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Series Overview

Since 1998 and 1999 when the first six polity studies on language policy and plan-
ning — addressing the language situation in particular polities — were published
in the Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 13 studies (through
the end of 2003) have been published in Current Issues in Language Planning.
These studies have all addressed, to a greater or lesser extent, 22 common ques-
tions or issues (Appendix A), thus giving them some degree of consistency.
However, we are keenly aware that these studies have been published in the
order in which they were completed. While such an arrangement is reasonable
for journal publication, the result does not serve the needs of area specialists nor
are the various monographs easily accessible to the wider public. As the number
of available polity studies has grown, we have planned to update (where neces-
sary) and republish these studies in coherent areal volumes.

The first such volume published concerned Africa (i.e., Botswana, Malawi,
Mozambique and South Africa) (Baldauf & Kaplan, 2004), both because a
significant number of studies had become available and because Africa
constituted an area that is significantly under-represented in the language
planning literature and yet is marked by extremely interesting language
policy and planning issues. This second volume - including Finland,
Hungary and Sweden —focuses on Europe, again examining polities that have
not been the subject of much published language planning and policy activ-
ity — at least in English. This volume will shortly be followed by a third
volume, also with a focus on Europe (i.e., The Czech Republic, the European
Union and Northern Ireland.)

We hope that these areal volumes will better serve the needs of specialists. It
is our intent to continue to publish other areal volumes subsequently as suffi-
cientstudies are completed. We will do so in the hope that such volumes will be
of interest to areal scholars and others interested in language policies and
language planning in geographically coherent regions. The areas in which we
are planning to produce future volumes, and some of the polities which may be
included, are:

Africa (2), including Algeria, Burundi and Rwanda, Cote d’Ivoire, Nigeria,
Tunisia, Zimbabwe;

Asia, including Bangladesh, Malaysia, Nepal, the Philippines, Singapore,
Sri Lanka and Taiwan;

Europe (3), including the Ireland, Italy and Malta;

Latin America, including Ecuador, Mexico and Paraguay;

Pacific Basin, including Fiji and Vanuatu.

In the meantime, we will continue to bring out Current Issues in Language
Planning, adding to the list of polities available for inclusion in areal volumes. At
this point, we cannot predict the intervals over which such areal volumes will
appear, since those intervals will be defined by the ability of contributors to
complete work on already committed polity studies.
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2 Language Planning and Policy in Europe

Assumptions Relating to Polity Studies

There are a number of assumptions that we have made about the nature of
language policy and planning that have influenced the nature of the studies
presented. First, we do not believe that there is, yet, a broader and more coherent
paradigm to address the complex questions of language policy/planning devel-
opment. On the other hand, we do believe that the collection of a large body of
more or less comparable data and the careful analysis of that data will give rise to
a better paradigm. Therefore, in soliciting the polity studies, we have asked each
of the contributors to address some two dozen questions (to the extent that such
questions were pertinent to each particular polity); the questions were offered as
suggestions of topics that might be covered. (See Appendix A.) Some contribu-
tors have followed the questions rather closely; others have been more independ-
entin approaching the task. It should be obvious that, in framing those questions,
we were moving from a perhaps inchoate notion of an underlying theory. The
reality that our notion was inchoate becomes clear in each of the polity studies.

Second, we have sought to find authors who had an intimate involvement
with the language planning and policy decisions made in the polity about which
they were writing; i.e., we were looking for insider knowledge and perspectives
about the polities. Furthermore, we have asked authors to locate those policies in
the local socio-historical context. However, as insiders are part of the process,
they may find it difficult to take the part of the “other” — to be critical of that
process. But it is not necessary or even appropriate that they should do so — this
can be left to others. As Pennycook (1998: 126) argues:

One of the lessons we need to draw from this account of colonial language
policy [i.e., in Hong Kong] is that, in order to make sense of language poli-
cies we need to understand both their location historically and their loca-
tion contextually. What I mean by this is that we can not assume that the
promotion of local languages instead of a dominant language, or the
promotion of adominant language at the expense of alocal language, are in
themselves good or bad. Too often we view these things through the lenses
of liberalism, pluralism or anti-imperialism, without understanding the
actual location of such policies.

While some authors do take a theoretical or critical stance, or one based on a
theoretical approach to the data, many of the studies are primarily descriptive,
bringing together and revealing, we hope, the nature of the language development
experience in the particular polity. We believe this is a valuable contribution to the
theory/paradigm development of the field. As interesting and challenging as it
may be to provide a priori descriptions of the nature of the field (e.g., language
management; Neustupny & Nekvapil, 2003; minority language rights; May, 2003)
based on partial data —nor have we been completely immune from this ourselves
(e.g., Kaplan & Baldauf, 2003, Chapter 12), we believe the development of a suffi-
cient data base is an important prerequisite for paradigm development.

An Invitation to Contribute

We welcome additional polity contributions. Our views on a number of the
issues can be found in Kaplan and Baldauf (1997; 2003); sample polity mono-
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graphs have appeared in the extant issues of Current Issues in Language Planning
<http://www.cilp.net/> and in previously published volumes in this series.
Interested authors should contact the editors, present a proposal for a mono-
graph, and provide a sample list of references. It is also useful to provide a brief
biographical note, indicating any personal involvement in language planning
activities in the polity proposed for study as well as any relevant research /publi-
cation in LPP. All contributions should, of course, be original, unpublished
works. We expect to work with contributors during the preparation of mono-
graphs. All monographs will, of course, be reviewed for quality, completeness,
accuracy, and style. Experience suggests that co-authored contributions may be
very successful, but we want to stress that we are seeking unified monographs on
particular polities, not an edited compilation of various authors” efforts. Ques-
tions may be addressed to either of us.
Robert B. Kaplan (rkaplan@olypen.com)
Richard B. Baldauf, Jr. (rbaldauf@bigpond.com)

References

Baldauf, R. B., Jr., and Kaplan, R. B. (eds) (2004) Language Planning and Policy in Africa, Vol.
I: Botswana, Malawi, Mozambique and South Africa. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.
Kaplan, R. B. and Baldauf, R. B., Jr. (2003) Language and Language-in-Education Planning in
the Pacific Basin. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Kaplan, R. B. and Baldauf, R. B., Jr. (1997) Language Planning From Practice to Theory.
Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

May, S. (2003) Language planning and linguistic human rights. Current Issues in Language
Planning 4, 95-125.

Neustupny, J. and Nekvapil, J. (2003) Language management in the Czech Republic.
Current Issues in Language Planning 4, 181-366.

Pennycook, A. (1998) English and the Discourses of Colonialism. London and New York:
Routledge.

Volume previously published in this series

Baldauf, R. B.,Jr.and Kaplan, R. B. (eds) (2004) Language Planning and Policy in Africa, Vol. I:
Botswana, Malawi, Mozambique and South Africa. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Appendix A
Part I: The Language Profile of . ..

1. Name and briefly describe the national/official language(s) (de jure or de
facto).

2. Name and describe the major minority language(s).

3. Name and describe the lesser minority language(s) (include ‘dialects’, pidgins,
creoles and other important aspects of language variation); the definition of
minority language/dialect/pidgin will need to be discussed in terms of the
sociolinguistic context.

4. Name and describe the major religious language(s); In some polities religious
languages and/or missionary policies have had a major impact on the
language situation and provide de facto language planning. In some contexts
religion has been a vehicle for introducing exogenous languages while in
other cases it has served to promote indigenous languages.
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5.

6.

7.

Language Planning and Policy in Europe

Name and describe the major language(s) of literacy, assuming that it is/
they are not one of those described above.

Provide a table indicating the number of speakers of each of the above
languages, what percentage of the population they constitute and whether
those speakers are largely urban or rural.

Where appropriate, provide a map(s) showing the distribution of speakers,
key cities and other features referenced in the text.

Part II: Language Spread

8.

10.

11.

12.

Specify which languages are taught through the educational system, to
whom they are taught, when they are taught and for how long they are
taught.

Discuss the objectives of language education and the methods of assessment
to determine that the objectives are met.

To the extent possible, trace the historical development of the policies/
practices identified in items 8 and 9 (may be integrated with 8/9).

Name and discuss the major media language(s) and the distribution of
media by socio-economic class, ethnic group, urban/rural distinction
(including the historical context where possible). For minority language,
note the extent that any literature is (has been) available in the language.
How has immigration effected language distribution and what measures
are in place to cater for learning the national language(s) and/or to support
the use of immigrant languages.

Part III: Language Policy and Planning

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Describe any language planning legislation, policy or implementation that
is currently in place.

Describe any literacy planning legislation, policy or implementation that is
currently in place.

To the extent possible, trace the historical development of the policies/
practicesidentified initems 13 and 14 (may be integrated with these items).
Describe and discuss any language planning agencies/organisations oper-
ating in the polity (both formal and informal).

Describe and discuss any regional/international influences affecting
language planning and policy in the polity (include any external language
promotion efforts).

To the extent possible, trace the historical development of the policies/
practicesidentified initems 16 and 17 (may be integrated with these items).

Part IV: Language Maintenance and Prospects

19.

20.

21.

Describe and discuss intergenerational transmission of the major
language(s); (is this changing over time?).

Describe and discuss the probabilities of language death among any of the
languages/language varieties in the polity, any language revival efforts as
well as any emerging pidgins or creoles.

Add anything you wish to clarify about the language situation and its prob-
able direction of change over the next generation or two.
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22. Add pertinent references/bibliography and any necessary appendices (e.g.,
a general plan of the educational system to clarify the answers to questions
8,9 and 14).



Language Policy and Planning
in Hungary, Finland and Sweden:
Some Common Issues

Robert B. Kaplan
Professor Emeritus, Applied Linguistics, University of Southern California. Postal
address: PO Box 577, Port Angeles, WA 98362 USA (rkaplan@olypen.com)

Richard B. Baldauf Jr.
Associate Professor of TESOL, School of Education, University of Queensland,
QLD 4072 Australia (r.baldauf@bigpond.com)

Introduction

Methodological and historical barriers to language policy and planning (LPP)
research have often made generalizability of results difficult if not impossible —
sometimes because comparable information has not been produced, but often
because basic data is simply unavailable. In many polities, Cote d'Ivoire (Djité,
2000) for example, conditions and the state of academicresearch (i.e., not only the
work published about the polity, but access to journals and recent books,
computer facilities, time to do research, adequate salaries and working condi-
tions, letalone funds for travel and research projects, etc.) are such that many LPP
issues, such as those represented by the 22 questions suggested for these studies,
simply could not be adequately addressed (Baldauf & Kaplan, 2004: 7).

