -nal/-nélsuffix. (...) Its reemergence and becoming
almost a part of common language is a welcome de-
velopment also because the suffix -nal/-nél — in sever-
al other meanings as well — is far too frequent in our
speech and writing» [Racz 1987, p. 3]. Studying the
language use of ethnic Hungarians outside the borders
several authors are of the opinion that the wider spread
of the phenomenon is the consequence of foreign lan-
guage influences besides the language use more char-
acteristic of the language dialect [Beregszaszi — Marku
2003, p. 184].

111. A mi telepiilésiink sokkal nagyobb a szomszédfa-
Iut61.(MJ)

208. A batyam étévvel iddsebb Laci... ... ..................
(Laci).(MK)

311. a) Evd tiobbanszeretem Maritol.

b) Evdt jobbanszeretem Marindal. (MV)

In the case of this phenomenon significant differ-
ences can only be seen compared to the earlier data in
the case of the sentence correction task type.

The results of the analysis. Based on an earli-
er survey it was proven that changes can actually be
observed concerning the opinion about language di-
alects since the Hungarian language curriculum of
2005 became effective. This change is clearly positive.
Students showed benevolence concerning language
dialects, dialect speakers in far larger proportion than
earlier. And it is not only present in the field of num-
bers. Their explained opinion also shows a more ob-
jective, rational view. Whether we look at the approach
to, perspectives of the concept of language dialects, or
the reasoning of their answers based on emotional at-
titude (e.g. Would you feel sorry if dialects died out?).
It is clearly an efficient change compared to the earlier
data that while in the course of the previous survey the
situation of the minorities, borrowed elements were not
mentioned concerning the local language variants (or if
they were, then in a negative context). These changes
are clearly due to the additive attitude and the second-
ary school textbooks prepared in this view.

Conclusions. Such clear changes cannot be ob-
served concerning tasks about common language norm
awareness. Small differences can be seen concerning a
few phenomena in the percentage of standard answers:
in the case of using -ndk, the future tense of the predi-
cate kell. Studying the adverb of place suffix -nal/-nél
used instead of -hoz/-hez/-hoz and -t6l/-t6] in a compar-
ative function only shows an increase in percentage in
the case of sentence correction tasks. This indicates that
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in the past 10 years representatives of the studies age  Hungarian language curriculum in Transcarpathia and
group became somewhat more aware. in the Hungarian language textbooks is by no means

The changed attitude that can be found in the favorable for this positive change.
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JIIEBICTHh BUKJIAJIAHHS PITHOI MOBH HA 3AKAPIIATTI HA OCHOBI BIJIITOBIJIEW,
OTPUMAHUMX BIJI PECIHIOHAEHTIB ITPU ITPOBEJEHHI
IMOBTOPHOI'O AHKETYBAHHSI (2008-2018)

