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Factors Shaping Language Ideologies and Practices among Turkish
Immigrant Families in Hungary

Language use in immigrant families reflects a complex interplay of social structures and
individual agency. This study explores how first-generation Turkish immigrants in Hungary
negotiate language use, both individually and within families, in a context characterized by neither
strong assimilation pressures nor significant institutional support. It further examines key factors
influencing these practices. Qualitative interviews reveal that Turkish retains strong emotional
significance, but a gradual shift toward Hungarian is evident, particularly in exogamous
households. Language behavior is influenced by marital context, gender, and age at immigration.
Although multilingualism is valued, limited reinforcement of Turkish contributes to language
shift, highlighting ongoing tensions between cultural preservation and integration.
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1. Introduction

Understanding language use and negotiation within immigrant families requires
attention to both structural and individual-level influences. Kipp et al. (1995)
identify two interrelated domains shaping language behavior: broader sociocultural
conditions and individual characteristics. At the macro level, host-country policies
and sociolinguistic climates influence language maintenance. Institutional support,
such as minority-language education and ethnic media, can facilitate the
transmission of heritage languages (Altinkamis & Agirdag, 2014). While countries
like the Netherlands offer such provisions, Hungary does not recognize Turkish as
a minority language, and neither the Turkish state nor Hungarian institutions provide
meaningful support for its preservation (Giirses & Batyi, 2022). In this context,
Turkish-speaking families must rely on internal family dynamics and personal
agency. At the micro level, language practices are shaped by age, gender, education,
migration motivation, and duration of residence (Kipp et al., 1995). Education can
foster multilingual ideologies (Altinkamis & Agirdag, 2014), yet it does not
guarantee language maintenance, especially where Turkish lacks perceived value.
Migration trajectories also affect language choices, as differing motivations (e.g.,
voluntary vs. forced migration) lead to varying degrees of integration and
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attachment to heritage languages (Yagmur & van de Vijver, 2012).

In Hungary, the small-sized Turkish community lacks minority status, with no
institutional support, and is characterized by high intermarriage and weak
community ties (Giirses & Batyi, 2022), making individual-level factors especially
influential. Within this context, language ideologies and practices arise from the
interplay of social and biographical factors rather than functioning in isolation.
Therefore, rather than treating language policy as a top-down or static construct, this
study adopts a flexible approach inspired by Hornberger’s (2006) to explore
individual and family language practices and how Turkish-speaking parents in
Hungary respond to external factors and internal dynamics, revealing how structural
constraints and personal agency shape everyday language ideologies and practices
in the families.

2. Contextual and Determinant Factors Influencing Language Ideology and
Practice

Ricento (2006¢) emphasizes the tension between the many spoken languages and
the relatively small number of nation-states, creating multilingual contexts in which
language ideologies play a central role in shaping both the perceived value and
practical use of different languages. Dominant languages, with greater social and
economic power, often displace minority languages, influenced by migration
history, social roles, and institutional forces (May, 2006). Building on this, Yagmur
and van de Vijver (2012) discuss the interplay of communal and individual factors
in shaping language use, highlighting that these influences often overlap in
immigrant communities.

Studies indicate that first-generation migrants generally maintain their mother
tongues, while second-generation migrants tend to shift toward the dominant
language, often through exposure in the education system (Portes & Rumbaut,
2001). At the same time, education introduces dominant language ideologies that
can either support or undermine minority language maintenance (Kopke, 2007;
Yagmur & Bayram Jacobs, 2015). Migrants who develop proficiency in the host
language may view it as a resource rather than a threat, which influences their
language choices and practices (Clément, Noels, & Deneault, 2001). Gender also
plays a role in language practices: women often act as custodians of heritage
languages, whereas men are more likely to adopt the dominant language in public
domains (Pavlenko, 2001). Moreover, motivations for migration shape language
ideologies: voluntary migrants often adopt dominant languages to enhance social
mobility, whereas displaced people tend to retain heritage languages as symbols of
identity and resistance (Fishman, 1966; Yagmur, 1997). At the community level,
factors such as community density provide a supportive environment that fosters
language maintenance (Clyne & Kipp, 1997). Conversely, social dynamics such as
intermarriage necessitate ongoing negotiation of language use within families,
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which can affect heritage language transmission (Klerk, 2001). Importantly, these
communal and individual influences do not operate in isolation; instead, they
intersect and reinforce one another, making language ideologies and practices the
result of multiple, interacting factors.