Furthermore, LPP research, unlike science, does not have a rich culture of
controlled experiments — nor perhaps, despite some early thinking to the
contrary (see, e.g., Rubin & Jernudd, 1971), is such work possible. Instead, a wide
variety of methodological perspectives have been used to examine various
aspects of LPP (see, Baldauf, 2002), but central to this body of work, a descriptive
culture of citing ‘best practice’” has evolved, which is inherently anecdotal (see,
e.g., Kaplan & Baldauf, 2003). Furthermore, as Noss (1985) noted twenty years
ago in relation to language-in-education planning, evaluation of language plan-
ning is relatively rare. This remains the case, and what evaluative work is done,
at least at the macro level, is often poorly funded, empirical reports and experi-
mental follow-ups that describe the ‘effects” of some recent ‘innovation,” often
forgetting the basic tenet of science that association is not causation.

Thus, there has been a global tendancy to view LPP research as one fad (or one
‘innovation’) after another, each with a typical life span of five to ten years (often
tied to the life of a political administration) (see, e.g., Kaplan & Tse, 1982). It is
rare that anyone critically examines the evidence that validates one or another
new practice. This soft approach to LPP research has led to redundancy and has
inspired cynicism and existential fatigue among policy makers, journalists, and
the public. In the process, LPP research has become a low-status undertaking,
increasingly open to critique, although unfortunately much of the critique has
focused on the way the discipline is seen to operate through its ‘involvement’ in
issues like ‘linguistic imperialism” or ‘minority language rights’, rather than on

6



Some Common Issues 7

developing research based studies that appropriately address and try to under-
stand the issues involved.'

Another recent direction taken by some scholars has been to attempt to deal
with language policy activities in terms of a dichotomy of success and failure.
Given that language policy activity is commonly an on-going or continuous
process, it is quite impossible to dichotomise LPP outcomes in such terms,
though there are other attempts at structuring order that may be more useful.

For example, Pennycook (1998) provides a critical analysis of English and the
discourses of colonialism, especially the tension between views of ‘the self’ and
‘the other’, between the ‘insider’ and the ‘outsider’, the emic and the etic. His
primary focus of analysis is on colonialism — both historic and in its Eurocentric
neo-colonialist forms — and the positive manner in which Europeans portrayed
themselves versus the way they portrayed the colonised others. Following from
this, he points out that there is a need to look “more contextually . . . at the sites
and causes of the development of colonial discourses on language . ..” as there is
a ‘constant negotiation of colonial language policy images of the Self and the
Other” where ‘culture and language were always being produced, developed
and redefined’ (1998: 128). This dichotomy and interaction between the Self and
the Other — which Pennycook illustrates with Hong Kong as an example —is also
characteristic of the tension in perspectives that individual LPP authors bring to
their studies (Kaplan & Baldauf, 2004: 8).

Another obstacle to dichotomising outcomes —i.e., as successes or as failures -
lies in the matter of the actors. Key actors in language policy designs can warp
those designs to support quite different objectives (e.g., Kaplan & Baldauf 2003,
the discussion of the role of Kim Il Sung in North Korea). In some polities,
language policy activity has had a quite specific political objective, often without
reference to the realities of language use in the polity, and sometimes to the detri-
ment of the speaker population. As Kayambazinthu points out (Baldauf &
Kaplan, 2004: 79), in her study of language planning in Malawi, * . . . language
planning practices (past and present) present an interesting case study of perva-
sive ad hoc and reactive planning, based more on self-interest and political whim
than research.” In such cases, dichotomising outcomes becomes futile.

Furthermore, policy efforts may show some successes and some failures
simultaneously. But, as we have pointed out earlier, * . . . there is a great deal of
language planning that occurs in other societal contexts [not necessarily at
governmental level] at more modest levels for other purposes’ (Kaplan &
Baldauf, 1997: 3). At these more micro levels, it is virtually impossible meaning-
fully to discuss success and failure. In short, dichotomising outcomes on a
two-part scale seems not to constitute a useful activity — the world is not ‘black
and white’; rather it consists of many shades of grey. Indeed, there is a variety of
policy and planning that occurs without planning (e.g., Baldauf, 1994;
Eggington, 2002) — i.e., a situation in which some language planning occurs as
fall-out from some other planning activity; e.g., the multi-polity accords of the
International Postal Union on the required mode for addressing envelopes to
assure international delivery.

A purpose of this series is to work with authors, involved in LPP in their poli-
ties, to bring together the available research in its socio-historical context, explor-
ing with them what has happened, and the extent to which this has been
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documented in their particular polity. Hopefully this will help us to understand
the language planning process better.

In particular, this volume brings together three language policy and planning
studies related to Northern and Eastern Europe.” (See the ‘Series Overview’ in
this volume for a more general discussion of the nature of the series, Appendix A
for the 22 questions each study set out to address, and Kaplan et al. (2000) for a
discussion of our underlying concepts for the studies themselves.) In this intro-
ductory paper, rather than trying to provide an introductory summary of the
material covered in these studies, we have tried to draw out and discuss some of
the more general issues raised by these studies in light of the debates which have
been going on in the field.

Polity Planning Characteristics

Except that all three of these polities fall within the broad definition of Europe
(and that all three are included within the European Union), the three studies
included in this volume do not represent any sort of geographic or linguistic
coherence. Hungarian and Finnish are languages belonging to the same
language family — the Uralic family; however, the relationship between these two
languages can only be established on historical linguistic grounds. Sweden and
Finland are part of the Nordic region — together with Denmark, Iceland and
Norway. In addition, Finland was part of the Swedish empire for nearly five
centuries from 1323 to 1809 and the Swedish language as well as the legal and
social structures left their mark on the country. Indeed, Finnish and Swedish are
the Constitutional national languages of Finland, and some 300,000 Swedish
speakers reside in Finland (out of a total population of about five million, thus
just under six per cent of the population). Sweden, on the other hand, has two
distinct Finnish speaking populations; those more recent ‘economic’ migrants
speaking standard Finnish and those speaking Meéankieli (Tornedalen Finnish),
distinguished by the relative amount of ‘Swedisation’. Finnish is not officially
recognised as a national language in the Swedish Constitution.

It is important to recall that Hungarian and Swedish have long histories and
especially that they were at one time ‘imperial” languages which have now been
reduced essentially to minor roles in the context of contemporary Europe and in
the context of the European Union (EU). At the same time, virtually hundreds of
new ‘minority’ languages have appeared in Europe, in part as the result of the
political rearrangements occurring within Europe over the past two centuries,
and in part as the result of significant immigration from non-European areas
echoing the movement of populations toward seemingly better economic condi-
tions and relative political stability. These population movements, combined
with current concerns for minority language rights within the EU, raise language
policy and planning concerns in each of the polities.

Minority populations in all three polities are, nevertheless, quite small, but of
course in some respects this makes the problem of language provision and
support even more difficult. Varietal variation in some groups (e.g. the Roma)
increases the problem.

e Finland’s minority populations include: Russian 28,205, Estonian 10,176,
English 6.919, Somali 6,454, Arabic 4,892, Vietnamese 3,588, German 3,298,
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Albanian 3,293, Kurdish 3,115, Chinese 2,907 (out of a total population of
five million). None of these groups approaches 1% of the total population.

e Hungary’s minority populations are also more fully defined: Roma
142,683, German 30,824, Croatian 13,570, Romanian 10,740, Slovak 10,459,
Serbian 2,905, Slovenian 1,930 (out of a total population of ten million).
None of these groups approaches 1% of the population.

e Sweden’s minority populations are only available as estimates: Saami 5,000
to 10,000; Tornedalians 25,000 to 70,000; Swedish Finns 200,000 to 250,000;
Roma 5,000 to 15,000, and Jews about 3,000 (out of a total population of
aboutnine million). The largest of these groups represents only about 2% of
the population. The small Jewish population is attributable to some extent
to antisemitism over the past 300 years.

While the numbers of speakers of languages other than the respective national
languages are really quite small, it is apparent that all of these polities are multi-
lingual and multicultural.

As Figure 1 indicates, while these polities differ in a number of ways, they are
all smaller states within the European context in population size, in area, and in
GDP (as compared with, e. g., France [population =59,329,691; area = 547,030 sq.
km.; GDP = $1.32 trillion; 5th republic] or Germany [population = 82,797,408;
area = 356,910 sq. km.; GDP = $1.813 trillion; parliamentary democracy]).

Country Population | Area in sq. GDP*in US$ |Type of Government

Name km. (billions)

Finland ¢. 5,000,000 337,000 $103.6 Republic

Hungary ¢. 10,000,000 93,000 $75.4 Republic

Sweden ¢. 9,000,000 449,000 $175.0 Constitutional Monarchy

Figure 1 Basic facts pertaining to Finland, Hungary and Sweden
* Gross Domestic Product

Finland and Sweden also share some minority languages — Saami (see, e.g.,
Bull, 2002), Yiddish (and to some extent Hebrew as a language of religion) and
Romani; Finland also includes communities of Tatar and Russian speakers. After
World War 1II, and especially after 1980, groups of immigrants migrated to the
Nordic Countries — speakers of Arabic, Chinese (various regionalect varieties),
English, Farsi, French, German, Greek, Japanese, Polish, Spanish, Turkish, and
Vietnamese — though the population numbers of these communities are quite
small. Hungary, like much of the rest of Europe, also has communities of speak-
ers of these languages. All three of these polities have reported special problems
with respect to speakers of Romani.

