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Abstract

The present paper is based on 37 interviews caougdwith the help of a questionnaire
among Hungarians in Hamilton, Ontario, in Canadae Tntergenerational transmission of
Hungarian, as well as the entire macrosociolingugstuation of the community, is described
from a two-fold perspective that combines the apphnoof language contact with that of
heritage languages, highlighting a general — aljhouot absolute — tendency towards three-
generational heritage language shift. The most rtapo findings concern heritage language
use in private vs. public domains, where the foroasr be characterized by more frequent use
of Hungarian, whereas the latter provide the mdstiaus evidence to three-generational
heritage language shift, since the use of Hungaseems to be much less frequent in these
domains. Other findings shed light on the fact tleigion and the church, as well as the
heritage language school, play an essential rofenmaintenance of ethnicity and culture
among Hamilton Hungarians, but also that Hungarisnnow doubtlessly present in
telecommunications and the multimedia in the lifé the community in question.
Furthermore, data regarding the Hungarian lang@aggisition of the participants are also
analysed. Wherever meaningful, a distinction is endxktween data provided by first-
generation immigrants and second-generation spgakeostly in order to illustrate the

gradual nature of heritage language shift that {grogress in the community.



Kivonat

Jelen tanulmany 37 interjun alapul, melyek egy &&rdsegitségével késziltek a kanadai,
Ontario tartomanybeli Hamiltonbanéémagyarokkal. A magyar nyelv generaciok kozotti
tovabbadasat — csakugy, mint a kozosség makrosdimgpisztikai helyzetét — ke
megkozelitéstl vizsgalom, igyekezve dsszehangolni a nyelvkontsiddlemzés, valamint az
Orokségnyelv perspektivajat. Megfigyelhatgy altalanos — bar nem abszolat — tendencia a
haromgeneréacios nyelvcsere iranyaba. Emellettfariégsabb megallapitasok a magéan-, ill. a
k6zosségi szféraban tortedrokségnyelv-hasznalatra vonatkoznak, melyek k&kibbi a
magyar nyelv gyakoribb hasznalataval jellemezhetig utobbi esetében a haromgeneraciés
nyelvcsere jelei egyértelibbek, mivel a magyar nyelv hasznalata itt sokk&kkbé gyakori.
Mas megallapitasokbdl fény deril arra, hogy a sakld az egyhdz — csaklgy, mint az
orokségnyelvi iskola — kulcsfontossagu szerepetzi@ta nemzetiségi hovatartozas és a
kultira megtartdsaban a hamiltoni magyarok kérébalamint, hogy a magyar nyelv ma mar
kétségkivil jelen van a széban forgo kozoéssegligeata telekommunikacio és a multimédia
terlletein is. A magyar nyelv elsajatitdsaval kapates adatok szintén elemzésre kerilnek.
Az elsgsgeneracios bevandorldktol, ill. a masodikgeneraeadatkdozbktél szarmazo adatok
elkilénulnek egymastél, ahol ennek jeltss#tige van — elsorban a kdzdsségben zajld

nyelvcsere fokozatossagat illusztralando.
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1. Introduction
The present paper aims at describing the langusgy@nd sociolinguistic makeup of a

Hungarian community living in Hamilton, Ontario, @anada. The topic is approached from a
macrosociolinguistic point of view, concentratingom® on the social characteristics of the
group than the strictly speaking linguistic featurie other words, it is the social data that are
interpreted from a linguistic perspective.

At this point, let some figures illustrate the gexqghical location and the size of the
community that is looked at in this paper. Hamilisna city with a population of around
500,000 on the western shore of Lake Ontario, al3&utmiles south-west of Toronto.
According to the 2006 census data (Statistics Cand@06), there are 15,155 people in
Hamilton who reported to be of Hungarian originthws,080 of these being single responses,
indicating Hungarian alone and not in parallel véittime other nationality or nationalities.

Throughout this paper, the Hungarian language comignwof Hamilton will be
described from the perspective of language confacbe more exact, what will be looked at
is whether the situation of Hungarian in contacthwinglish in this particular case can be
characterised by language maintenance or langumitie s

Furthermore, it is also essential to note that tisdy considers the variety of
Hungarian spoken in Hamilton as a heritage langBd# variety, and concentrates on what
is commonly referred to as its “intergeneratiomahsmission” (Campbell and Christian 2003,
1), i.e. whether the knowledge of Hungarian is pdstown from generation to generation in
its entirety or gradually diminishes with time.