3. Key Factors Shaping Language Use and Maintenance in Established
Turkish Communities

Turkish migration to Western Europe in the 1960s was labor-driven mainly, with
migrants settling primarily in Germany, France, and the Netherlands (Akgiindiiz,
2008). Consequently, these countries have become the leading destinations for a
considerable number of Turkish immigrants, who, among other things, receive
institutional support from both the Turkish government and the receiving countries,
which constitutes one of the main pillars of language maintenance. In Australia,
Turkish language maintenance is similarly supported by strong community
structures, including ethnic media and supplementary education, in contrast to more
limited support in countries experiencing faster language shift (Yagmur, de Bot, &
Korzilius, 2010). Turkish 1s widely regarded as a core marker of identity among
Turkish immigrants in Western Europe, particularly among first-generation
migrants who view it as central to their cultural and ethnic self-definition (Extra,
Yagmur, & Van der Avoird, 2004). While later generations increasingly adopt host-
country languages, Turkish continues to be maintained, like in Germany, through a
combination of family and community dynamics as well as institutional support,
such as heritage language education, which sustains the language despite the
emergence of hybrid linguistic forms among youth (Schroeder, Simsek, & Kiippers,
2015). In the Netherlands, Turkish immigrants with higher education tend to be
bilingual but sometimes exhibit weaker attachment to Turkish (Yagmur & Bayram
Jacobs, 2015). In other European contexts, such as Belgium, ideological tensions
surrounding the prestige of Turkish affect language transmission, as lower perceived
social or economic value can reduce families’ motivation to pass on the language
(Agirdag, 2010). Compared to these contexts, the Turkish diaspora in Hungary is
smaller, more recent, and lacks extensive institutional support, factors that are likely
to contribute to a faster rate of language shift and weaker maintenance.

4. The Turkish Community in Hungary

The contemporary wave of Turkish migration to Hungary began after 1989 (Egeresi
& Szigetvari, 2017), and according to the 2011 census, approximately 2, 500
Turkish live in Hungary (of whom most are temporary migrants (Kovats, 2010).
Hungary’s legal framework grants linguistic rights to recognized national and ethnic
minorities through the Nationalities Act (1993) and the Fundamental Law (2011).
International treaties on minority rights also bind the country. However, these
protections apply only to officially recognized minorities, excluding the Turkish
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community. The lack of recognition as a national minority results in limited
institutional support for the Turkish language and culture. A 2009 sociological study
found that while some Turkish migrants acquired Hungarian fluency, about a third
had limited or no intention to learn the language (Orkény & Székelyi, 2010).

5. Research Aim and Methodology

This study examines the patterns of language use, associated ideologies, and the
dynamics of Turkish language transmission among first-generation Turkish
immigrant families in Hungary by addressing the following research questions:

1. What are the language ideologies of first-generation Turkish immigrant
parents in Hungary regarding the use and transmission of Turkish within
their families?

2. What are the actual language practices of these families in their home
environments?

3. What factors shape their language ideologies and practices?

4. What factors influence the intergenerational transmission of Turkish?

5.1. Procedure and Analysis

The study used semi-structured, qualitative interviews conducted in Turkish, lasting
45-60 minutes and allowing language switching to Hungarian or English for natural
expression. Interviews were audio-recorded with consent and supplemented by
observational notes. Transcripts were verbatim and analyzed following grounded
theory (Charmaz, 2006), starting with initial coding to identify meaningful units.
Codes were then grouped into categories and subcategories related to language
ideologies, practices, and management strategies. Analytic memos captured themes,
such as cultural identity and bilingual use. The most frequent and relevant codes
were selected to explain how Turkish-speaking families in Hungary navigate
language use amid external and internal influences. Demographic questionnaires
provided background variables that helped contextualize the findings.