AHoTauisi. Y X0/i ZOCIi/UKEHHS MU HaMaraiuics 3’CyBaTH, 41 prHecia ocBiTHs pedopma 2005 poky, cripsiMoBaHa Ha
BUKJIQJIAHHS PiJIHOT MOBH, ITO3UTHBHHI BIUIMB Ha BHUKJIAJaHHs 3araJlLHOHAPOJHOI MOBH B IIKOJIAX 3aKapIaTTs 3 YTOPCHKOIO
MOBOIO HaBuyaHHs. [IpoBezneHi B monepenni poku gociimkenHs (20 mkin, 280 y4HiB) TOBENH, 10 BUKOPUCTAHHS 31CTAaBHOTO
METO/Ly Tijl Yac BUKJIJAaHHs PiJHOT MOBH IPUHOCHTH HAOUHI PE3y/IbTAaTH: MOJIO/b OLIBII TO3UTHBHO, 00’ €KTUBHIIIIE CTABUTHCS
JI0 BapiaHTiB HelliTepaTypHoi MOBH. J{0CIi/KY OUH 1ie TIMTaHHsI, TAKOXK BapTO 3BEPHYTH yBary Ha T€, UM HaCTaJIM NOMIOHI 3MiHI
y cepi BUKOpUCTaHHS MOBHHUX SIBUIL, BUBYCHHS SIKMX 0a3yBayocs Ha 3aCTOCYBaHHI TPhOX THIIB 3aBaHb. [IpoBeieHe paHirie
JOCITIDKEHHST TOKA3aJ10, 110 3MiHU y CIIPUHHSATTI TiaJIeKTiB BiA3HAYAIHCS 3 MOMEHTY 3anpoBaukeHHs 2005 poky HaB4aIbHOTO
IUIaHY 3 YTOPCHKOT MOBH i 11l 3MiHU OJIHO3HAYHO CJTiJ PO3IIIHIOBATH SIK [TO3UTUBHI. Y BiJICOTKOBOMY CITIBBiIHOIICHHI IIEpeBaKHA
YacTHUHA YYHIB BUSBIIIOTH OUTBIIY TOJEPAaHTHICTh Y CTaBICHHI O JIiaJIeKTiB Ta iX HOCIiB, HUK paHimie. | e BHABISIETHCS
HE JIMIIe B KUTBKICHOMY €KBiBaJeHTi. BUCIIOBIICHI pecroHIeHTaMU yMKH CBi4aTh Mpo OLIbII 00’ €KTUBHY Ta palliOHAIbHY
CBITOIIISIHY MO3MIIIFO, aHAMI3 SIKUX MO)Ke 0a3yBaTHCs SIK Ha MIAXO/I Ta aCHEeKTaxX TIIyMAYCHHS TCPMiHA OidieKm, maKk i moHy
oOmpuUManux 6ionosioetl, HAOAHUX 8 eMOYIUHOMY nopusi (Hanpuxiad: HYu He wkodyeanu 6, akOu diarekmu eumepiu?).

V chepi 3aBaaHb, 1110 OL[IHIOOTH 3HAHHSI 3 HOPM 3arajlbHOHAPOJHOT MOBH, TaKi 3MiHU BUsABUITHCS caabuie. HesHauwi 3MiHu
MOMIYCHI y CIiBBiHOIICHHI CTaHAAPTHHUX BIMOBI/ICH, 1110 BKa3yIOTh Ha TC YM iHIIIC MOBHE SIBUIIE, TOOTO 3MiHH BHSBHIHCS
y BUKOpHCTaHHI Cy(ikciB -ndk y BUNaAKy BKMBaHHS HpHUcynka kell y maitGytHpoMy daci. Buxopucranms cydixca -ndl/-
nél, mo BUKOHy€e (YHKIII0 OOCTaBUHU MICIS Ta 3aMiHIOE CY(iKC -hoz/-hez/-héz y MOPIBHSIBHO-(QYHKIIOHATBHOMY aCIeKTi,
BUKOPHCTaHHS cy(ikca -f0l/-t6] Bkasye Ha mporopuiiiHe 301IbIICHHS JIMIIE Y BHUIAJIKY, KOJIH CY()IiKC BUKOPHUCTOBYETHCS 3
METOIO KOPEKIIil pedeHHs. A 1ie BKa3ye Ha Te, 0 MPEACTaBHUKH J0CIiIKYyBaHOI BiKOBOI Kareropii 3a octanHi 10 pokiB cranu
OiplI cBiTOMUMH. [{UM MO3UTHBHUM 3pYIICHHSIM @)X HISK HE CHOpHsE TOH 3MIHEHWH MiXiJ, SKAl MaeMO B HHUHILIHBOMY
HaBYAILHOMY IUIaHI Ta MiAPYYHHKAX 3 YTOPCHKOI MOBH.

Ku1r040Bi cj10Ba: MOBHUI aTTHTION, BAPIaHT PiZHOT MOBH, LIKOJISIPI 3aKapHaTTs, CTEPEOTUITH, HABYAIBHUH TIIaH.
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