By combining the above two approaches (i.e. thokdawmguage contact and of
intergenerational HL transmission), a more compnsive understanding of the ongoing
processes can be arrived at, since this way itrhesgossible to interpret empirical findings
through a kind of a double lens, whereby the twispectives can successfully complement
each other.

After a brief review of the literature relevant tbe present study, with all the
important notions and concepts defined and drawio i@ framework, a section on
methodology will ensue, providing a description the participants as well as the data
collection and analysis, always with the reseanadstion in mind. The methodology section
will be followed by presenting the data and thediscussion of these. Finally, conclusions

will also be provided, restating the most releviamdings, explaining the significance of the



study, as well as shedding light on the possibtaréudirections and avenues for research,

along the lines of which the study can be taketep further.



2. Literature review

2.1. The perspective of language contact and biggnialism

What follows is a discussion of the most relevanirses of this paper, starting with
the more general items and proceeding towards e specific ones, thus narrowing the
scope after gaining a general picture about thie widanguage contact and bilingualism.

As far as the most rudimentary and general congegtennection with this topic are
concerned, two basic introductory volumes should rbentioned, which provide a
comprehensive overview of the field and introduoe background information necessary to
understand any study concentrating on languagecbat bilingualism. These two books are
Thomason (2001) and Grosjean (1982), both of thewinly contributed a lot to the
theoretical basis of the present paper.

Thomason (2001) introduces the essential notiodanfuage contact, which she
defines as “the use of more than one languagecisdime place at the same time” (Thomason
2001, 1). However, she also adds that this defimithight be a bit oversimplified as a number
of exceptions can be thought of, in the case otlwkine languages are not necessarily used in
the same place or at the same time (e.g. contdbtlearned or sacred, at times also dead
languages).

Apart from the problem of the definition, Thomas@001) also elaborates on
guestions such as how contact situations arisetgdcbionsets), what typical settings they
usually occur in, what happens to languages anid $ipeakers in contact situations, what
kind of mechanism and results contact-induced lagguchange has, what characterises
contact languages, and so on.

Out of these numerous topics discussed by ThomgXuit), let us examine that of
contact onsets somewhat more in detail, assigriiegchse of Hungarian immigrants in
Hamilton to one of the categories suggested byTter.most basic ways of contact onset that
Thomason (2001) describes include the prolongedcedal coexistence of neighbouring
groups; colonisation and conquests; immigrationiows trade situations; intermarriage
between communities; etc.

The case of Hungarian in Hamilton definitely belsrig the category of language
contact due to immigration, which presupposes astalate contact situation, meaning that
language shift to the majority language is likety Happen sooner or later. According to
Thomason (2001), shift usually takes place in veia&t calls migrant subordinate communities

rather rapidly, and the Hungarian speakers in Hamildoubtlessly constitute such a



community. Their situation of language contact tencharacterised by “an asymmetrical
dominant-subordinate intergroup relationship witkegsure toward shift” (Thomason 2001,
23), since the power relations between the twoudaggs taking part in the contact situation
are obvious, with English apparently being the dwnt language and Hungarian the
subordinate one.

Grosjean (1982), on the other hand, considers Eggunaintenance and shift as
possible outcomes of bilingualism, also playing iastrumental role in constructing the
theoretical framework of the present study. He idates that bilingualism can either be
prolonged for a relatively long time, or it mighist be a temporary state, followed by a return
to monolingualism. In the latter case, this retueither happens by reverting to
monolingualism in the original language (i.e. mai@nce), or by the disappearance of the
original (first) language of the group, resultimymonolingualism in the second language (i.e.
shift). Furthermore, Grosjean (1982) also adds ipidgtion and creolization as possible
outcomes of bilingualism, where new contact langsagyise, but this option does not belong
to the scope of this paper.

Besides investigating the possible outcomes ohdgpilalism, Grosjean (1982) also
discusses other fundamental topics, such as bdirsya being the global norm rather than the
exception, attitudes to bilingualism, the distinatibetween individual vs. state bilingualism,
language choice, bilingual language acquisitiommetrical vs. asymmetrical bilingualism,
the origins of bilingualism; etc.

At this point, | would like to examine the lattevd topics more in detail as those are
especially relevant for our present discussiofs Important to see first that bilingualism in
the case of the Hungarian-speaking community in iHamis asymmetrical, meaning that it
is usually only the minority group (i.e. that obthlungarian immigrants) that learns the other
language, while the majority group (i.e. that oh@dians) very rarely does so.