5.2. Personal Background of Participants

As shown in Table 1, the study included 35 first-generation Turkish immigrants in
Hungary, mostly residing in the capital (Budapest) (n=29), with 13 women and 22
men aged 28 to 72 (M = 46.3). Their length of residence (LOR) ranges from 8 to 35
years (M = 21.4). Educational levels vary: 14 hold bachelor’s degrees, 7 master’s
degrees, and 2 PhDs; women tend to have higher education. Men mainly work in
self-employment, tourism, trade, or services; women in white-collar roles.
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All participants identify Turkish as their mother tongue, with some also reporting
Kurdish, reflecting the community's linguistic diversity. Advanced English
proficiency at the C1 level is more commonly observed among women. Only six
participants reported knowing Hungarian prior to migration; the remaining
individuals acquired it after arriving in Hungary. The sample includes 22
exogamous and 13 endogamous marriages. The majority of children attend
Hungarian public schools. Participants cite various reasons for migration, most
commonly economic or business-related motives (n = 20), followed by marriage (n
=9), and education (n = 6).

Table 1: Participants’ characteristics

| Mean Min Max
Age (years) 46.3 28 72
Age at
immigration 24.9 8 60
(years)
LOR (years) 21.4 8 35

N=35; LOR = Length of residence

6. Results
6.1. Language Ideologies of First-Generation Turkish Immigrants in
Hungary
Language ideologies, understood as beliefs and assumptions about the role, value,
and function of language in society (Spolsky, 2004; Curdt-Christiansen, 2016), are
shaped by personal, social, and institutional factors. Among participants without
institutional support, several dominant ideological patterns emerged, reflecting
complex relationships among heritage, integration, and future linguistic prospects.
Across all demographic groups, participants emphasised a strong emotional and
symbolic attachment to Turkish. This aligns with the ideology of language as pride
(Duchéne & Heller, 2012), in which language functions as a marker of identity and
cultural continuity (see Excerpts 1 2).

While Turkish remains central emotionally, Hungarian is widely regarded as
essential for practical engagement in public life, education, and work. This view is
particularly prevalent among those in exogamous marriages, younger immigrants,

and parents with children in Hungarian schools (see Excerpt 3-4).
Excerpt 1:

“Language is a person's sense of belonging, a bond to their country, culture, and true

identity. If this bond is severed, expecting a child to feel a connection to their homeland
is nothing more than an empty hope.”
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Excerpt 2:

“I feel completely like I belong here. I could even say I'm a local. Honestly, I even feel
kind of half Hungarian... But still, at the end of the day, my native language is Turkish.
And also, I'm Turkish after all.”

Excerpt (3):

“If we re thinking about staying long-term, then absolutely. Because living here would be
a real struggle otherwise. it's not a very international environment. Hungarian is still
mostly spoken here. When you go to a supermarket, they don’t speak English. In a country
like this, I really struggled in the first years.

Excerpt (4):

"Of course, Hungarian is very important. Among the best of all priorities, language comes
first here. Unless there is language knowledge, you cannot establish communication and
you will remain incomplete. You always fall behind the society.”

All participants valued multilingualism, viewing Hungarian for local integration,
English for global communication, and Turkish for cultural identity as
complementary (see Excerpt 5). At the same time, Concerns about the decline of
Turkish among younger generations are widespread, especially in exogamous
families where Hungarian tends to dominate. Despite the regret or guilt of some
about this shift, there is a more pragmatic stance across all demographic situations,
accepting it as an inevitable consequence of integration and prioritising their
children's success in the host society (see Excerpt 6)

Excerpt (5):

“I think children should use all languages, Hungarian, Turkish, and English. Even more,
if they want. But Hungarian and Turkish are a must. IGEN, IGEN, IGEN [meaning ‘yes’
in Hungarian]. Turkish and Hungarian are either the mother tongue or the father tongue.”

