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Language regard of parents in the Szeged dialect area®

This study uses 24 sociolinguistic interviews conducted with respondents from the parent group of the
project “Patterns of language regard in the city of Szeged, Hungary and vicinity: a study in perceptual
dialectology” to examine people’s beliefs, perceptions, and attitudes about the local dialect. The
respondents are from three different settlements in the Szeged dialect area: Szeged, Hodmezdvasarhely,
and Balastya. This paper focuses on the following questions: How do speakers in Szeged and the
surrounding region perceive the local dialect, and what are their attitudes toward it? What are their
general opinions on local dialects? How do they evaluate recorded local dialect speech? Is there a
difference in perception between speakers of the d-dialect and those who do not speak it? Respondents
were aware of the main features of the local dialect; they would regret to see it disappear, but in the
matched-guise test, the traditional dialect speaker received a lower rating than a speaker who differed
from the standard language only in phonetic features. Two respondents fully endorsed the standard
language ideology, while many others showed a positive attitude towards the local dialect. However, a
positive evaluation of the standard language also emerged in several interview cases.

Keywords: language regard, perceptual dialectology, Szeged dialect area, sociolinguistic interview,
standard language ideology

Introduction

Traditional dialects are declining across Europe. Even when they do not disappear
completely, their role is increasingly taken over by regional dialects that are closer
to the standard language (Auer, 2005, 2011). Similar trends can be observed in
Hungary. The spread of literacy, as well as newspapers, television, the Internet,
and administrative offices, has exposed even those in more isolated communities
to the standard language. Sociocultural changes—such as the transformation and
gradual disappearance of traditional peasant culture and farming, urbanization,
and the increasing level of education—have also contributed to the decline of
local dialects (Kiss, 2017: 210-215). Nevertheless, the Hungarian language
community is strongly standard-oriented, and non-standard varieties, including
local dialects, are generally stigmatized (Kontra, 2006; Parapatics, 2020: 60-62).
The linguistic stigmatization of local dialect users has been documented in several
studies (Kontra et al., 2016: 113—116, 152-155; Parapatics, 2020a: 14-22;
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Németh, 2021). One of the main reasons for this is that non-standard forms are
often corrected by teachers (e.g. Sandor, 2014: 419-422; Parapatics, 2019; Jank,
2020), and not only the forms but also their users are heavily stigmatized. As a
result, the standard variety becomes synonymous with “the Hungarian language”
in people’s minds. Negative attitudes towards local dialects lead to self-
stigmatization, with local dialect users feeling ashamed of their speech. This led
to the emergence of bidialectism in Hungary in the 1960s and 1970s (Kiss, 2017:
214-215), where people use the standard variant with strangers, but switch to the
local variant when speaking with family and close friends. As a result, there may
be more local dialect speakers than outsiders perceive (Voros, 2021). This
contributes to the common belief that local dialects in Hungary are nearly extinct
or rarely spoken. However, another view holds that local dialects are beautiful and
should be preserved, and that people should be proud to use them (cf. Parapatics,
2020: 68—72). This ambivalent attitude towards dialects was demonstrated by
Szécsényi (2015) among high-school students and by Parapatics (2019) among
teachers and university students.

In this paper, I examine the attitudes and beliefs of speakers from Szeged and
the surrounding area toward their own dialect and local dialects in general. After
outlining the research questions, I will describe the data sources, the respondents,
and the research sites. I will then present the results regarding respondents’
attitudes toward their own dialect.

Aims, research questions

This study investigates how speakers in Szeged and the surrounding area perceive
the local dialects, particularly the regional dialect, and the attitudes they hold
toward it. According to popular belief, local dialect use today is limited primarily
to elderly villagers, while younger generations, including children, speak it far
less frequently. My study aims to answer the following questions: How do
speakers in Szeged and the surrounding area perceive the local dialect, and what
are their attitudes toward it? How do they evaluate recorded local dialect speech?
Is there a difference in perception between speakers of the local o-dialect and
those who do not speak it? How do individuals who identify as o-dialect speakers
reflect on their own language use?

This paper examines some aspects of language regard as defined by Preston
(2018). The term covers speakers’ knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions
about language. Preston introduced this term because some beliefs concerning
language are not evaluative, and beliefs can be more or less correct. Language
regard is a broad term, encompasses both evaluative and non-evaluative beliefs
and affective (implicit or overt) responses to language and also refers to the
organized structure of them (Preston, 2018: 3). The investigation of language
regard is based on data from folk linguistics (including perceptual dialectology),
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from research on language attitudes and language ideology to capture the wide
range of nonlinguist perceptions of language (Preston, 2015, 2018).