Furthermore, as far as the origins of bilingualiane concerned, Grosjean (1982)
identifies the movement of groups, political fedisra, education, intermarriage, urbanisation
and globalisation as some of the essential rea@iscan lead to communities becoming
bilingual. Out of these, it is mainly movement (antbre specifically, immigration) that plays
a role in the Hamilton Hungarian case, althoughenohthe other factors can be completely
excluded since, as in most cases, it is an intgrpfaall these components that leads to
bilingualism and language contact in this particutatance as well.

To move away from the very general and introductsoyrces, somewhat more

specific than the previous two volumes is Paul§i®@81), who introduces the notion of three



generational language shift, meaning that, most&ffy in the case of immigrant languages
in the USA, the first generation shows a strondgguemce for their mother tongue, whereas
the second generation usually becomes bilingudl tlaa third one is typically monolingual in
English.

Such a pattern can be expected to manifest itselfhe case of the Hungarian
community in Hamilton as well, since Hungarian 15 iaaxmigrant language there. And,
although Hamilton is apparently not in the Unitedt&s but in Canada, this is not likely to
make too much difference here, since the cultui@eup and the situation of immigrants is
rather similar (although by no means completelysidi®e) in these two countries.

Besides Paulston (1981), several other authorgitesg three-generational language
shift can also be mentioned, such as Fishman (11888,), or Veltman (1983). What is more,
Chevalier (2004) complements this model with a gehdarrowing of registers in parallel
with the shift in language, resulting — at leaspart — from bilinguals’ access to more than
one language, as a result of which bilingual speakeill tend to code-switch where
monolinguals only switch registers or speech stylesdiscourse (Chevalier 2004, 3).
Consequently, a gradual loss of high and formaisters, styles, and/or domains is to be
expected from generation to generation (with resfmeElungarian) if language shift turns out

to be really in progress in the Hamilton Hungacammunity.

2.2. The heritage language (HL) perspective

Before moving on to sources dealing more specificalith Hungarian in North
America, it is important to introduce the basiariework of heritage languages (HLs) as well,
to complement that of language contact, which heenlbriefly described above. As Wiley
(2001) points out, it is rather problematic to pdeva comprehensive definition for HLs, as is
always the case when attempting “to apply a sitajdel to a complex situation” (Wiley 2001,
29).

A rather broad and widely accepted definition ifedd by Kelleher (2008), in which
she formulates that “[tlhe term heritage languagased to identify languages other than the
dominant language (or languages) in a given samaltext” (Kelleher 2008, 3). She also
contrasts the term with that of foreign languageguing that HLs are ndbreign to their
users, but “they artamiliar in a variety of ways. Some people may be able &alkspread,
and write the language; others may only speak derstand when spoken to. Some may not
understand the language but are part of a famiyoarmunity where the language is spoken”



(Kelleher 2008, 3). Thus, as she suggests, anyhedet outsets can be described as HL
situations, and adds that the term can regard pgréamilies, and communities alike.

Furthermore, Kelleher (2008) also proposes thatehaminority languageshould be
replaced with that dfieritage languagas well, on the one hand because of the strorigraul
and social stigma that has been attached to tmeefprand on the other hand because there
may well be situations where, as she argues, thecdéthmunity constitutes the numerical
majority. As a result, even though the Hamilton Haman community is a minority in terms
of demography, | also consider it reasonable t@rilss its language as a HL rather than an
immigrant or minority language, to remain as ndutisapossible and to avoid any possible
connotations that the word usage may inadvertemibyy .

Based on a view similar to the one represented bjeKer’'s definition, Fishman
(2001) points out that there are three basic typddLs (with respect to the United States),
namely, indigenous, colonial and immigrant onesstFfor indigenous HL situations, he cites
the example of the Amerindians, whose languagesnairestant danger of extinction (if not
extinct already). Thus, he stresses the importariceducational and institutional efforts
towards “heritage language revitalization, acgigsitand maintenance” (Fishman 2001, 83)
in their case.

Second, as examples of colonial HLs he names thguémes of the European
colonizers who arrived in North-America before theited States was established. Such non-
indigenous languages include (among others) D@elnman, Spanish, and French. He asserts
that the overwhelming majority of these communitiese lost their colonial roots, and now
owe their present existence in the US to what Hle Gaxmigrant reinforcement” (Fishman
2001, 83), with the single exception of PennsylaaGierman, which is the only colonial
heritage variety that “can claim significant intengrational mother tongue transmission”
(Fishman 2001, 84).