Excerpt (6):

"There will be a serious loss. Will I be very sad if it is lost? I will be sad because I am
Turkish, but they won't lose much in life. Hungarian will be enough here. ”

Participants demonstrated high cultural awareness and generally positive
attitudes toward Hungarian society regardless of education, age, gender, or length
of residence. Notably, none reported linguistic discrimination. This perceived
inclusivity reinforces a belief in the coexistence of Turkish and Hungarian, rather
than people viewing them as competing (see Excerpt 9-10). Moreover, participants’
motivations for migration, particularly for marriage or educational reasons, or for a
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peaceful life, contributed to their positive perceptions of Hungarian life and
language (see Excerpt 11).

Excerpt (9):

"[ found their behavior mostly positive. They are more helpful and less negative about
Turkish culture or the language."

Excerpt (10):

"l always received positive reactions here and never faced racism. Though I couldn't speak
much (Hungarian meant) in the first two years, I started to express myself in basic
Hungarian after that. People seemed pleased when I tried speaking Hungarian, even if it
was just one word.”

Excerpt (11):
“I chose the peaceful side of the country and ignored economic side.”

6.2. Language Practices of First-Generation Turkish Immigrants in
Hungary

To understand the linguistic behavior of Turkish immigrants in Hungary, this study
examined language use across various social domains, revealing nuanced patterns
in the home, professional environments, broader social interactions, and emotional
expression influenced by gender, marital status, included gender, marital type,
language repertoire, and migration background. Home language use varied by
marital type, gender, and host language proficiency. Women in endogamous
marriages primarily use Turkish at home, often due to limited Hungarian and work
in Turkish or English-speaking settings, resulting in more Turkish or English usage
(see Excerpt 12). In exogamous marriages, Hungarian is the primary home
language, though many women switch to Turkish when alone with their children,
reflecting a bilingual dynamic shaped by roles and context (see Excerpts 13-14).

Excerpt (12):

“Since my spouse is Turkish, in the evenings after work, I switch to only Turkish at home.”
Excerpt (13)

“I only speak Hungarian at home. I think the reason is me, not just because I live here.

[...] I believe it’s because my husband is Hungarian, his family is Hungarian, and also
because I've always been someone who really likes the Hungarian language."
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Excerpt (14)

“I only speak Hungarian with my husband. I speak Turkish with my child. If his father is
around, then I speak Hungarian so that his father can understand, but when it's just the

two of us, whether we're at the park, at home, or at the market, I speak Turkish to my
child.”

Among male participants, Turkish was used deliberately in endogamous
marriages (see Excerpt 15). In exogamous households, a shift toward Hungarian
was noted in nearly all cases, regardless of the education, length of residence, or age
(n=18), especially in interactions with spouses and children. They all highlighted
the usage of only Hungarian at home. Only two reported using an OPOL strategy
(One Parent One Language), Turkish with children, Hungarian with wives,
reciprocated by their children (see Excerpt 16). These people, at the same time,
highlighted their Turkish identity. Two others used only Turkish at home, though
this reflected their wives’ language policy rather than personal choice (see Excerpt
17).

Excerpt (15):

“At home, my children,my wife and I speak Turkish since my wife does not know much
Hungarian or at an academic level. ”

Excerpt (16):

"Language use at home changes depending on the situation. I speak Hungarian with my
spouse and Turkish with the children. The children speak Turkish with their father-me-
and Hungarian with their mother.”

Excerpt (17):

"l speak Turkish. We predominantly speak Turkish, we don't speak Hungarian. That's my
wife's preference; The person I am with wants not to forget Turkish. She always wants to
talk in Turkish. We feel more comfortable when we both use the Turkish language.”