It is interesting to note the extent to which the respective Ministries of Educa-
tion are basically responsible for language policy. In all three polities, it is the
Ministry of Education that is responsible for first language education — Swedish
in Sweden, Hungarian in Hungary and both Finnish and Swedish in Finland. Itis
also of interest that the minority languages are defined by the Ministries of
Education. While all three polities have problems with respect to the Romani-
speaking populations, and while Finland and Sweden have special problems
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with respect to the Saami people, the other minority languages are essentially
consigned to community responsibility; that is, the polities do not assume much
responsibility for education in the minority languages, and such education in
those languages as is provided is often provided largely through ‘Saturday
Schools,” basically funded by the respective communities. It is apparent that
smaller communities (basically those of ‘new’ immigrant populations) do not
have the resources for extensive language education. Thus, there is a need to
provide language support for both traditional minorities and recent immigrant
communities (particularly in accord with the provisions of various recent EU
treaties) and the difficulties this need poses for all members of the EU, for the
three polities under discussion here, and for the increasing membership of the
EU.

All three polities essentially endorse a state religion, and communities espous-
ing other religions are left essentially to their own devices. In Finland, some 85%
of the population is Lutheran, despite the existence of the 1922 Religious Free-
dom Law granting religious freedom of choice to all citizens. In Sweden, the
Church of Sweden (Lutheran) is dominant, though other sects are permitted to
conduct services. In Hungary, the Austro-Hungarian Compromise of 1867
allowed the ‘churches’ to select the languages used in their rites, but the Roman
Catholic Church has played a significant role. The Church is credit with an
important partin the spread of Hungarian. In this instance, duration of residence
in the polity is a factor. Thus, Jewish communities which have been in place for at
least two centuries have more fully developed language and culture programs
than do most of the more recent arrivals; indeed, recent arrivals have very few
options in terms of language and culture preservation. The issues pertaining to
the Roma appear to be impervious to national solutions and probably will
require EU-wide attention.

All three polities report extremely high rates of literacy. However, the mean-
ing of literacy is not uniform. The expansion of the EU has had some impact on
language education/preservation, but these developments are too recent to have
had any measurable effect. In sum, in all three polities, basic long-term policies
have been directed toward assimilation. While these polities share a number of
common educational, social and economic problems, the approach to problem
solution tends to be largely restricted within the polity; there is relatively little
evidence of broader — European-wide —solutions. But the development of the EU
holds great promise for more effective recognition of multilingualism and multi-
culturalism and for the development of more effective remedies in first and
second language education and literacy. Indeed, the EU seeks to expand
language ability beyond the national language. While Finland has relatively
broadly held bilingualism and trilingualism within the base population,
Hungary is struggling to increase bilingual and multilingual fluency in its popu-
lation.

At the same time, the expansion of the EU has exacerbated problems relating
to the role and reach of English as a language of wider communication within the
European context. The language situation in the operations of the EU is
extremely complex (see, e.g., van Els, 2001; van Els & Extra, 1987), but there is no
question that English has assumed an important role. Not only has the role of
English changed, but the operations of the EU have created a significant termino-
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logical issue, since it is desirable that terminology should be consistent across all
the members of the EU. These matters have placed great pressure of language
policy practitioners with respect to language maintenance in the context of both
inter-polity and intra-polity use. Many of what are now perceived as minor
languages (including national language now reduced to minority status) may
have had significant histories, in some cases may have a standard variety,
indeed, may be national languages in other parts of the world, and may have
extensive oral and written literatures (see, e.g., Trim, 1999).

Finland and Hungary recognize the existence of relatively large overseas
populations and pay some attention to the maintenance of the national
languages in the expatriat populations. Sweden also has a significant expatriat
population, but there seem to be no efforts to facilitate language maintenance in
those populations.

Concluding Remark

We hope that by bringing these studies together in this second areal volume
they will be more accessible and will better serve the needs of specialists. It is our
intent to publish other areal volumes subsequently. We will do so in the hope
that such volumes will be of interest to areal scholars and others concerned with
language policies and language planning in geographically coherent regions.
(See the Series Overview elsewhere in this volume for more detail on our future
plans.)

Notes

1. The literature on this topic is large and expanding, and has been drawn together in a
number of studies (e.g., May, 2003) and contexts (e.g., the EU, van Els, 2001). The
highly charged tenor of aspects of the debate also can be seen in exchanges such as
those that have occurred in ‘the Forum” between Skutnabb-Kangas, Bruitt-Griffler,
Canajarajah, Pennycook, and Tollefson in the journal Language, Identity and Education
(2004, 3(2), 127-160).

2. The studies in this volume were previously published as follows: Hungary Current
Issues in Language Planning (2000) 1, 148-242; Finland Current Issues in Language
Planning (2002) 3,95-202 and Sweden Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Develop-
ment (1999) 19, 376-473. Authors’ updates to the Hungarian study - taking into
account major changes in the language planning and policy situations in that polity —
follow as an addendum to the original article.

References

Bull, T. (2002) The Sdmi language(s), maintenance and intellectualisation. Current Issues in
Language Planning 3, 28-39.

Baldauf, R. B. Jr. (1994) Unplanned language policy and planning. In W. Grabe et al. (eds)
Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 14: Language Policy and Planning (pp. 82-89).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Baldauf, R. B., Jr. (2002) Methodologies for policy and planning. In R.B. Kaplan (ed.)
Handbook of Applied Linguistics (pp. 391-403). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Baldauf, R. B., Jr. and Kaplan, R. B. (2004) Language Planning and Policy: Africa, Vol. 1:
Botswana, Malawi, Mozambique and South Africa (pp. 5-20). Clevedon: Multilingual
Matters.

Djité, P. (2000) Language planning in Cote d'Ivoire. Current Issues in Language Planning 1,
11-46.

Eggington, W. G. (2002) Unplanned language planning. In R. B. Kaplan (ed.) The Oxford
Handbook of Applied Linguistics (pp. 404—415). New York: Oxford University Press.



12 Language Planning and Policy in Europe

Kaplan, R. B.and Baldauf, Jr., R. B. (2003) Language and Language-in-Education Planning in
the Pacific Basin. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Kaplan, R. B., Baldauf, Jr., R. B., Liddicoat, A. J., Bryant, P., Barbaux, M.-T. and Piitz, M.
(2000) Current issues in language planning. Current Issues in Language Planning 1,
135-144.

Kaplan, R. B. and Tse, J. K.-p. (1982) The Taiwan English language survey revisited.
English Around the World 27: 6-8.

May, S. (2003) Rearticulating the case for minority language rights. Current Issues in
Language Planning 4, 95-125.

Noss, R. B. (1985) The evaluation of language planning in education. South East Asian
Journal of Social Science 13, 82-105.

Pennycook, A. (1998) English and the Discourses of Colonialism. London and New York:
Routledge.

Rubin, J. and Jernudd, B. H. (1971) Can Language be Planned? Honolulu: The University
Press of Hawai'i.

Trim, J. L. M. (1999) Language education policy: Europe. In B. Spolsky (ed.) Concise
Encyclopedia of Educational Linguistics (pp. 122-127). Amsterdam: Elsevier.

van Els, T. J. M. (2001) The European Union, its institutions and its languages: Some
language political observations. Current Issues in Language Planning 2, 311-360.

van Els, T. J. M. and Extra, G. (1987) Foreign and second language teaching in Western
Europe: A comparative overview of needs, objectives and policies. Sociolinguistica 1,
100-125.

Further Reading

Hungary

Agoston, M. (1980) For the unity of our orthography [Nyelvmiivelés: [rasunk egységéért].
Magyar Nyelv 76(2), 218-220.

Angyal, E. (1987) Hungary: Exemplary lessons [Ungarn: Exemplarische Lektionen].
Deutschunterricht 39(2), 82-90.

Beller, B. (1988) On the history of Hungarian Germans [Zur Geschichte der
Ungarndeutschen]. Germanistische Mitteilungen 28, 87-108.

Beregszaszi, A. (1995) Language planning issues of Hungarian place-names in
Subcarpathia. Acta Linguistica Hungarica: an International Journal of Linguistics 43(3—4),
373-380.

Bradean Ebinger, N. (1988) Language loss-language abandonment by Hungarian
Germans? [Sprachverlust-Sprachverzicht bei den Ungarndeutschen]. Grazer
Linguistische Studien 29 (spring), 7-22.

Csiszar, N. (1998) TEJO en la internacia junulara politiko. In T. Gecso and Z.
Varga-Haszonits (eds) Memorlibro: Kolekto de la prelegoj dum la solena internacia
konferenco, eldonita okaze de la tridekjarigo de la universitata fako Esperantologio (pp.
378-382). Budapest, Hungary: E6tvos Lorand University.

Drescher, J. A. (1999) Foundations and practice contrasted [Grundsatze und Praxis im
Gegensatz zueinander]. In A. Raasch (ed.) Deutsch und Andere
Fremdsprachen-International LanderBerichte-Sprachenpolitische Analysen-Anregungen
[German and Other Foreign Languages-International State Reports-Language Policy
Analyses-Suggestions] (pp. 139-144). Amsterdam: Rodopi.

Fabian, P. (1974) Foundations of Hungarian orthography [Helyesirasunk alapelvei].
Magyar Nyelv 70(2), 212-222.

Fenyvesi, A. (1998) Linguistic minorities in Hungary. In C. B. Paulston and D. Peckham
(eds) Linguistic Minorities in Central and Eastern Europe (pp. 135-159). Clevedon:
Multilingual Matters.

Fodor, F. and Peluau, S. (2003) Language geostrategies in eastern and central Europe:
Assessment and perspectives. In J. Maurais and M. A. Morris (eds) Languages in a
Globalising World (pp. 85-98). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Fodor, I. (1983) Hungarian: Evolution — Stagnation — Reform — Further development. In I.



Some Common Issues 13

Fodor and C. Hagege (eds) Language Reform: History and Future Vol. II (pp. 49-84).
Hamburg: Buske.

Gal, S. (1993) Diversity and contestation in linguistic ideologies: German speakers in
Hungary. Language in Society 22(3), 337-359.

Gerner, Z. (1991) Schlaf, Kindlein Schlaf . . . On the “‘Exemplary” minority policy and its
consequences for the German language in Hungary ['Schlaf, Kindlein schlaf .. .". Uber
die ‘vorbildliche’” Minderheitenpolitik und ihre Folgen fur die deutsche Sprache in
Ungarn]. Germanistische Mitteilungen 34, 43-69.

Gyéri Nagy, S. (1984) Problems of the ontogeny of bilingualism of Germans in Hungary
[Probleme der Zweisprachigkeitsontogenese von Ungarndeutschen]. Germanistische
Mitteilungen 20, 61-70.