Third, he lists French, German, Spanish, ltaliaoljsR, and Yiddish as the major
immigrant HLs in the United States. In connectiathwhese, he remarks that despite what he
refers to as “the sad experiences of indigenouscatahial heritage language maintenance”
(Fishman 2001, 85), immigrant HL communities exigiigreat determination and struggled
intensely to establish HL schools and maintain rthdlLs. Besides emphasizing the
importance of HL education, he also touches upanttpic of how changes in national
interests, ideology, propaganda, even foreign paliclegislation can affect HL maintenance

and education.



Although Fishman (2001) refers his arguments touiB& only, the scope of his ideas
definitely applied to Canada as well, since thadaustorical and sociocultural backgrounds
of the two countries are rather similar, with tlmeligenous, colonial and immigrant HL
communities being generally analogous, althougmidefy not completely identical.

An obvious reason why this work by Fishman is afisiderable interest for the aims
of the present paper is that it makes it possiblelassify the Hamilton Hungarian variety as
an immigrant HL. Furthermore, it can also be pressed based on Fishman (2001)’s
observations that the role of HL education, natiatkeology, legislation, etc. will be essential
in this case as well, highlighting potential direns for further investigations.

To narrow down the focus of the attention withine thiL perspective to the
intergenerational transmission of HLs, the nextreéeuo mention is Campbell and Christian
(2003). The significance of this study is that ibyades an opportunity to connect the HL
perspective to the language contact approach, ksereing the correlation between
intergenerational HL transmission (or rather itsaixe in the long run) and the typical North-
American three generational language shift that een pointed out by Paulston (1981),
Fishman (1966, 1991) and Veltman (1983) as well.

Campbell and Christian (2003) identify two possibéhicles through which heritage
languages can be sustained. One is through thelaofiever newer immigrants who keep the
community (and its heritage language) alive, whike other is “through transfer of language
knowledge from one generation to the next withimoaunities and families”, which is what
they call the “intergenerational transmission ofsfiCampbell and Christian 2003, 1). If this
intergenerational transmission is effective enoubhb, heritage language will be maintained
(HL maintenance), although — as they point outis- ihnot very typical in the United States
(nor is it in Canada), where the HL usually gratjuaiminishes, resulting in HL shift —
mostly, as described above, throughout three geaesa Thus, it can be stated that it is — at
least partly — because of the decreasing efficiafantergenerational transmission that HL
shift takes place in these three generations.

The reasons for and the mechanisms of this stEfCampbell and Christian (2003)
assume, are still to be researched, making thissiigation one of the main aims of the
present paper — obviously only with respect toHaenilton Hungarian community.

Another important topic addressed by Campbell ahdsGan (2003, 3) is that of
language ecology. As they point out, “the rubrictlod ecology of languagéssncompasses

such issues as the following:



“the role of the school system and other institugicthe historical experiences
of particular language communities, [...] the istractures within specific
communities that are entrusted with HL revitaliaatior preservation and
their elation with the institutions of mainstreawciety (e.g. the schools)|,

etc.].”

They add to these topics a brief list of what tloayl “[r]lesearchable features of a
broad language ecology pattern [..., includingidestial settlement patterns; concentration of
speakers and the proportion of youth; communitytitutsonal density; frequency of
encounters with naturalistic use of the HL; and samity control of children’s socialization”
(Campbell and Christian 2003, 4).

Of all these topics and researchable featurestlegtname, they stress the importance
of schools (HL education) and the parental uséeferitage language the most, maintaining
that these two function as the most essential ssuo€ HL input in the case of immigrant
children (Campbell and Christian 2003, 17). Theyuarthat parents need to have sufficient
and true knowledge about bilingualism to be conftdenough to discredit the wide-spread
myths surrounding it (such as the ones about aduiéil being two monolinguals in one
person, or true bilinguals having to be equallyefiuin both of the languages they speak,
etc.).

As a result, it is not only children but also pdasewho need to be sufficiently
informed about the importance and value of bilingna as well as HL transmission, since
parents’ knowledge about these matters plays aiatruole in their children’s HL
development.

Further studies that provide evidence demonstrdtiegimportance of HL education
based on the empirical findings of their own reskanclude Chinen and Tucker (2005), Otcu
(2010) and Oriyama (2010). Chinen and Tucker (2@0&)n in their study on 31 Japanese-
American teenagers attending a Japanese HL schdadd Angeles that “the participants’
sense of ethnic identity, attitudes toward the #dhool [Japanese heritage language school]
and self-assessed proficiency of Japanese [..g significantly related” (Chinen and Tucker
2005, 27), in a way that more positive attitudeshte JHL school generally meant more
intensive Japanese identification and higher levkkelf-assessed proficiency.