Methods, data, and research sites

The data for this study come from the project Patterns of language regard in the
city of Szeged, Hungary and vicinity: A study in perceptual dialectology. The main
research question is: Which factors (components) of language regard influence,
in which way, the processes of dialect maintenance and dialect loss? Do teachers
hold the linguistic views reflected in those of parents and children? In data
gathering, the following conversational modules will play a central role: How do
respondents conceptualize the local dialect? What are their perceptions of it?
What roles does the local dialect play in the respondents' identity? What roles do
dialects have in Hungarian public education? Can dialects be used in schools?
(For a description of the study, see Berente et al., 2023.) In this project, we
conducted a modified sociolinguistic interview with 128 respondents. Participants
included grandparents, parents, and first- and eighth-grade students (8 participants
each), as well as lower- and upper-division primary school teachers (10
participants each). In the interview, we have components typical of sociolinguistic
interviews (personal data, schools, occupation, family, etc.), some conversational
modules on language use in school and in family, modules on local speech,
subjective reaction tests, and map-drawing tasks (see Wolfram, 2011: 302-307).
The interviews were transcribed using ELAN (Lausberg & Sloetjes, 2009), and
the relevant data were manually extracted from the resulting text files. (Not all
questions received all responses; in some cases, the question was not asked during
the interview, while in others, the respondent’s answer was difficult to interpret
or led to an unrelated discussion.)

In this paper, I analyze the perceptions, attitudes, and beliefs of respondents in
the parent age group, focusing on interview questions that explored their views
on the local dialect. In addition, I analyze the comments made by speakers about
the Szeged dialect in the matched-guise tests included in the interviews, as well
as comments on dialect perception across various parts of the interview. Parents
play a significant role because the family is the primary setting for language
socialization; children learn their native language here. Parents convey not only
language but also attitudes to their children. However, children’s language
attitudes are also greatly influenced by their peer group and school (e.g., Eckert,
1989; Németh, 2019).

The study was conducted in three locations: a large city, Szeged; a smaller city,
Hodmezdvasarhely; and a village, Balastya. Szeged, a university town of 158,000
inhabitants, lends its name to the dialect under study. Hodmezdvasarhely, the
largest rural town in the region, is located 25 kilometers (about 16 miles) north of
Szeged. It serves as an important economic and cultural center and is regarded by
local public opinion in both Szeged and Hodmezdvasarhely as the center of the 6-
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dialect. Balastya, a village of 3,300 inhabitants, is situated 27 kilometers (about
17 miles) northwest of Szeged, near the town of Kistelek. Historically, Balastya
was administratively part of the municipality of Szeged, but in 1950, it was
established as an independent village. It is traditionally characterized by
agriculture, including greenhouse farming, as well as vegetable, fruit, and flower
production. All three research sites are located within the Szeged dialect area. The
dialect is widely recognized, and if someone speaks in this Szeged dialect (locally
referred to as szegediesen, meaning “in Szeged style”), people in Hungary can
usually identify it.

The most distinctive feature of the dialect is the independent 6-use, where the
close-mid /e/ (or open mid €) found in other dialects is replaced by o [¢] in certain
words and suffixes, both in stressed and unstressed syllables: kéroszt, embor,
mogtanul, and tertileton vs. Standard Hungarian kereszt “cross”, ember “person”,
megtanul “learn [perfective]”, teriileten “in area”. Additionally, the dialect retains
the close-mid ¢ [e] in some common words (vs. SH [€]), such as tégnap
“yesterday”, né “[negative particle]”, ¢é “[singular] you”, and égy “a; one”. Other
notable features include vowel lengthening in close vowels (ufca [u:ts:a] ~ SH
utca [uts:a] “street”), and phonetic phenomena found in several other dialects,
such as close vowels in elative suffixes -bul/-biil [bu:l/by:1] (vs. Standard
Hungarian -bol/-bol [bo:l/ba:1] “[elative case]”) and the deletion of -1 with
compensatory lengthening (zod [zo:d], tanutam [tanu:itam] vs. SH zéld [zeld]
“green”, tanultam [tanultam] “I learned”) (Juhasz, 2001: 278-281).

The sample of participants for this study consists of respondents from the parent
group of the overall survey, with 8 participants from each of the three
municipalities studied. Their key demographic data is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Respondent sample of the study

gender | education age Total length Number of
level (average) of respondents
interviews
Szeged 4 M 2S/6H 47 9h 8
4F 18 min
Hoédmezévasarhely 3IM 4S/4H 42 8h 8
5F 32 min
Balastya 3iM 1P/5S/2 43 8h 8
5F H 29 min
Total 10M 1P/11S/ 44 26 h 24
14 F 12H 19 min

(Legend: F/M — Female/Male, Education level: P/S/H — Primary/Secondary/Higher education)

In Szeged, the youngest respondent is 39 years old, while the oldest is 57. In
Hodmezdévasarhely, the age range is 31 to 49 years, and in Baléstya, 33 to 53
years. Regarding their origin, 20 respondents are from the Szeged dialect area,
two from Békés County, one from Jasz-Nagykun-Szolnok County, and one from
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Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg County. The latter five relocated to their current
residences as young adults. An analysis with such a small number of respondents
can yield valuable insights into the speech community's beliefs and attitudes, but
caution is warranted when generalizing the results.