Heltai, P. (1994) Hungary’s nationwide needs analysis. In W. Scott, S. Muhlhaus, M.
Loschmann, C. Wilks and L. Csizmadia (eds) Languages for Specific Purposes (pp. 84-89).
Kingston upon Thames: CILT with Kingston University School of Languages.

Hinderdael, M. and Nelde, P. H. (1988) A plea for a contact-linguistic treatment of the
Hungarian German minority [Pladoyer fur eine kontaktlinguistische
Betrachtungsweise der ungarndeutschen Minderheit.] Germanistische Mitteilungen 28,
109-114.

Imre, S. (1977) A few syntheses of contemporary Hungarian linguistics [A mai magyar
nyelvtudomany nehany szintezise]. Magyar Nyelv 73(3), 279-287.

Kélmadn, L. (ed.) (2001) Descriptive Hungarian Grammar. Syntax I. [Magyar Leiré Nyelvtan.
Mondattan I]. Budapest: Tinta Kényvkiadé.

Kern, R. (1987) Reflections on the consolidation of German as a mother tongue in Hungary
[Uberlegungen zur Konsolidierung der deutschen Muttersprache in Ungarn].
Germanistische Mitteilungen 26, 85-98.

Kontra, M. (1992a) Class over nation-Linguistic hierarchies eliminated: The case of
Hungary. Multilingua 11(2), 217-221.

Kontra, M. (1992b) Language cultivation in Hungary: An overview. New Language
Planning Newsletter 7(2), 1-3.

Kontra, M. and Székely, A. B. (1993) Multilingual concepts in the schools of Europe.
Sociolinguistica, 135-142.

Luk, A. N. (1993) Language education for intercultural communication in Slovenia. In D.
Ager, G. Muskens and S. Wright (eds) Language Education for Intercultural
Communication (pp. 181-191). Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Martin, D. S. (2001) The English-Only movement and sign language for deaf learners: An
instructive parallel. Sign Language Studies 1 (2), 115-124.

Mathuna, L. M. (ed.) (1987) The Less Widely Taught Languages of Europe Proceedings of
the Joint United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization,
International Association of Applied Linguistics, and Irish Association of Applied
Linguistics Symposium (St Patrick’s College, Dublin, Ireland, April 23-25,1987). ERIC
Document Reproduction Service, ED344420

Nelde, P. H. (1986) German as a minority language: The comparability of linguistic
contacts [Deutsch als Minderheitssprache-Vergleichbarkeit von Sprachkontakten].
Deutsche Sprache in Europa und Ubersee 11, 251-273.

Nelde, P.H., Vandermeeren, S. and Wolek, W. (1991) The German language in Hungary:
Results of a contact-linguistic survey. Germanistische Mitteilungen 33, 79-90.

Priestly, T. (1999) Linguistic propaganda against perceived irredentism. International
Journal of Applied Linguistics 9(1), 37-75.

Réacz, E. (1978) On the question of historical linguistics [A torténeti nyelvtudomany
kérdéseihez]. Magyar Nyelv 74(1), 66-68.

Radnai, Z. (1994) The educational effects of language policy. Current Issues in Language and
Society 1(1), 65-92.

Szemere, G. (1975) The legitimacy of the principles of traditional writing in our
orthography [A hagyomdnyos iras elvének érvényesiilése helyesirasunkban]. Magyar
Nyelv 71(2), 211-220.

Szende, T. (1973) About the theoretical bases of the spoken standard [A beszédnorma
elméleti alapjairdl]. Magyar Nyelvér 97(3), 315-324.



14 Language Planning and Policy in Europe

Szépe, G. (1984) Mother tongue, language policy and education. Prospects 14(1), 63-73.

Szépe, G. (1994a) Central and Eastern European language policies in transition (With
special reference to Hungary). Current Issues in Language and Society 1(1), 41-64.

Szépe, G. (1994b) Recent changes in language policy in Hungary. In W. Scott, S. Muhlhaus,
M. Loschmann, C. Wilks and L. Csizmadia (eds) Languages for Specific Purposes (pp.
24-29). Kingston upon Thames: CILT with Kingston University School of Languages.

Terestyéni, T. (1985) The knowledge of foreign languages in Hungary [Helyzetkép a hazai
idegennyelv-tudasrol]. Nyelvtudomdnyi Kozlemények 87(1), 197-208.

Thomas, G. (1996) Some remarks on the role of purism in the literary languages of the
Habsburg Empire in the nineteenth century [Neskol’ko zamechaniy o roli purizma v
literaturnykh yazykakh gabsburgskoy imperii v devyatnadtsatom stoletii]. Studia
Slavica Savariensia 1-2, 170-179.

Weisgerber, B. (1986) Hungarian-German impressions and information [Ungarndeutsche
Impressionen und Informationen]. Germanistische Mitteilungen 24, 95-105.

Finland

Aikio, M. (1984) The position and use of the same language: Historical, contemporary and
future perspectives. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development 5(3—4),
277-291.

Aikio, M. (1991) The Sami language: Pressure of change and reification. Journal of
Multilingual and Multicultural Development 12(1-2), 93-103.

Alapuro, R. (2000) Language socialization and standardization [Kieli sosiaalisena
taistelukenttana]. Franco British Studies 30 (autumn), 13-18.

Allardt, E. (1985) Bilingualism in Finland: The position of Swedish as a minority language.
In W. R. Beer and ]. E. Jacob (eds) Language Policy and National Unity (pp. 79-96).
Totowa, NJ: Rowman & Allanheld.

Andersson, H. and Herberts, K. (1996) The case of the Swedish-Speaking Finns.
International Review of Education 42(4), 384-388.

Boyd, S. and Huss, L. (eds) (2000) Managing Multilingualism in a European Nation-State:
Challenges for Sweden. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Bradean Ebinger, N. (1984) The sociolinguistic aspects of bilingualism in the Scandinavian
area. [Soziolinguistische Aspekte der Zweisprachigkeit im nordlichen Areal].
Nyelvtudomanyi Kozlemenyek 87(2), 320-325.

Brunstad, E. (1998) Purism towards English: A comparative analysis of language
planning in the Nordic language communities. InJ. Niemi, T. Odlin, J. Heikkinen and J.
Niemi (eds) Language Contact, Variation, and Change (pp. 1-14). Joensuu, Finland:
Faculty of Humanities University of Joensuu.

Collis, D. R. F. (ed.) (1990) Arctic Languages: An Awakening. Paris: UNESCO.

Dressler, G. (1984) The teaching and learning situation at German Institutes in
Finland-Remarks from a West German perspective [Zur Lehr- und Lernsituation an
germanistischen Instituten in Finnland-Anmerkungen aus bundesrepublikanischer
Sicht]. Bielefelder Beitrage zur Sprachlehrforschung 13(1), 83-92.

Fernandez Vest, M. M. J. (1987) From bilingualism [Swedish] to semilingualism [Sami]:
What is the future of the languages of Finland? [Du bilinguisme (suedois) au
semi-linguisme (same): quel avenir pour les langues de Finlande?] Etudes de
Linguistique Appliquee 65(Jan-Mar), 37-57.

Finnas, F. (1998) The role of bilingual families in population development [Die Rolle der
zweisprachigen Familien in der Bevolkerungsentwicklung]. Europa Ethnica 55(3-4),
122-129.

Fix, U. (1983) Wer seine Muttersprache redet wie ein Pferd, der ist der Verachtung wert:
Sprachpflege in Finnland und das Forschungszentrum fur die Landessprachen
Finnlands. Sprachpflege: Zeitschrift fur Gutes Deutsch 32(5), 68-71.

Gambier, Y. (1987) Institutional bilingualism in Finland: Law and reality [Le Bilinguisme
institutionnel en Finlande: droit et realites]. Etudes de Linguistique Appliquee 65
(Jan-Mar), 58-68.

Garant, M. (2000) EFL testing and university admission in Finland and Japan. Asian
Journal of English Language Teaching 10, 115-135.



Some Common Issues 15

Haarmann, H. and Holman, E. (2001) The impact of English as a language of science in
Finland and its role for the transition to network society. In U. Ammon (ed.) The
Dominance of English as a Language of Science: Effect on other Languages and Language
Communities (pp. 229-260), Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Hansen, S. E. (1987) Mother-tongue teaching and identity: The case of Finland-Swedes.
Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development 8, 75-82.

Hansen, S.-E. (1991) Word and world in mother tongue teaching in Finland: Curriculum
policy in a bilingual society. Language, Culture and Curriculum 4, 107-117.

Hilmola, V. and Ruotonen, L. (1994) Toward a multicultural school [Kohti
monikulttuurista koulua]. Kasvatus 25(5), 501-509.

Holma Kokkonen, H. (1997) How do native speakers decide on language change? [Miten
aidinkielen paattokoetta voisi uudistaa?] Virittaja 101(4), 597-598.

Hube, H.-J. (1981) Zur Sprachsituation in Skandinavien. Sprachpflege: Zeitschrift fur Gutes
Deutsch 30(10), 148-151.

Huss, L. (1999) Reversing language shift in the far north: Linguistic revitalization in
Northern Scandinavia and Finland. Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis: Studia Uralica
Upsaliensia 31, 9-212.

Karppinen, M.-L. (1992) Problems in the implementation of foreign language policy in
Finland. In K. Sajavaara (ed.) National Foreign Language Planning: Practices and Prospects.
Jyvéskyla, Finland: Institute for Educational Research, University of Jyvaskyla.

Kauppinen, S. (1987) Finland: Changing orientations in literature instruction [Finnland:
Wechselnden Betonungen des Literaturunterrichts]. Deutschunterricht 39(2), 13-17.

Koivusalo, E. (1978) Standard Language-Language Upkeep-Society;
Yleiskieli-kielenhuolto-yhteiskunta. Virittaja 82(3), 316-318.

Koivusalo, E. (1979) What is standard language?; Mita on yleiskieli? Virittaja 83(3),
216-222.

Koivusalo, E. and Haarala, R. (1981) Sprachpflege in Finnland. Der Sprachdienst 25(11-12),
169-172.