In professional settings, Hungarian is the primary language for most participants,
though usage varies by gender, age at migration, and occupation type. Highly
educated women who migrated later and worked in international firms use English
more often, with basic Hungarian skills and ongoing language study for social
integration (see Excerpt 18). Social circles also reflect these differences, with many
women in endogamous families mainly socialising with Turkish speakers, while
younger women in exogamous families have predominantly Hungarian social
networks (see Excerpt 19).
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Excerpt (18):

"We decided to stay in Hungary after years [...] I believe that even knowing a little is
necessary, as a sign of respect for the country you live in and its people I started learning
intensively.”

Excerpt (19):

“I don’t participate in a Hungarian social activity, but honestly, I can’t really understand
anything in Hungarian. The people I socialise with here are mostly Turks. I even run a
short-term rental business, and when I need workers, I prefer to work with Turkish ones
whenever possible. I shop at Turkish grocery stores. So naturally, my primary language is
Turkish."

Early age of migration appears to play a significant role in shaping language use
among younger women in exogamous marriages. Those who migrated at a younger
age predominantly use Hungarian in their professional lives, while English is often
required for communication with international colleagues (see Excerpt 20).

Excerpt (20):

"I mostly work with Hungarians. If the international person knows Hungarian, I speak
Hungarian with them. But if they don't, then [ use English".

Male participants, especially in international or commercial jobs, work in
multilingual settings using Turkish, Hungarian, English, and other languages (e.g.,
Polish, German) interchangeably. Some reported a decline in Turkish as Hungarian
became dominant in professional settings (see Excerpt 21). Socially, many use
Hungarian as an embedded language (see Deuchar, 2005) within primarily Turkish
discourse, often code-switching for humour, to express work-related situations, or
to recall words (see Excerpt 22-23).

Excerpt (21):
“Just since during daily life, you have to use Hungarian intensively, my brain works in the

Hungarian way most of the time automatically. Turkish is pushed into the back because 1
do not use it.”

Excerpt (22):

"We speak Turkish, but when we tease each other, we switch to Hungarian [laughing ].
For some things, especially when we re mocking or joking, we sometimes use Hungarian."
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Excerpt (23):

“Definitely, switching happens often. Turkish feels limited compared to Hungarian, so in
conversations I sometimes search for a Turkish word, but it’s actually a Hungarian word
that better expresses what I mean. That’s when code-switching naturally occurs.”

Unlike females, male participants' language use in work and social settings is not
strongly affected by age, length of residence, marital type, or age at immigration.
Most men have diverse social circles, switching languages depending on their
interlocutor: Turkish with Turks, Hungarian with Hungarians, and English with
others. A small subset of participants (n = 4), all in exogamous marriages, reported
limited connections with Turkish communities and noted that they code-switch (see
Excerpt 24).

Excerpt (24):

[ speak always in Hungarian, there are one or two friends with whom I have a connection
on the phone in Turkish with code switches between Hungarian and Turkish depending on
which language is used more frequently in the topic of matter of the conversation.”

Across all participants, Turkish is the preferred language for emotional
expression, regardless of marital type, length of residence, or professional
background (see Excerpt 25).

Excerpt (25):

“I feel much more comfortable expressing myself in Turkish. We are an emotional
society. We have so many words related to emotions. We can express ourselves much
more richly in this regard. Hungarians, in general, are not as emotional as we are, and
they don't have as many words to express their emotions.”

Language use across listening, reading, and writing shows varied patterns shaped
by social, demographic, and experiential factors. Participants fluidly use multiple
languages, with distinct preferences by modality and context. Turkish dominates
informal listening settings, such as listening to music, while long-term residents also
engage with Hungarian media, reflecting adaptation (see Excerpt 26). English
listening is growing, especially among women, and more educated ones supported
by platforms like YouTube and Netflix (See Excerpt 27)

Excerpt (26):

“We don’t have satellite TV, we access everything online. At home, most of what we watch
is in Hungarian, including what the kids usually watch.”
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Excerpt (27):

“If we decide to watch a foreign film on any platform, we watch it in English, in the
original version on Netflix.”