The respondents from Szeged did not use the 6-dialect during the interview.
However, four of the six respondents from Szeged and the surrounding area stated
that they use it within their family, particularly with their parents and relatives.
Among the seven respondents from Hodmezdvasarhely, five used the 6-dialect to
varying degrees during the interview, while one man and one woman did not,
although the latter spoke in the J-dialect both before and after the interview when
conversing with the fieldworker. In Balastya, two respondents spoke the o-dialect
during the interview, while four stated that they could speak it and did so in their
everyday lives. The respondent from Hodmezdvasarhely claimed that he had
completely abandoned the dialect in childhood (a fact confirmed by his wife). (In
all cases, these are self-reports; we cannot verify how people actually speak with
others when researchers are not around.)

Reflections on local dialect

Before discussing the main features of local language use, we asked our
respondents the following question: Do you think there is a distinct Szeged,
Vasarhely, or Baldastya way of speaking? One respondent from Szeged did not
provide a clear answer, but five respondents answered with a definite yes. One of
them believed that this way of speaking was now present only in
Hodmezdvasarhely, while another stated that it had existed in the past but no
longer did. In H6dmezdvasarhely, five of the local respondents answered with a
definite yes, and one of them added that, although it was said that the 6-dialect
was Szeged speech, people did not use it there. Three of them said that a local
way of speaking did not exist because the city itself did not differ from the
surrounding area in speech, but it differed from Szeged: “It bothers me when
people say that we speak in Szeged style because I think that 6-dialect is not the
Szeged way of speaking”.! In Baléstya, three people claimed that there was
Balastya speech, the o-dialect, and one person claimed that there were some local
words that differed from both the local dialect and the standard. Some respondents
argued that there was no specific way of speaking in Balastya as the 6-dialect was
used everywhere to some extent. Another respondent made a similar comment,
though it was unclear if they were referring to the d-dialect. However, they did
contrast their speech with that of towns, saying, “[w]e speak like... like any
village”.? Two others said explicitly that there was no distinctive feature in the
speech of Balastya.

! ,az zavar, mikor azt mondjak, hogy szogediesen beszéliink, mer<t> szerintem az 6-z€s az nem szdgedies”
2, Ugy beszéliink, mint a... mint barmelyik falu”
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The prestige of the local dialect is shown when respondents are asked to rate
dialect speech, namely what the local dialect is like, nice, ugly or nothing special.
Three respondents in Szeged said it was nothing special, and five said it was nice.
Of the eight respondents from Hodmezdvasarhely, two did not consider it special,
as they thought it was just normal speech. Five of them said it was beautiful, and
one, avoiding the options offered, called it “old-fashioned” and associated the
local dialect speech with farmhouse peasants. In Baldstya, three respondents
found the local dialect beautiful, while two others declined to give a direct answer.
Notably, one respondent, who aligned with strong standard linguistic ideologies,
seemed to consider his stance during the interview. He concluded, “[w]ell, after
today, I also say that it is beautiful”.? This change seemed prompted by questions
about local dialects and their use, as well as his wife’s opinions (both were
interviewed simultaneously).

The respondents’ attitudes towards dialects are also reflected in their answers
to the following question: Would you be sorry if local dialects disappeared?
Everyone in Szeged would regret the disappearance of the local dialects, with one
exception, who said it would not be relevant because many other traditions, such
as Easter customs, also disappear. In HodmezOvasarhely, one respondent,
avoiding the question, answered that people would not even notice; the other
seven respondents answered with a clear “yes.” They noted that it was part of the
local culture, specific to the area and the individual: “I think it is part of the culture

99, <6

of the people living in a certain region”; “this would mean the extinction of a
cultural part of the Hungarian people”, “it is a special feature of the given territory
or town™*, and one of them emphasized the aspect of marking territorial identity:
“this is a way of knowing who is from where, or that somebody did not (. ) not,
say, always lived in the capital”.> Similar opinions are also found in Balastya. Six
respondents regretted the disappearance of local dialects, and three did not give a

clear answer.