Lainio, J. (1997) Swedish minority language treatment and language policy: Positive
public rhetoric vs. grassroot struggle. Sociolinguistica 11, 29-42.

Laitinen, L. (1997) Popular language-National language; Kansankieli-kansallinen kieli.
Virittaja 101(2), 279-288.

Laporte, P.-E. and Maurais, J. (1991) Some aspects of language planning in Quebec and in
Finland. Discussion Papers in Geolinguistics, 17. ERIC Document Reproduction
Service, ED332531.

Latomaa, S. (1995) On bilingualism and education of language minority children in
Finland. Finlance 16, 5-18.

Latomaa, S. (2002) Immigrants” language rights. AFinLAn vuosikirja 60, 61-81.

Lauren, C. (1998a) Language supervision, terminological work and language planning.
UNESCO ALSED LSP Newsletter 21(1(45)), 26-33.

Lauren, C. (1998b) The Project ‘Languages in the Nordic Countries as Languages of
Science’. UNESCO ALSED LSP Newsletter 21(1(45)), 34-39.

Lindgren, A. R. (1998) Revitalization of minority languages-Language emancipation
[Kielten Revitalisaatio—Kielten emansipaatio]. Nordlyd 26, 36—47.

Lindgren, A.R. (2001) Language rights [Oikeus omaan kieleen]. Virittaja 105(2), 239-255.

Lyytikainen, E. (2000) Language standardization [Kieli taistelukenttana]. Franco British
Studies 30 (autumn), 56-64.

Maamies, S. and Raikkala, A. (1997) A return to Virittaja language norms [Virittaja
kielenhuollon kimpussa]. Virittaja 101(2), 272-276.

McRae, K. D. (1978) Bilingual language districts in Finland and Canada: Adventures in the
transplanting of an institution. Canadian Public Policy/Analyse de Politiques 4(3),
331-351.

McRae, K. D. (1988) Finland: Marginal case of bicommunalism? Publius 18(2), 91-100.

McRae, K. D., Helander, M. and Luoma, S. (1999) Conflict and compromise in
multilingual societies: Finland. Annales Academiae Scientiarum Fennicae/Suomalaisen
Tiedeakatemian Toimituksia, Series B 306, 1-429.

Modeen, T. (1991) Thoughts on the problem: Security through law: The example of



16 Language Planning and Policy in Europe

Finland [Gedanken zum Problem: Sicherheit durch Recht-Beispiel Finnland]. Europa
Ethnica 48(4), 198-203.

Modeen, T. (1997) Population groups in Finland in the 1920s and 1930s [Die Lage der
Volksgruppen in Finnland in den 1920er und 1930er Jahren]. Europa Ethnica 54(1-2),
57-63.

Modeen, T. (1999a) The cultural rights of the Swedish ethnic group in Finland. Europa
Ethnica 56(3-4), 135-145.

Modeen, T. (1999b) The legal situation of the Lapp (Sami) ethnic group in Finland,
compared to the position of other national, religious and ethnic groups. Europa Ethnica
56(3—4), 150-155.

Moore, D. (1992) Testing oral competence in a second language: An account of the Finnish
project [Tester les competences orales en langues etrangeres: echos de la reflexion
finlandaise]. Bulletin CILA 55(Apr), 35-39.

Nikki, M. L. (1994) The implementation of the Finnish national plan for foreign language
teaching. Dissertation Abstracts International, C: Worldwide 55(1), 8-C.

Nordberg, B. (1976) Sociolinguistic research in Sweden and Finland: Introduction.
International Journal of the Sociology of Language 10, 5-15.

Nuolijjarvi, P. (1999) The Finnish mother tongue [Suomen aidinkielet]. Virittaja 103(3),
402-410.

Oinonen, T. (1997) From language battle to language planning-The Finnish Language
Bureau. ATA Chronicle 26(2), 31-32.

Oksanen, L. (1972) The further training of foreign language teachers [Kielten opettajien
taydennyskoulutus]. Kasvatus 3(5), 279-282.

Packer, ]J. and Myntti, K. (eds) (1993) The Protection of Persons Belonging to National
Minorities in Finland (3rd edn). Turko, Finland: Abo Academi University, Finland
Institute for Human Rights.

Palmgren, S. (1996) Legal language in a multilingual society [Lakikieli monikielisessa
yhteisossa]. Virittaja 100(4), 570-573.

Piehl, A. (1996) Language standardization and guidance on correct usage in Virittaja
[Oikeakielisyytta ja kielen kaytantoa virittajassa]. Virittaja 100(4), 490-503.

Piri, R. (2002) Foreign language teaching policy in Finland: National and international
contexts. Dissertation Abstracts International, C: Worldwide 63, 4, 623-C.

Pyoli, R. (1997) The danger of language death-Whose responsibility? [Kieli
kuolemanvaarassa-kenen vastuu?] Virittaja 101(1), 66-70.

Raino, P. and Savolainen, L. (1999) The Finnish Sign Language Board [Suomalaisen
viittomakielen lautakunta]. Virittaja 103(2), 241-245.

Reuter, M. (1979) Swedish in Finland: Minority language and regional variety. Word
30(1-2), 171-185.

Reuter, M. (1981) The status of Swedish in Finland in theory and practice. In E. Haugen, J.
McClure, Derrick, D. Thomson and A. J. Aitken (eds) Minority Languages Today (pp.
130-137). Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Reuter, M. (1996) Finnish Swedish language normativization: Linguistics, sociology, or
politics? [Finlandssvensk spraknormering-lingvistik, sociologi eller politik?] Virittaja
100(4), 555-562.

Saari, M. (1978) On the linguistic relations in the Aland Islands [Uber die sprachlichen
Verhaltnisse der Aland-Inseln]. Language Problems & Language Planning 2(1), 27-34.

Sajavaara, K. (1997) Implementation of foreign-language policy in Finland. In T.
Bongaerts and K. de Bot (eds) Perspectives on Foreign-Language Policy (pp. 113-128).
Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Sajavaara, K. (1992) Communication, foreign languages, and foreign language policy. In
K. Sajavaara (ed.) National Foreign Language Planning: Practices and Prospects. Jyvaskyld,
Finland: Institute for Educational Research, University of Jyvaskyla.

Savijarvi, M. and Varteva, A. (1997) What sort of monument? The fate of the 1915 language
planning committee [Mika hautasi mietinnon?-vuoden 1915 kielioppikomitean
mietinnon kohtalosta]. Virittaja 101(1), 96-103.

Skutnabb-Kangas, T. (1996) The colonial legacy in educational language planning in



Some Common Issues 17

Scandinavia: From migrant labor to a national ethnic minority? International Journal of
the Sociology of Language 118, 81-106.

Slotte, P. (1994) Dialectology and research on the Swedish spoken in Finland
[Dialettologia e ricerca sullo svedese parlato in Finland]. Rivista Italiana di Dialettologia
18, 353-393.

Sutton, G. (1979) Cultural and socio-economic factors in the formation of foreign language
education policy in Sweden — with a comparison with the Finnish case. Language
Problems & Language Planning 3(1), 9-24.

Sysiharju, A. L. (1980) On the role and dilemma of Swedish-medium pedagogy in Finland
[Den svensksprakiga pedagogikens betydelse och dilemma i Finland]. Kasvatus 11(2),
90-94.

Takala, S. (1983) English in the socio-linguistic context of Finland. ERIC Document
Reproduction Service, ED231187.

Takala, S. (1980) New orientations in foreign language syllabus construction and
language planning: A case study of Finland. Institute for Educational Research.
Bulletin 155.

Takala, S. (1992) Language policy and language teaching in Finland. In K. Sajavaara (ed.)
National Foreign Language Planning: Practices and Prospects. Jyvaskyla, Finland: Institute
for Educational Research, University of Jyvaskyla.

Takala, S. (1998) Language teaching policy effects — A case study of Finland. Studia Anglica
Posnaniensia 33, 421-430.

Tandefelt, M. (1992) Some linguistic consequences of the shift from Swedish to Finnish in
Finland. In W. Fase, K. Jaspaert and S. Kroon (eds) Maintenance and Loss of Minority
Languages (pp. 149-168). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Trosterud, T. (1998) One Finnish and four Scandinavian written languages: Or the other
way round? [Yksi suomi ja nelja skandinaaviskaa-vai painvastoin?] Nordlyd 26, 27-35.

Ureland, S. (1987) Language contact research in northern Scandinavia. Journal of
Multilingual and Multicultural Development 8(1-2), 43-73.

Vihonen, I. (1996) Multinational Euro-language norms [Monikansalliset eurokielen
normit]. Virittaja 100(4), 573-577.

Vilkuna, M., Barnes, D., Britton, J. and Rosen, H. (1972) Language, the learner and the
school. Virittaja 3, 348-350.

Wester, H. (1984) Sprakgransen: Ett matproblem. In M. Engman and H. Stenius (eds)
Svenskt i Finland, II: Demografiska och socialhistoriska studier (pp. 281-287). Helsinki:
Svenska Litteratursallskapet i Finland.

Sweden

Andersen, J. K. (1998) A general survey of the linguistic stuation in Scandinavia [Apercu
de la situation linguistique en Scandinavie] Europe Plurilingue 7(15), 29-34.

Anonymous. (1980) Bilingualism policy in Sweden. Integrateducation 18(1-4), 42-51.

Anonymous. (1995) TNC Swedish Centre for Technical Terminology. New Language
Planning Newsletter 9(4), 2—4.

Berg, C., Hult, F. and King, K. (2001) Shaping the climate for language shift? English in
Sweden’s elite domains. World Englishes 20(3), 305-319.

Boyd, S. (1999) Sweden: Immigrant languages. In B. Spolsky (ed.) Concise Encyclopedia of
Educational Linguistics (pp. 73-74). Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Boyd, S. and Huss, L. (eds) (2000) Managing Multilingualism in a European Nation-State:
Challenges for Sweden. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Bradean Ebinger, N. (1984) The sociolinguistic aspects of bilingualism in the Scandinavian
area. [Soziolinguistische Aspekte der Zweisprachigkeit im nordlichen Areal].
Nyelvtudomanyi Kozlemenyek 87(2), 320-325.

Bron, A. 2003 From an immigrant to a citizen: Language as a hindrance or a key to
citizenship. International Journal of Lifelong Education 22, 6, 606-619.