Both male and female participants mostly prefer reading in Turkish for leisure
across all demographics, though limited access to Turkish print materials often
forces a shift to other languages. Some adapt pragmatically, while others resist due
to language ideologies (see Excerpts 28-29).

Excerpt (28):
"Since I can't find books in Turkish, I usually read in English.”
Excerpt (29):

“I usually read in Turkish. I bring books from Turkey when I get the chance. But if
something in Hungarian comes my way- if it's something I like or something I'm interested
in then I read it in Hungarian. Still, I mostly try to read in Turkish. The main reason is
that I live in Hungary, I speak Hungarian all the time, so I at least want to keep my Turkish
alive in one area. That was something important to me, so it would always stay with me.”

Gender differences are evident; male participants mainly read Turkish for news
and informal content, except for the highly educated, while females, especially those
with academic or professional backgrounds, engage more with literature and
scholarly texts in English. Hungarian is primarily used for practical purposes, such
as daily and administrative tasks (see Excerpt 30). A small group (n=3), all younger
and in exogamous marriages, deliberately read only in Hungarian to improve
proficiency (see Excerpt 31).

Excerpt (30):

“Sometimes I search in Hungarian on the internet. If I'm looking for something here, |
have to search in Hungarian. Because when I write in Turkish, a lot of irrelevant things
can come up and mislead me. So [ write in Hungarian then.”

Excerpt (31):

“I'm already someone who really loves Hungarian. Like, I listen to and watch the news in
Hungarian. I started deliberately reading and listening to things I used to want in Turkish,
in Hungarian or English instead. Not in Turkish.”

In writing, Turkish is the primary language, especially in informal settings such
as social media, private messaging, and family communication in Turkey.
Hungarian is used functionally, often out of necessity. A few male participants
(n=3), typically in exogamous marriages, reported greater comfort writing in

104



BEYZA NUR GURSES

Hungarian, influenced by length of residence and daily exposure at home (see
Excerpt 32). English is employed strategically, especially by women in academic or
professional spheres. Overall, writing choices are reported to be shaped by
interlocutor, purpose, and situational context.

Excerpt (32):

“Turkish language is quite weak compared to Hungarian, of course, you can express
yourself better in Hungarian. For example, I honestly believe I express myself better in
Hungarian. Even if I were speaking with a Turk, I think I would communicate more
effectively in Hungarian... written as well”

6.3. Language Management and Children’s Language Practices among
First-Generation Turkish Immigrants in Hungary

A combination of family type, school environment, and parental ideologies shapes
children’s language use. In endogamous families, Turkish is usually the home
language. However, when children attend international schools, they often gain
strong English skills while their Turkish weakens, and Hungarian remains limited
(see Excerpt 32). In contrast, those enrolled in Hungarian schools tend to develop
more balanced multilingualism, especially when parents actively support all three
languages (see Excerpt 33).

Excerpt (32):

"They never learned Hungarian. And now they mix up their Turkish with English as well.”
Excerpt (33):

“I sent my daughter to a Hungarian kindergarten to learn the language naturally. At home,

we always spoke Turkish. Later, she attended an American school but still chose to speak
Turkish at home and kept languages separate by context from a young age.”

In exogamous families, Hungarian predominated at home and school, often
resulting in limited Turkish proficiency and motivation (see Excerpt 34). Still, some
parents actively preserve Turkish by speaking it exclusively at home and creating a
Turkish environment, with children responding positively (see Excerpt 35).

Excerpt (34):
“As a father, I always wanted my kids to know Turkish, but their mother didn’t want them

to learn it. At home, we spoke Hungarian, and because of that, they couldn’t even
communicate with my parents (he means in Turkish).”
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Excerpt (35)

“He understands and responds well to Turkish, despite hearing mostly Hungarian like
%80-90 at home and programs. For now, I support Turkish through music, speaking, and
play, but will take action if his skills decline.”