Preserving the local dialect

Although most people answering direct questions have a positive attitude towards
the local dialect, they would be sorry to see it disappear, and believe it is essential
for tradition or culture, but even for those who are active speakers of the local
variety, it is not seen as part of everyday life. When asked about preserving the
local dialect, respondents often associated it with the preservation of ethnographic
traditions. In Szeged, many respondents saw this issue in a similar way to
ethnographic collections and the display of traditions in museums. This viewpoint
was likely influenced by the widespread belief that older adults primarily spoke

3, Ha<t> most mai nap utén én is azt mondom, hogy szép”

4 ez hozzatartozik szerintem egy-egy teriileten él6knek a kultirajdhoz”; ,.ezzel kihalna egy kulturalis része a
magyar népnek”; ,.ez kiilonlegessége az adott tajnak vagy varosnak”

5 nagyjabol lehet akkor igy tudni, hogy ki hova valdsi, vagy hogy nem (.) nem mondjuk nem mindig a
fovarosba<n> élt”
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dialects. Two respondents suggested introducing children to old words and names
of old objects in specific lessons. One of them explicitly stated that a dialect
belongs to the past, even though they had family members who still used it. He
proposed, “to show children in a few lessons that this is how people spoke here a
hundred years ago”.°

The respondents from Hoédmezévasarhely can also imagine the maintenance
and preservation of the local dialect in places and ways, and with programs such
as the cultural preservation of traditions (although most of them are active users

of the local dialect):

(1) “this is not only for children but also for adults so that they can go to places
and activities where where they can learn about the old Hungarian culture [...]
Here in Opusztaszer, in the open-air museum, there are all-day activities, and
there they can really introduce us to the traditions, even the o-dialect, and well,

the traditions™’;

(2) “here in the local area, there are also such traditional clubs and book clubs
and such, where I would involve children from kindergarten and primary
schools, because those who are born here are not sure that they will be born
into it [the o-dialect], especially those who will be born later, and I would
definitely keep it up with such traditional shows, screenings, community

centers”®.

The latter respondent sees the value of local dialects in the fact which is also
emphasized in the literature (Parapatics, 2020a: 77; Juhéasz, 2014) that local
dialects are important not only for individual identity, but also because ‘“those
memories and those old things would disappear with it, if we were to start again
now, they could no longer be brought back to the present day”.’

Among the respondents from Balastya, some saw the possibility of preserving
local dialects within tradition preservation groups. A self-conscious farmer who
spoke the o-dialect during the interview believed that strengthening the local
farming community was crucial because they were the primary keepers of the

local dialect. A particular way of preserving dialects was explained by someone

¢ ,néhany ora keretén beliil igy megmutatni a gyerekeknek, hogy igy beszéltek szaz évvel ezelbtt a (.) 66 ugy az
emberek itten”

7 ez most nemcsak gyerekek, tehit ez ugyaniigy felndttekre is érvényes, hogy hogy elmenjenek olyan helyekre,
olyan foglalkozasokra, ahol ezek, tehat ahol ahol a régi magyarsagot, [...] Ok megismerhetik, [...] itt van a
szomszédba<n> Opusztaszer, a skanzenba<n> egész napos programok vannak, na, ott igazan be tudjak mutatni,
még az o-betlizést is, meg mog (hat) a hagyomanyokat is.”

8 itt helyiekbe<n>is vannak ilyen hagyomany6rz6 klubok meg meg 66 olvasokérok meg ilyesmi, ahova ahova
bevonnam mar 6vodatol meg kisiskolatdl a gyerekeket, mer<t> azok akik ugye itt sziiletnek se biztos, hogy
belesziiletnek mar abba fdleg akik ezutan fognak, meg mindenképpen ilyen hagyoméany6rzé miisorokkal,
vetitésekkel kozosségi hazakkal azér<t> ezt fonntartanam”

9 ,,azok a azok az emlékek meg azok a régi do<:><I>gok tlinnének el vele, amit amit mar igy a mai korba<n> ha
most kezdenénk ujra, mar nem lehetne visszahozni”
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who thought that the speech of grandparents and great-grandparents should be
recorded and perhaps presented in a school project, reflecting their way of
speaking.

An important point was made by a woman who thought it would be good if
children listened to stories or other programs in the local dialect so that they would
not find that way of speaking strange. Similar ideas were also expressed by
Parapatics when presenting textbook exercises to develop dialect awareness
(2020a: 92-93).

The only respondent from Hodmezdvasarhely who prioritized the standard in
all aspects would regret the disappearance of traditional dialects, but interestingly,
he associated their use with farm life. He associates modern life with standard
language and underdeveloped rural life with traditional dialect:

(3) “I'm thinking of an authentic, older countryman or countrywoman, or a
farmer, or a person like that, it’s nice to listen to someone who seems rather
nice because of their age, that’s not embarrassing [...] I can’t imagine the
traditional dialect in an urban environment, [...] who lives at least 200 meters
from the paved road, so we consider that to be a farmhouse. Where electricity...
it 1s not so obvious on a farm that there is electricity. In such an environment I
would be happy to keep it. [...] It would feel so good there, like an excursion,
that this is what we had, or this is where we started from.”!°

Most of the data presented here reflect a view of dialects as historical relics
rather than living parts of contemporary culture, a view evident across all three
research sites. Notably, this perspective is also expressed by respondents who
themselves speak the local dialect. Despite their familiarity with the dialect, the
respondents tend to distance themselves from it, envisioning its preservation
primarily within formal or institutional contexts. On the other side, there are only
a few respondents who argue that the active use of dialects is essential to preserve
them, and it is also necessary to ensure that dialect speakers are not stigmatized.