Bucher, A. L. (1981) The Swedish Center for Technical Terminology-40 Years Old.
Language Planning Newsletter 7(2), 1-2.



18 Language Planning and Policy in Europe

Cabau Lampa, B. (1999) Decisive factors for language teaching in Sweden. Educational
Studies 25(2), 175-186.

Cabau Lampa, B. (2000) Swedish language and culture education for immigrants
[L"Experience suedoise en matiere d’enseignement des langues-cultures d’origine].
Language Problems & Language Planning 24, 149-165.

Cedillo, P. (1993) Bilingualism in some countries of the European Community [Il
bilinguismo in alcuni paesi della CEE]. Effeta 86(5), 115-116.

Clausen, U. (1986) Principles in Swedish language cultivation. Spribruk 2, 9-14.

Clyne, M. G. (1992) Pluricentric Languages: Differing Norms in Differing Nations. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter.

Collis, D. R. F. (ed.) (1990) Arctic Languages: An Awakening. Paris: UNESCO.

Dahlstedt, K. H. (1976) Societal ideology and language cultivation: The case of Swedish.
International Journal of the Sociology of Language 10, 17-50.

Dahlstedt, K.-H. (1976) Societal ideology and language cultivation: The case of Swedish.
Linguistics 183, 17-50.

Dahlstedt, K.-H. (1972) Mother tongue and the second language: A Swedish viewpoint.
International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching 10(4), 333-350.

Elenins, L. O. (2002) Both Finnish and Swedish: Modernization, nationalism and language
change in the Torne Valley, 1850-1939 [Bade finsk och svensk: modernisering,
nationalism och sprakforandring i Tornedalen, 1850-1939]. Dissertation Abstracts
International, C: Worldwide 63(1), 29 -C.

Fris, A.-M. (1982) Policies for minority education: A comparative study of Britain and
Sweden. Studies in Comparative and International Education, No 7. ERIC Document
Reproduction Service, ED257891, 198 pp.

Gunnarsson, B.-L. (2001) Swedish, English, French or German: The language situation in
Swedish universities. In U. Ammon (ed.) The Dominance of English as a Language of
Science: Effect on other Languages and Language Communities (pp. 287-316). Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter.

Gunnarsson, B.-L. (2000) Swedish tomorrow: A product of the linguistic dominance of
English? Current Issues in Language and Society 7(1), 51-69.

Gunnarsson, B-L. and Ohman, K. (1997) Det internationaliserade universitetet: En studie av
bruket av engelska och andra frimmande sprik vid Uppsala universitet. Uppsala: Uppsala
University.

Hamalian, A. and Bhatnagar, J. (1984) The education of children of immigrant groups: A
comparative perspective of Britain, France, the Netherlands, the Federal Republic of
Germany, and Sweden. In G. K. Verma and C. Bagley (eds) Race Relations and Cultural
Differences: Educational and Interpersonal Perspectives (pp. 99-142). New York: St
Martin’s Press.

Haugen, E. (1976) The Scandinavian Languages: An Introduction to their History. London:
Faber and Faber.

Hill, H. L. (1988) The language education of adult immigrants in Sweden: The reification,
codification and actualization of an educational problem. Dissertation Abstracts
International, A: The Humanities and Social Sciences 48(7), 1624-A.

Hollqvist, H. (1984) The use of English in three large Swedish companies. Studia Anglistica
Upsaliensia 55.

Hube, H. J. (1978) On the position of current Swedish in relation to other Scandinavian
Languages [Zur Position des Gegenwartsschwedischen im Vergleich zu anderen
nordischen Sprachen]. Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift der Humboldt Universitat zu Berlin
Gesellschafts/Sprachwissenschaftliche Reihe 27(5), 559-562.

Hult, F.M. (2003) English on the streets of Sweden: An ecolinguistic view of two cities and
a language policy. Working Papers in Educational Linguistics 19 (1), 43-63.

Huss, L. (1999) Reversing language shift in the far north: Linguistic revitalization in
northern Scandinavia and Finland. Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis: Studia Uralica
Upsaliensia 31, 9-212.

Hyltenstam, K. (1999) Svenska i minoritetssprakperspektiv. In K. Hyltenstam (ed.)
Sveriges sju inhemska sprik: Ett minoritetssprakperspektiv (pp. 205-240). Lund:
Studentlitteratur.



Some Common Issues 19

Impara, M. M. (1987) A comparative study of educational programs for linguistic
minorities in three pluralistic nations: Canada, Peru, and Sweden. Dissertation
Abstracts International, A: The Humanities and Social Sciences 47(8), 2928-A.

Karker, A. (1983) Language reforming efforts in Denmark and Sweden. In I. Fodor and C.
Hagege (eds) Language Reform: History and Future, Vol. 2 (pp. 285-299). Hamburg;:
Buske.

Kentta, M. (1998) The Swedish Torne Valley [Ruottin Tornionlaakso]. Nordlyd 26, 70-83.

Kerr, A. (1979) Language and the education of immigrants” children in Sweden. Polyglot
1(fiche 3), F1-F14.

Kommittén for svenska spraket (2002a) Mal i mun: Forslag till handlingsprogram for svenska
spraket (SOU 2002:27). Stockholm: Statens Offentiliga Utredningar.

Kommittén for svenska spraket (2002b) Speech: Draft Action Programme for the Swedish
Language: Summary. Stockholm: Statens Offentiliga Utredningar.

Korhonen, O. (1976) Linguistic and cultural diversity among the Saamis and the
development of Standard Saamish. International Journal of the Sociology of Language 10,
51-66.

Kristensen, K. and Thelander, M. (1984) On dialect levelling in Denmark and Sweden.
Folia Linguistica 18(1-2), 223-246.

Lainio, J. (1997) Swedish minority language treatment and language policy—Positive
public rhetoric vs. grassroot struggle. Sociolinguistica 11, 29-42.

Lainio, J. (2000) The protection and rejection of minority languages in the Swedish school
system. Current Issues in Language and Society 7(1), 32-50.

Lauren, C. (1998) The Project ‘Languages in the Nordic Countries as Languages of
Science’. UNESCO ALSED LSP Newsletter 21(1(45)), 34-39.

Linde, S. G. and Lofgren, H. (1988) The relationship between medium of instruction and
school achievement for Finnish-speaking students in Sweden. Language, Culture and
Curriculum 1(2), 131-145.

Lindgren, A. R. (1998) Revitalization of minority languages: Language emancipation
[Kielten Revitalisaatio—Kielten emansipaatio]. Nordlyd 26, 36—47.

Loman, B. (1988) Sprachliche Standardisierungsprozesse in Skandinavien. Sociolinguistica
2,209-231.

Mannberg, G-A. (1986) Engelskan—inkréktare eller befriare? Sprakvdrd 1, 18-22.

Melander, B. (2001) Swedish, English and the European Union. In S. Boyd and L. Huss
(eds) Managing Multilingualism in a European Nation-state: Challenges for Sweden (pp.
13-31). Clevedon: Multilingual Matters. [Reprinted from Current Issues in Language and
Society 7(1), 13-31.]

Molde, B. (1975) Language planning in Sweden. Language Planning Newsletter 1(3),1,3—4.

Municio, I. (1986) The home language reform [Hemspraksreformens genomforande].
Forskning om Utbildning 13(2), 15-24.

Nordberg, B. (1976) Sociolinguistic research in Sweden and Finland: Introduction.
International Journal of the Sociology of Language 10, 5-15.

Nordberg, B. (1999) Sociolinguistic Research in Europe: Sweden Part I. Sociolinguistica 13,
261-271.

Nordberg, B. (2003) Sociolinguistic Research in Europe: Sweden Part II. Sociolinguistica
17, 141-167

Olsson, M. (1995) Aspects of language preservation. A typology and critique with
Swedish examples [Aspekter pa sprakvard. En typologi och kritik med svenska
exempel]. Sprak och Stil 5, 49-77.

Paulston, C. B. (1982) Swedish Research and Debate About Bilingualism: A Critical
Review of the Swedish Research and Debate about Bilingualism and Bilingual
Education in Sweden from an International Perspective. ERIC Document
Reproduction Service, ED228843.

Paulston, C. B. (1992) Linguistic minorities and language policies: Four case studies. In W.
Fase, K. Jaspaert and S. Kroon (eds) Maintenance and Loss of Minority Languages (pp.
55-79). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Paulston, C. B. (1994) Linguistic Minorities in Multilingual Settings: Implications for Language
Policies. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.



20 Language Planning and Policy in Europe

Pupini, G. (2002) The promotion of bilingualism in Sweden [Die Zweitsprachforderung in
Schweden]. Deutsch als Zweitsprache 2, 24-26.

Reich, H. H. (1997) How do schools deal with [immigration-related] multilingualism?
European Approaches [Wie geht das Bildungswesen mit der (auch
migrationsbedingten]. Veilsprachigkeit um? Verschiedene Ansatze in Europa).
Deutsch lernen 22(1), 48-59.

Sandelin, B. (1999) Lingvoj en nelingva doktoriga edukado: Sveda ekzemplo. Internacia
Pedagogia Revuo 29(1), 8-14.

Santesson, L. (2000) Leopold’s 1801 List of Foreign Words: A diachronic study of word
selection and spelling [Leopolds forteckning over frammande ord 1801-En diakronisk
studie av ordurval och stavning]. Sprak och Stil 10, 87-128.

Selander, E. (1980) Language for professional use from the Swedish point of view.
International Journal of the Sociology of Language 23, 17-28.

Seppanen, A. (1981) On the notion of correct usage. Moderna Sprak 75(3), 225-233.

Siren, U. (1995) Minority language transmission in early childhood. International Journal of
Early Years Education 3(2), 75-84.

Skutnabb-Kangas, T. (1983) Research and its implications for the Swedish setting: An
immigrant’s point of view. In T. Husen and S. Opper (eds) Multicultural and
Multilingual Education in Immigrant Countries (pp. 127-140). Oxford: Pergamon.

Skutnabb-Kangas, T. (1984) Children of guest workers and immigrants: Linguistic and
educational issues. In J. Edwards (ed.) Linguistic Minorities, Policies and Pluralism (pp.
17-48). London: Academic.