Parental ideologies shape language use significantly. In many endogamous
families, Turkish is valued for identity, but the lack of Turkish schooling and doubts
about Hungarian’s future utility lead parents to choose English-medium
international schools (see Excerpt 36). In contrast, exogamous families prioritise
Hungarian schooling to support integration, daily communication, and ensure their
ability to participate in both social and professional life. When asked about their
child's school, the first response often was, "Reminding you that the language here
is Hungarian."

Excerpt (36):

"The downside is that they don't know Hungarian at all. Yes. Since we came here
temporarily, we enrolled them in English schools, thinking we’d return in two years.
Learning English will be better. But we decided to stay, and they continued in English.”

Several parents reported that their children struggle with Turkish writing and
vocabulary due to limited reading and insufficient Turkish education. Low
engagement with Turkish texts leads to vocabulary gaps, causing children to often
default to their dominant language (see Excerpt 37-38)

Excerpt (37):

"His spoken Turkish is not bad, but he’s not confident with written Turkish. He finished
4th grade when he came here, and he's still not sure about his writing skills.

Excerpt (38):

"So, just as we use certain words, they know only those too. Therefore, they do code
switching ”

7. Discussion

This study explores the factors affecting the language practices and ideologies of
first-generation Turkish immigrants in Hungary, emphasizing how individual
language preferences and the factors that shape them influence family language use.
Unlike research that emphasizes family language policies as collective strategies,
the findings reveal that personal choices play a critical role in shaping children’s
language development at home.
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A significant finding is the strong emotional and symbolic role of Turkish across
all participants. Participants frequently use Turkish in emotionally charged
situations such as illness or intimacy, highlighting its importance as a language of
identity and belonging (Dewaele, 2010). This aligns with diaspora research that
positions heritage languages at the core of identity formation (Yagmur & van de
Vijver, 2012; Extra, Yagmur, & Van der Avoird, 2004). Unlike contexts such as
France, where assimilationist pressures reduce heritage language use despite strong
ethnic identity (Yagmur & van de Vijver, 2012; Laroussi, 2003), Hungary provides
a more neutral sociolinguistic environment. While institutional support for Turkish
is limited, minimal linguistic discrimination allows for more positive bilingual
ideologies. The motivation for immigration is found to enhance the positive attitude
towards the host country and the mainstream language.

Language use varies notably by marital context, gender, and age of immigration.
Exogamous couples often adopt bilingual practices, with Hungarian frequently
dominating daily communication and children’s language use. Endogamous
families, conversely, maintain Turkish dominance with less urgency to acquire
Hungarian. Gender differences also emerge: women, particularly younger
immigrants, using more Hungarian due to domestic integration and social networks,
while men engage more in code-switching within professional and multicultural
settings, reflecting gendered social roles and local social structures (Yagmur, de Bot,
& Korzilius, 2010). Furthermore, the age of migration emerges as a crucial factor
influencing language practices. Immigrants who arrived in Hungary at an early age
tend to show Hungarian language dominance and reflect a clear shift in language
preference within the home domain.

Overall, a clear shift toward Hungarian is evident among the second generation.
In endogamous families, Turkish remains dominant at home, though children’s
Hungarian proficiency varies, especially when attending international schools. In
exogamous families, Hungarian typically becomes the primary language, with
parents often accepting this shift as natural and making limited efforts to maintain
Turkish, which may contribute to gradual language loss. These findings highlight
the delicate balance immigrant families navigate between integration and cultural-
linguistic preservation.

10. Conclusion

This study sheds light on the complex interplay between individual agency and
sociocultural context in shaping language practices among first-generation Turkish
immigrant families in Hungary. By emphasizing the emotional and identity-related
significance of Turkish alongside the pragmatic dominance of Hungarian in daily
life, the findings contribute to a nuanced understanding of heritage language
maintenance and the factors that affect it under limited institutional support in a
small-sized community.
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However, the study’s scope was limited to first-generation immigrants primarily
in Budapest, and future research could explore second-generation experiences or
other regions. These insights have important implications for policymakers and
educators aiming to foster inclusive multilingual environments for immigrant
communities.
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