The most beautiful and ugliest Hungarian

The prestige of the local dialect and the respondents’ relationships to their own
(and to the standard) variety are evident in their answers to the question, “Where
is the most beautiful and ugliest Hungarian spoken?” (cf. Kontra 2002) We asked
this question with regard to the Hungarian-speaking area as a whole, and we also

10 amugy mondjuk ilyen autentikus, ilyen idésebb, ilyen parasztbacsi, az jut eszembe, vagy ilyen vagy ilyen
parasztnéni, vagy ilyen termeld, vagy egy ilyen (.) olyan személyekt6l, azt amigy amugy jo hallgatni, akivel a kor
miatt mar inkabb aranyosnak tlinik, a az nem ciki [...] nem egy varosi kornyezetbe<n> tudom elképzelni, [...] aki
legalabb kétszdz méterre lakik a koves uttdl, tehat mi ezt tekintjiik tanyasinak. Ahol az aram az nem annyira
magatol értetddo a tanyan, hogy hogy aram van. Egy olyan kornyezetbe<n> 6riilnék, ha megmaradna. [...] ott gy
olyan jo érzés volna, ilyen kirandulas jelleggel, hogy na, hat ilyen is volt, vagy innen indultunk.”
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asked the respondents to indicate it on a map of the Southern Great Plain (Szeged
and its vicinity).

Three of the respondents from Szeged, four from Hédmezdévasarhely, and five
from Balastya did not want to indicate any area as the one where the most
beautiful Hungarian was spoken, saying all dialects were nice, just different. (It is
consistent with other research findings that dialects of other regions are not
usually described as either beautiful or ugly; cf. Parapatics, 2020b: 9—10, 2022:
97). Concerning the whole Hungarian-speaking area, no one from Szeged and
Balastya mentioned Szeged and its surroundings, and only two from
Hodmezdvasarhely named Szeged and its vicinity.

However, on the map of the surrounding area, five respondents from Szeged
mentioned Szeged and Hodmezdvésarhely as the places where the most beautiful
Hungarian was spoken, but two of them noted that they chose these cities because
speech was more “educated” there than in the countryside. Five respondents from
Hoédmezdvasarhely named their own city, and three respondents from Balastya—
who answered the question—named Szeged and its vicinity.

Among the regions where the ugliest Hungarian is spoken, I highlight only
those within the Szeged dialect area. (Many have not named any area because
they cannot or because they do not want to hurt anyone's feelings.) In the
Hungarian-speaking area as a whole, no one mentioned Szeged or its vicinity. On
the map of the surrounding area, two respondents from Szeged named
Hodmezdvasarhely and three other villages, highlighting the local dialect and the
fact that people in wvillages sound less educated. Respondents from
Hodmezdvasarhely marked different villages on the map. One of them explained
it this way:

(4) ‘Well, 1 would put the ugliest way in the villages because maybe the
vocabulary is not used in the same way, and maybe it is a bit more fragmented,
and a person living in Szeged can speak more elegantly, so it sounds nicer.”!!

According to a respondent with a strong standard-language ideology, the
ugliest Hungarian is spoken in eastern Hodmezdvasarhely (where he had
previously identified the typical speakers of the o-dialect).

Many respondents from Balastya did not mark any areas on the map, and only
one man, who spoke the 6-dialect during the interview, mentioned Szegvar as a
place where people spoke in an ugly way. (Although the respondent did not
specify any peculiarities, Szegvar is a dialect island, and its dialect is different
from the 6-dialect of the surrounding settlements due to its use of € [e] sounds.)

1. a cstinyat ugye a falvakra raknam, mert ugye esetleg szokincst6l kezdve nem tigy hasznaljak, és lehet,
hogy kicsit ugye olyan darabosabb a dolog, még ugye egy Szegeden ¢é16 sokkal valasztékosabban tud beszélni,
tehat ugye az igy mar mindjart szebben hangzik”
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Matched-guise test and Szeged dialect

Explicit linguistic attitudes are openly expressed opinions in response to the
questions. However, it is to be expected that respondents give answers they think
the interviewer expects of them (for example, several respondents dismissed the
question about the ugliest speech, saying that they did not want to offend anyone).
In our study, we sought to uncover implicit attitudes towards local dialects
through interview tasks. For example, at the middle and end of the interview, a
half-minute recording of an o-dialect-speaking voice was to be judged (a matched-
guise test). The speech of the male speaker in the first recording contained several
phonetic, phonological, and grammatical features of the traditional dialect
(autokhon ‘to the cars’, @ ‘he/she’, koll, ‘have to’, embor ‘person’, mégoldani
‘solve [perfective]’ vs. SH autokhoz, o, kell, ember, megoldani etc.), while the
speech of the second speaker differed from the standard only in phonetic aspects
(only the use of the 6 sounds). The first question asked after respondents listened
to the recordings was which occupation did they consider the person suitable for?
The options offered were: farmer, factory worker, shop assistant, clerk, teacher,
radio announcer, or none of the above (other). The results are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Matched-guise test

farmer factory shop clerk teacher radio
worker | assistant announcer

Szeged 1 3 3 2

Szeged 2 2 2 3 1
Hodmezdvasarhely 1 1 4 2 1

Hodmezdvasarhely 2 1 3 4

Balastya 1 1 4 3

Balastya 2 1 1 2 3 1

(1: traditional dialect, 2: only phonetic differences)