Skutnabb-Kangas, T. (1988) Resource power and autonomy through discourse in
conflict — A Finnish migrant school strike in Sweden. In T. Skutnabb-Kangas and ]J.
Cummins (eds) Minority Education: From Shame to Struggle (pp. 251-277). Clevedon:
Multilingual Matters.

Skutnabb-Kangas, T. (1991) Swedish strategies to prevent integration and national ethnic
minorities. In O. Garcia (ed.) Bilingual Education: Focusschrift in Honor of Joshua A.
Fishman (pp. 25-40). Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Skutnabb-Kangas, T. (1996) The colonial legacy in educational language planning in
Scandinavia: From migrant labor to a national ethnic minority? International Journal of
the Sociology of Language 118, 81-106.

Skutnabb-Kangas, T. and Phillipson, R. (2000) The world came to Sweden — But did
language rights? Current Issues in Language and Society 7, 70-86.

Stockfelt Hoatson, B. I. (1977) The teaching of bilingual infant immigrants in a Swedish
town. Linguistics 198 (Oct 15), 119-125.

Sutton, G. (1979) Cultural and socio-economic factors in the formation of foreign language
education policy in Sweden — With a comparison with the Finnish case. Language
Problems & Language Planning 3, 9-24.

Teleman, U. (1992) Det svenska rikssprakets utsikter i ett integrerat Europa. Sprikuvdrd 4,
7-16.

Teleman, U. and Westman, M. (1997a) Behover Sverige en nationell sprakpolitik? Sprdk i
Norden 1997, 5-22.

Teleman, U. and Westman, M. (1997b) Behover vi en nationell sprakpolitik? Sprakvard:
Tidskrift Utgiven AV Svenska Spraknamnden 33(2), 5-16.

Torp, A. (1989) On the central common Scandinavian vocabulary and on the purism in
Nynorsk [Zum zentralen gemeinskandinavischen Wortschatz und zum Purismus im
Nynorsk]. Zeitschrift fur Deutsche Philologie supplement 5, 220-240.

Toukomaa, P. (1980) Education through the medium of the mother tongue of Finnish
immigrant children in Sweden. In L. K. Boey (ed.) Bilingual Education (pp. 136-161).
Singapore: Singapore University Press.

Trosterud, T. (1998) One Finnish and four Scandinavian written Languages: Or the other
way round? [Yksi suomi ja nelja skandinaaviskaa-vai painvastoin?] Nordlyd 26,27-35.

Ureland, S. (1987) Language contact research in northern Scandinavia. Journal of
Multilingual and Multicultural Development 8(1-2), 43-73.

van Els, T. and Extra, G. (1987) Foreign and second language teaching in Western Europe:
A comparative overview of needs, objectives and policies. Sociolinguistica 1, 100-125.



Some Common Issues 21

Westin, C. (1983) Migrant children and language: Comments on a hot report
[Invandrarbarnens sprak-kommentar till en het rapport]. Forskning om Utbildning
10(3), 31-38.

Westman, M. (1996) Har svenska spraket en framtid? In L. Moberg and M. Westman (eds)
Svenska i tusen dr: Glimtar ur svenska sprikets utveckling (pp. 182-194). Stockholm:
Norstedts.

Wingstedt, M. (1998) Language Ideologies and Minority Language Policies in Sweden:
Historical and Contemporary Perspectives. Stockholm: Stockholm University.



The Language Situation in Hungary

Péter Medgyes and Katalin Miklésy
Centre for English Teacher Training, E&tvds Lorand University, Ajtosi Durer, sor 19,
1146 Budapest, Hungary

This monograph reports on the language situation in Hungary, a largely monolingual
country, where nearly 98% of the population speak Hungarian as their first language.
Therefore, the primary focus of the study is on the Hungarian language as used by some
10 million people within the national borders of Hungary, and less attention is paid to
either Hungarian as a minority language spoken mostly in the neighbouring countries,
or the language of ethnic minorities living in Hungary. At the same time, conscious of
the fact that the Hungarian language is of limited use outside Hungary, Hungarians
have always attached great importance to foreign language learning. The secondary
focus of this monograph, therefore, is placed on issues concerning foreign language
instruction. While the language situation of Hungary is examined from a historical
perspective, the main emphasis is placed on the presentation of recent developments,
especially those occurring since the fall of communism in 1989.

Part I: The Language Profile of Hungary

The Native Language Profile

Itis a truism to state that every country is multilingual — the concept of mono-
lingual nationhood is a myth. However, itis also true that countries differ in the
degree of their multilingualism: certain countries are less multilingual than
others. Hungary, for example, where nearly 98% of the population speaks
Hungarian as a first language (Statistical Yearbook, 1998), is certainly less
multilingual than most of its neighbours. Moreover, Hungarian is a language
belonging to the Finno-Ugric family of languages, while all the surrounding
countries use a language of Indo-European origin as their first language: in five
of them a Slavic language is spoken (Slovak, Ukrainian, Serbian, Croatian and
Slovenian), whereas Romanian is a Neo-Latin language, and German, the offi-
cial language of Austria, is a Germanic language. Thus Hungarians are not able
to communicate with their non-Hungarian neighbours unless they have learnt
to speak foreign languages. In view of this, it is small wonder that the knowl-
edge of foreign languages has always been held in high esteem in Hungary —as
a Hungarian proverb puts it: “You are as many persons as many languages you
can speak.’

In this monograph, the space allotted to the discussion of foreign languages
will be commensurate to their importance: the issues related to foreign language
knowledge, instruction and study will be dealt with in greater length than those
concerning Hungarian. As for minorities in Hungary, since they represent a
mere three per cent of the total population, their language situation will receive
less attention.

As the words ‘Hungary’ and “Hungarians’ can be interpreted in several ways,
depending on which historical period is being discussed, it seems important to
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make clear how these terms will be used in this monograph. ‘Hungary’ will refer
to the area presently covered by the Republic of Hungary. ‘Hungarians” will
denote Hungarian citizens whose first language is Hungarian. Hungarian
minority groups who live in neighbouring countries will be referred to as ‘ethnic
Hungarians’, whereas Hungarians living in non-neighbouring countries will be
termed ‘emigrant Hungarians'.

A brief history

Hungary is a landlocked country, occupying almost the whole of the
Carpathian Basin in central Europe. The area of Hungary is 35,920 square
miles (93,033 km®) and its population is slightly more than 10 million. The
territory of present-day Hungary has always been a busy crossroads and,
consequently, was attacked and occupied repeatedly by foreign invaders.
Wedged among several peoples, Slavs, Germans and Romanians, Hungarians
have been exposed to a variety of influences. Two major influences were the
Turks, who invaded and occupied Hungary for 150 years in the 16th and 17th
centuries and, in their wake, the Austrian Hapsburgs with their strong
Germanising impact. National feeling, however, could not be suppressed:
Hungarians have a history of heroic but tragic uprisings, including the Revo-
lution and War of Independence in 1848-49. Hungary received autonomy in
1867 after the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy was established, and full inde-
pendence when the monarchy was defeated after World War I. As a conse-
quence of the war, in 1920 some two thirds of the former territory of Hungary
was annexed to Austria, Czechoslovakia, Romania and Yugoslavia.1 Thus
large Hungarian minority groups were created in the neighbouring countries.
Hoping to recover its lost territories, Hungary sided with Nazi Germany in
World War II. After the defeat of the Axis powers in 1945, ‘Soviet liberation
forces’ remained in the country ostensibly to ensure the implementation of a
peace treaty reaffirming the 1920 frontiers. Following a communist take-over
in 1949, the Hungarian People’s Republic was proclaimed under Stalinist
rule. A revolution broke out against this regime in 1956, only to be crushed by
the Soviet Union with military force. Between 1956 and 1988, Hungary gradu-
ally adopted more and more liberal policies in the economic and cultural
spheres, with the result that it was considered to be the most tolerant country
behind the ‘Iron Curtain’. In 1989, Hungary’s communist leaders voluntarily
abandoned their monopoly of power, thus facilitating a peaceful shift to a
multi-party democracy and free-market economy. Since 1990, three consecu-
tive free elections have been held —an exceptionally long democratic period in
the history of Hungary.

The origins of the Hungarian language

Hungarian is a unique and isolated language of central Europe, because it is
not Indo-European in origin; rather it belongs to the Finno-Ugric branch of the
Uralic family of languages (Figure 1). According to estimates, the total number of
speakers of Uralic languages all over the world is about 25 million, the majority
of whom (approximately 15 million) speak Hungarian. The beginnings of the
development of an independent Hungarian language date back to about 1000
BC, and the oldest written records of the language can be traced back to the 11th
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Uralic
Finno-Ugric Samoyedic
Ugric Finno-Permic
Hungarian Ob-Ugric Estonian Finnish
Khanty Mansi
(or Ostyak) (or Vogul)

Figure 1 An outline of the family tree of Uralic languages

century AD. Its closest relatives are Mansi (or Vogul) and Khanty (or Ostyak),
spoken together by a total of 10,000 people in Western Siberia. More distant rela-
tives are Finnish and Estonian.

Although there have been several theories concerning the origins of the
Hungarian language, it is now generally accepted that Hungarian belongs to
the Uralic family of languages. Are any of these languages mutually intelligi-
ble? Mansi and Khanty are as closely related to each other as Serbian is to
Croatian but in neither case would a speaker understand Hungarian. Hungar-
ian and Finnish are as comprehensible to each other as, for example, English is
to Greek. In other words, their kinship is based merely on linguistic evidence,
revealed inregular and systematic differences and similarities between the two
languages — peculiarities that would not be noticed by speakers of either Finn-
ish or Hungarian.

Hungarian Grammar in a Nutshell

Spelling and pronunciation

Orthography

Hungarian uses the Roman alphabet. It contains 44 graphemes, including
digraphs, i.e. combinations of single letters which represent one consonant.
Among the 30 consonant letters, g, w, x, y are not ‘native’ in the sense that they
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only appear in foreign or archaic words such as tequila, Wekerle (family name),
taxi, or papaya.