Respondents from Hodmezdvasarhely, Szeged, and Baléstya generally rated
speakers more positively if their speech differed from the standard only in
phonetic aspects. Four respondents described the speaker of a traditional dialect
as a “simple person”, while two characterized them as “less educated”. One of
them also explained in detail that he considered him “lower educated” because he
believed that the time it took to complete higher education in the classroom led to
the loss of strong dialectal features, so that anyone who spoke in that way could
not be very educated. Three pointed out that the man was grammatically incorrect,
and some tried to avoid the way he spoke because they knew he would be judged
negatively by others.

The respondents from Balastya did not specifically qualify the speech,
comparing it only to themselves and their families as they speak like that. No such
statements were made by respondents on the other two sites. Speakers using only
phonetic features of the dialect (speaker 2 in each case) were also considered to
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be appropriate for a higher occupation, and no reference or comment was made
on their o-dialect, other than the factual statement that the speaker used it.)

Contradictions in attitudes are demonstrated in the responses of participants
from Szeged whose explicit attitudes are very positive towards dialects. One of
them identified the speaker of a traditional dialect as a shop assistant, then shared
her personal experience of a clerk in the city government office speaking in this
way. However, when evaluating the recording, she noted that this speech
“represents an intellectual level too”.!? This suggests that her stereotypes and
beliefs about local dialects remain unchanged despite her positive experiences, as
her acquaintance became an exception. Another respondent, after listening to the
recording, doubted the local dialect speaker’s expertise.

(5) “Wow, that was a shock. [...] uhm, it would be weird to hear that in the shop,
if that’s how you’re served. [...] uhm, I’'m not sure I’d believe that he really
knows what he’s talking about, but maybe it’s discrimination, I don’t know, but
but so I’d rather just put him in a job where you don’t necessarily have to
communicate with people daily.”!?

This respondent used the dialect when speaking with her parents (self-
evaluation), and 25 minutes later, in the interview, she also explained that a person
who spoke the local dialect was no worse than anyone else or could be more
special to others. We should add that this respondent works as a salesperson at a
bakery and previously worked in a bookshop. However, listening to the local
dialect, which differed only phonetically from the standard variant, she thought it
was possible to imagine it coming from a teacher.

Respondents on their own speech

I also think it is important to look at what respondents who claimed to be able to
(and sometimes do) speak the 6-dialect, told us about their own speech. Some of
them used to speak the o-dialect as children, but no longer do so with anyone;
others use it only with family members (including parents); yet others used it
during the interview. (Notably, these claims are based on self-reporting, which
means that we do not have direct evidence of how these respondents actually
communicate with others.) None of the respondents from Szeged spoke the 6-
dialect in the interview. Four of them have a positive explicit attitude towards
local dialects and towards the o-dialect. Three respondents stated they used it only
with their close family members, and two reported being teased at school for their
speech. One of them considered the -dialect “rural” and downgraded the speaker

12 egy szellemi szinvonalat is 66 képvisel”

13 H1, ez sokkolt. [...] 66 fura lenne hallani igy a boltban, hogyha igy (.) szolgalnanak ki. [...] hat 66 nem biztos,
hogy elhinném, hogy (.) hogy 6 tényleg tudja, hogy mirdl beszél, de hat lehet, hogy ez mar diszkriminacid, nem
tudom, de de szoéval, hogy 6t inkdbb csak olyan munkéba, ahol nem biztos, hogy feltétleniil kell napi szinten
kommunikalni emberekkel.”
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of the traditional dialect in the test as not being expert enough. She linked the loss
of the o-dialect not only to education and stigmatization, but also to adaptation to
others, namely, to the speech of those with whom they spend the day. Another
one believed that the local dialect was declining due to the spread of education,
population movements, and media influence. He said that his work had made him
strive to talk clearly and precisely, and that this had led to a shift towards standard
language.

In other words, our respondents from Szeged live in an environment where the
use of the o-dialect is mocked and perceived as provincial. In addition, they also
experienced that only older people from the Szeged region spoke the local dialect,
not those with university degrees. It is not surprising, therefore, that the use of the
local dialect was mainly limited to the family, because people did not want to
appear to be older or less educated.