There are eight digraphs, e.g. cs (like English ch in church) and ny (like British
English n in new). There is one consonant which is spelled with three letters (a
trigraph): dzs (like English j in jam). Consonant letters can be doubled to denote
phonetically long consonants, e.g. ot [ot:] ‘there’. In the case of digraphs only the
first character is doubled to express length, e.g. busszal [bus:al] ‘by bus’ (and not
‘buszszal’).

Hungarian has 14 vowels, many of which appear with diacritical marks. They
form seven short/long pairs, e.g. a—d, i—f, 0—0, ii—ii. Those without an accent or
with umlauts are short, those with accents or double accents are long. Lengthis a
distinctive feature of Hungarian vowels since it may affect the meaning of the
word, e.g. tor [ter] ‘(s/he) breaks’ and td7 [to:r] ‘dagger’.

Hungarian vowels are either front (i, ii—if, e~¢, 6—0) or back (u—, 06, a—d),
either rounded (ii—i, 06, u—ii, 00, a) or unrounded (i, e—¢, d).

Vowel harmony

One of the most important regularities of the sound pattern of Hungarian is
that most endings harmonise with the stems they are attached to. This means that
most endings have two or three alternative forms differing only in the vowel, e.g.
-ndl, -nél ‘at’, -hoz, -hez, -hoz ‘to’.

As a rule, two-form suffixes have one form with a back vowel and one with a
front vowel, e.g. -ban, -ben ‘in’. The selection of the ending depends on the
vowel(s) of the word stem. Back vowel words take the suffix with the back alter-
nant, front vowel words take the front alternants: hiz — hdzban “house — in the
house’, kert — kertben ‘garden — in the garden’. Some suffixes have three alterna-
tive forms, one with the back vowel 0, one with the unrounded front vowel ¢, and
a third with the rounded front vowel 6: -on, -en, -6n “‘on’. Words with a rounded
front vowel in the final syllable take the rounded front (6) alternant of the
three-form suffixes: fold — foldon ‘ground — on the ground’.

Mixed vowel stems usually harmonise according to the vowel of the last sylla-
ble, e.g. virdg — virdggal ‘flower — with flower’. If the last syllable contains one of
the so-called neutral vowels: i, é, the mixed vowel stem harmonises with the
vowel of the second last syllable, e.g. kdvé — kdvéba ‘coffee —into coffee’ (Polgardi,
1998; Vago, 1976).

Sound-letter correspondence

In Hungarian, letters tend to have constant phonetic values: itis generally true
that a given letter always corresponds to the same sound.

There are no diphthongs in standard Hungarian, so adjacent vowels are
pronounced as separate syllables: mai [mai] ‘of today’.

Word stress
In Hungarian, stress always falls on the first syllable of the word, even in loan
words: Amerika [‘amerika] ‘America” (Kontra, 1995).

Morphology and syntax

An agglutinative language
As there are no prepositions in Hungarian, words are built up in a sequence
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of units, with each unit expressing a particular grammatical meaning. For
example, ‘for my pictures’ in Hungarian is képeimnek, which can be analysed as:

képleim/nek

picture + plural possessive (i.e. the 1st person singular possessor has more than
one possession: ‘my pictures’) + for. So the direct equivalent of the Hungarian
sequence is ‘pictures my for’.

Verb conjugation

Verbs are conjugated in Hungarian by putting endings after the basic form of
the verb. The basic form is the present tense 3rd person singular, the ‘s/he’
form. Thus the “dictionary” form means: ‘he/she . ..s’ (e.g. fut ‘he/she runs’).
This is the stem to conjugate when a different person /number is to be described
(Torkenczy, 1997).

There are two ‘slots’ after the Hungarian verb stem; each slot gives only
certain kinds of information. The first slot provides information about tense/
mood, the second one about person/number.

sétal/t/unk  sétdl/nd/tok walk/-ed/we walk/would/you (plural)

As the verb ending indicates which person is meant, personal pronouns are not
usually used except for emphasis.

There are two sets of person/number suffixes and, consequently, two verb
conjugations in each tense: definite and indefinite. This distinction is based on
the definiteness or the indefiniteness of the object. The object is definite when it is
uniquely identifiable, either absolutely (e.g. the name of a person or a place) or
through context (e.g. the object is preceded by the definite article). Therefore,
there is an important grammatical difference between ‘I'm watching a film” and
‘I'm watching the film’: the Hungarian verb takes an indefinite suffix in the first
sentence and a definite suffix in the second one. This distinction does not exist in
English: compare the Hungarian equivalent of the two sample sentences:

Nézek egy filmet. 1'm watching a film. (indef.)
Nézem a filmet. 1'm watching the film. (def.)

Tri-directionalism

When expressing location and direction, the most important suffixes can be
considered as belonging to three sets: one indicating movement towards a posi-
tion, one indicating a state of rest in a certain position, and one indicating move-
ment away from the position. Hence the name ‘tri-directionalism’. The three
‘directions’ correspond to the question words hovd? ‘where to?’, hol? “where?’
and honnan? ‘where from?’ (see Table 1).

A peculiarity of the Hungarian language is that while all towns and countries
in the world are associated with a closed space, e.g. Oxfordban ‘in Oxford’, the
word ‘Hungary” and most Hungarian place names are regarded as a surface, e.g.
Budapesten ‘in Budapest’ (literally ‘on Budapest’).

‘Reverse order’
When endings are attached to some verbal and nominal forms, they are also
extended “to the right’, and suffixes express the meanings indicated by preposi-
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Table 1 The tri-directionalism of Hungarian nominal suffixes. After Payne (1987,
p-72)

hovd? [where to?] hol? [where?] honnan? [where
from?]
closed place (e.g.a |-ba/-be (into) -ban/-ben (in) -b6l1/-bdl (from)
shop)
surface (e.g. a table) |-ra/-re (on to) -on/-en/-6n (on) -161/-r61 (from)
point in space (e.g. |-hoz/-hez/-h6z (to) |-ndl/-nél (at) -t6l/-t6l (from)
my friend)

tions in English. In these cases the order of units is reversed compared to English.
Thus bardtomtdl ‘from my friend” can be analysed as

bardt/om/tél friend/my/from

The order of personal names is reversed as well; the given name follows the
family name, e.g. Barték Béla. The same rule applies to addresses and dates. The
sequence goes from general to specific, i.e. town — street - number of block; and
year — month — day. However, there are lots of cases when the ‘reverse order’
rule does not apply: adjectives precede nouns; articles precede nouns and noun
phrases just as in English: a fehér kutya ‘the white dog’.

What Hungarian does not have
There is the absence of gender. In the third person singular, & is the equivalent of
both ‘he” and ‘she” in English.

There isno equivalent of the English continuous tense in the Hungarian conju-
gation system: futok ‘I run/I am running’. There is no perfect aspect either; thus a
single Hungarian past verb form can have four English equivalents: olvastam a
konyvet 1read the book (yesterday), | have read the book, I was reading the book,
I'have been reading the book’.

There is no direct equivalent of the possessive ‘to have’ in present-day
Hungarian. Itis expressed by using a construction which involves the possessive
forms. Van egy dlmom ‘I have a dream’ would translate literally as ‘Is a dream my’
(Kiefer, 1985).

Anumeralis followed by a singular noun, e.g. hét konyv ‘seven books’, literally
‘seven book’ (cf. ‘three quid’ in British English.)

Further exploration of Hungarian phonology and morphology in English may
be found in the following sources: Abondolo, 1988; Benkd & Imre, 1972; Kenesei
et al., 1998; Nadasdy, 1985.

Vocabulary

Finno-Ugric lexis
In current Hungarian there are approximately 700 base words of Finno-Ugric
origin. They include:

Pronouns: én ‘T, te “you’, 6 "he/she’
Parts of the body: fej “head’, fiil “ear’, szem ‘eye’
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Kinship: atya ‘father’, anya ‘mother’

Nature: ég ‘sky’, csillag ‘star’, viz ‘water’

Plants: gyokér ‘root’, t& ‘stem’, fa ‘tree’

Animals: liid ‘goose’, hal 'fish’, fecske ‘swallow’

Activities: alszik ‘sleep’, dll ‘stand’, mond ‘say’

Existence: lesz ‘will be’, él ‘lives’, hal ‘dies’

The words for ‘yes’ (igen) and "Hungarian’ (magyar) are also Finno-Ugric.

The Ugric language community broke up when Hungarian tribes started
migrating to the west. The migrations were caused by the attacks of various
nomadic peoples from the east and by overpopulation within the local tribes.
To reach the Carpathian Basin from the southern foothills of the Ural moun-
tains took about 2000 years; in this period Hungarians settled among other tribes
(they lived as part of the Kazar Empire in Levedia, for example). This intermin-
gling had a number of consequences. Among others, it left its mark on the
Hungarian vocabulary:

Early Iranian loan words are: tiz ‘ten’
Persian loan words (probably from traders) include: vdsdr ‘market’
Iranian-Alan loan words are: hid ‘bridge’.

However, it was ancient Turkish that exerted the strongest impact on Hungarian
during the period of migrations. The approximately 300 ancient Turkish loan
words include:

Parts of the body: boka ‘ankle’, kar ‘arm’

Colours: kék ‘blue’, sdrga ‘yellow’

Animal husbandry: bika ‘bull’, diszné ‘pig’
Agriculture: alma “apple’, biiza ‘wheat’

Religious beliefs: boszorkdny ‘witch’

Domestic life: kapu ‘gate’, bolcsé ‘cradle’, szék ‘chair’

Slavic loan words

When the Hungarians arrived in the Carpathian Basin, the area had been
dotted with Slavic settlements. Slavic loan words appeared between the
conquest of Hungarian tribes (around 900 AD) and the battle of Mohacs (1526).2
They emerged in many economic, administrative, religious and everyday
contexts. Some examples are:

Manufacture and trade: kovdcs ‘smith’
Administrative and legal: kirdly ‘king’, pénz ‘money’
Church and religion: keresztény ‘Christian’

Family: cseléd ‘servant’, csaldd 'family’

Between the 10th and 18th centuries three other languages had a considerable
impact on the Hungarian vocabulary: German, Latin and Turkish.

German, Latin and Turkish loan words

The appearance of German loan words can be dated to two different historical
periods. The first coincides with the foundation of the Hungarian kingdom (1000
AD) when, at the Bavarian-born Hungarian queen’s invitation, missionary