The attitude of feeling ashamed to use the o6-dialect and subsequently
abandoning it was also evident in one of the respondents from HodmezOvasarhely.
As a university student, he perceived using the 6-dialect as belonging to “the
stinking peasant category”'®, and his interview shows that he still maintains this
view (see the quote about farm speakers and electricity above). He clearly linked
modernization and progress to the standard language. Other respondents from
Hodmezdvasarhely share the view that modernization and work-related migration
encouraged the use of the standard language. On the other hand, a respondent—a
town hall division head—valued the dialect because of her father and used it in
many situations, though she switched to standard speech when giving a
presentation. Another respondent, now permanently back in Hodmezdvasarhely,
also resumed speaking the local dialect, possibly influenced by her return home
after working elsewhere. So, some of them view local dialect not as backward,
but rather as a valued part of their identity.

Some respondents are neutral about the 6-dialect and, by extension, about their
own speech as well. They do not consider the dialect a problem as long as people
can understand each other, and one of them also explained that politeness and
respect can be expressed in other ways, unrelated to the use of the local dialect or
the standard language.

Two respondents from Balastya spoke the d-dialect in the interview. One of
them was a self-conscious farmer who adhered to tradition and believed that those
who thought like him also preserved the local dialect. He said he raised his
daughters not to be forced to change, but in another part of the interview, he also
said that he would not tell his children to use the o-dialect. The other respondent
also considered his dialect beautiful. He preferred to comment on those who had
abandoned the dialect, emphasizing that anyone who knew “where they come

from, they can speak the d-dialect even to a university graduate”.!®

14 abiidds paraszt kategdria”
15 [aki tudja,] hogy honnan jétt, 8 az egyetemi végzettégivel is tud d-vel beszélni”
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Four respondents did not use the d-dialect during the interview but claimed to
speak it within the family. They try to avoid stigmatization by changing their
speech (even if they have never been criticized for speaking it): “Already now,
when you get into Kistelek [the nearest town — B. S.], you want to speak nicely
[...] and in Szeged you really try to be careful”.!®

A respondent from Balastya was one of those who abandoned the dialect speech
because of the mockery he had been subjected to at school, when he moved from
Hoédmezdvasarhely to another town. Although he repeatedly said that he liked
nice, colorful speech, his overall attitude towards the o-dialect remained very
negative: “But we really like colorful speech, we have very good experiences with
it. But at home, it would be a real shock if my child spoke like that”.!” (It is worth
noting that his wife shared the same view: “you want your child to speak correctly,
but otherwise it’s s- (.) so beautiful [the local dialect]”!®). Despite all the positive
attitudes, the view that the standard version is better and more correct emerged in
several other interviews.

Conclusions

Most respondents aged 31 to 57 were aware that the 6-dialect characterized the
region, and when they claimed that their community had no specific dialect, they
either meant it was similar to the surrounding areas or that almost no one spoke
the local dialect anymore. Most of those came from the Szeged dialect area, who,
according to self-reports, spoke the local dialect and would regret its
disappearance. However, they imagined its survival in a manner similar to other
forms of tradition-keeping, such as traditional preservation groups, open-air
museums, or school activities. Although they may speak the local dialect, they do
not necessarily perceive it as something they use or as a reality in their everyday
life, but rather as a museum object, a relic of the past whose original function has
been lost. Therefore, it is not surprising that they speak it less frequently. Others
were indifferent to the dialect’s use or decline; that is, they believed that as the
world changed, the language would change too. These respondents view language
not as a symbolic system or part of their identity, but rather as a tool for
communication. Most of the respondents have a positive overt attitude towards
the local dialect; in a matched guise test, their covert attitude is much less positive,
especially towards the speaker of the traditional dialect. This is an important
distinction because, according to Kristiansen (2015: 102—-103), conscious
attitudes do not affect language use, whereas subconscious attitudes do.

16 az ember mikor bekeriil egy elkeriil egy Kistelekre, ott mar szeretne szépen beszélni [...] Szegeden meg aztin
féleg probal az ember vigyazni”

17 De hat nagyon szeretj- mi nagyon szeretjiik az izes beszédet, nagyon jo élményeink vannak hozza. De mondjuk
itthon kiverné a biztositékot, hogyha ugy beszélne a gyerekem”

18 szeretné az ember, hogy a gyereke helyesen beszéljen, de egyébként meg e- (.) olyan szép [a tajszolas]”
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Attitudes toward local dialects and beliefs on it vary, but few respondents can
be clearly categorized into a single group, as many expressed a positive attitude
toward the o-dialect in some contexts while favoring the standard language in
others. Looking at the 24 respondents, three main categories can be distinguished.

1) There are those who, following standard language ideology, associate local
dialect with the past, with rural, less educated people, and link modernization and
social progress with standard language use. This is the case of the engineer from
Hoédmezdvasarhely quoted in (3) and the engineer from Baldstya, who does not
want to hear the local variant from his child. Both abandoned their dialects under
the influence of stigmatization and consistently followed the standard language
ideology. These respondents clearly had what Kiss called “the shameful-self-
abandoning attitude” (Kiss, 2001: 220-221).

The speaker in (3) is one of those respondents who were made a mockery of at
school in the other part of the country, so he stopped using his dialect and, by his
own admission, now uses it only occasionally, in individual words. He corrects
even his son so that he won’t be teased for his speech in high school. A very
similar view is reflected in an interview with a man from Baléstya (cited above);
his linguistic biography was similar to that of the respondent cited in (3): he was
mocked for moving to another town, and left his dialect in all situations. He finds
dialects beautiful and colorful when asked directly, but he does not want their
children to speak them. Their behavior exemplifies how linguistic stigmatization
experienced by one generation can form the behavior of the next, as the father
transmits not only the language but also his linguistic attitudes—the belief that it
is preferable to avoid using the dialect—to his son.

2) Some respondents are positive about all aspects of the local dialect(s), who
do not link its use to education level, and who used it during the interview (with
a foreigner from the university). Several respondents from Hodmezdvasarhely can
be included in this group, such as a woman who holds a high position at the town
hall, or a farmer from Balastya who had an unfavorable opinion of people who
leave their dialect for the standard language. There were, however, some
interviews which showed precisely this resistance to standard language, the value
and importance of the local dialect, and condemned those who abandoned their
own dialects. This attitude was only found in the interviews with respondents from
Balastya.

3) Many respondents can be included in the group with positive overt attitudes
towards local dialects, they liked dialect speech, found it beautiful and considered
its preservation important, however, their covert attitudes are somewhat negative,
for example, in the subjective reaction test, they rate local dialect speakers as
having a lower social status (see the respondent quoted in (4)). There are
respondents in this group across all research sites, but most are from Szeged.

These ambivalent attitudes align with a trend observed across various language
areas, in which dialect speakers are positively evaluated for social attractiveness
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but negatively assessed for competence and higher-status attributes (e. g. Garrett,
2007: 117-118; Soukup, 2009: 41).

Based on the answers to the direct questions, the majority of respondents either
consider the dialect beautiful or perceive it as nothing remarkable (i.e., natural
speech), and they would regret the disappearance of dialects (similar to Parapatics,
2022: 96, Gyuriczané Bazsika, 2009: 133). However, on a map, only 13 of the 20
respondents from the Szeged dialect area marked their own settlement or its
surroundings as the place where people speak most beautifully. In the match guise
test, the speaker of the traditional dialect was considered to have a lower status
than the other speaker, whose speech differed from the standard only phonetically.
According to several informants, the latter could even be a teacher. Even those
who speak the dialect themselves interpret its grammatical features as social rather
than regional differences. These results are similar to those of an earlier study,
namely that dialect speakers were considered more suitable for lower-status
occupations the more ¢ sounds they used (Kontra et al. 2016: 186—188).

Attitudes towards dialects are most positive in Hodmezdvasarhely, as indicated
by both direct questions and their assessment in the match guise test. Attitudes
towards dialects do not depend solely on whether someone speaks the Szeged
dialect; individual socialization, personality, and life experience also play
significant roles, at least among the respondents in this age group.

A high-ranking clerk in Hoédmezdvasarhely maintained her dialect at work,
while a salesperson in Balastya did not, even though she worked for an
international fast-food restaurant chain in Szeged. In addition, some respondents
attribute their positive attitude to their self-perceived high level of tolerance across
all domains of life. It will be worth analyzing some of the interviews later from
the perspective of what individual socialization factors contributed to the
formation of their attitudes and what divergent outcomes in attitudes resulted from
similar life paths.

Standard language ideology was found in many interviews, especially among
respondents from Szeged, but it was also present among those from the other two
settlements. At the same time, many respondents would regret the disappearance
of the local dialect, which was the same as the opinions of people living in other
dialect areas (Parapatics, 2022: 96). Although most respondents consider dialect
to be valuable and worth preserving. However, they view the change in their own
speech and the widespread use of the standard language as a natural process,
because they either adapt to others or try to avoid potential stigmatization. Even
if they speak the local dialect, it is more closely linked to the past and to (folk)
tradition, and with few exceptions, educational level and expertise are associated
with the standard language, though this may not always correspond to their
personal experience.

The limitations of this study include the limited number of respondents, which
raises uncertainty about the generalizability of the findings. Another concern is
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the possibility of “expected answers”, where participants may respond that they
perceive as socially desirable or aligned with what the researcher wants to hear,
particularly given that the study was conducted by someone from the university
investigating the local dialect.

It will be worth comparing these data with the attitudes of respondents in the
grandparents’ age group and those of eighth graders. It can help interpret the data
by looking at it from a folk linguistic perspective, what the respondents think the
local dialect is, what characterizes it, or who speaks it. These perceptions will give
us a more accurate way of understanding what they think about when expressing
positive or negative attitude towards local dialects.
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