Otcu (2010), in her study about a Turkish Saturgseyool in New York City, also
emphasizes the role of the HL school “in maintagnthe Turkish language and forming a
Turkish cultural identity” (Otcu 2010, 131). Oriyan{2010), who conducted her study on



“three groups of Japanese-English bilingual yowthd their parents in Sydney, Australia”
(Oriyama 2010, 76) also has similar findings, pngvthe role of HL schools in identity-
construction and HL development, “especially whasytare supported by community, peers,
and home” (Oriyama 2010, 95).

What we can infer from these studies with regarth&opresent paper is that, as has
been suggested based on Fishman (2001) and CdmapdeChristian (2003) as well, HL
education and the Hungarian school in Hamilton, €N be expected to play a crucial role in

maintaining the Hungarian language and identithexcommunity.

2.3. Sources on Hungarian in North-America

Fenyvesi (2005) provides a comprehensive descniptiof the historical,
demographical and socio-economic background of duags in the United States, and also
describes domains of their Hungarian language umk vaarious linguistic aspects of it
(phonetic, phonological, morphological, syntacticl gragmatic features alike). Although the
present study is not about an American Hungarianngonity, the information provided by
this paper is still valuable, since such a compmsive work has not been written on Canadian
Hungarian to date.

However, there also are sources that concentrageifgally on Hungarians in
Canada, although less comprehensive than the oeesiomed above. Perhaps the most
general of these is Dreisziger (1982), which isebla® a certain extent on Dreisziger (1981).
Dreisziger (1981) deals with the life of Hungariammigrants in Canada between 1924 and
1939, which is then completed by Dreisziger (1982padening its scope so that it does not
just concentrate on the 15 years indicated abawuanborporates literally the whole history of
Canadian-Hungarians between the 1880s and the 1980s

Dreisziger (1981) talks about four waves in whichngarians entered Canada. The
first wave he mentions is that of the “pioneershonimmigrated at the end of the™nd in
the first two decades of the 2@entury. Secondly, he also talks about interwanignants
entering between 1924 and 1939, followed — thirdlyy post-war émigrés in the 1940s and
50s. Finally, the fourth group he introduces ig tifahe 1956-57 refugees.

In connection with this latter group, it has to bemarked that the number of
Hungarian refugees entering Canada was extremgly ini 1956 and '57 as a result of the
suppression of the Hungarian revolution againsttmamunist regime in November 1956. In
a later work of his, Dreisziger (2004) formulatdmtt nearly 40,000 Hungarians fled to

Canada in these two years. If we take into conataer that, according to Antaléczy (2006),
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altogether some 200,000 refugees fled Hungary ttjredter the revolution to 54 different
countries, we can draw the conclusion that ond fift all the Hungarian 56’er emigrants
opted for Canada as their destination.

What is also essential to see in connection wiils fourth wave of Hungarian
immigrants to Canada (i.e. the '56-ers) is that nehs all the previous waves consisted
mostly of working-class immigrants and peasanis, dhe included a considerable number of
intellectuals as well, with 958 Hungarian collegedents entering Canada in 1957, according
to Hidas (1998).

To go back to Dreisziger (1981), it can be statedt,tapart from stressing the
importance of the émigrés of 1956-57, he also atéi that it was the second wave (i.e. the
interwar immigrants) that constituted the most imgat group of Hungarian immigrants in
Canada. The reason why this can be claimed is migtrmumerical (with this wave being the

second biggest of all four), but, as Dreiszigei8,%1-62) puts it:

“[T]he importance of this stream went beyond thalme of demographic

growth: the post-1924 immigrants greatly promotsal dispersal of Canada’s
Hungarian population throughout much of the courand they were mainly
responsible for the establishment of Magyar colenie many of Canada’s

large cities, especially Montreal and Toronto.”

It is also important to note, though, that Dreiszig1981) only mentions these four
waves of Hungarian immigration to Canada, and anlky the interwar group that he analyses
in detail. In contrast, Dreisziger (1982) dealswatl of the waves comprehensively, although
with a slightly modified division. What is more, &sziger (1982) also investigates the period
after 1956 (an era not even mentioned in his previwork), which, as he suggests, can be
characterised by an intensive decline in Hungananigration.

Another similar publication is Dreisziger (1986)hieh is quite a detailed account of
the history of Hungarian immigrants in Canada betw&886 and 1986, indicating a clear
trend about how the urban vs. rural distributiorHoihgarian immigrants in Canada changed
throughout the hundred years he discusses. Hérdtes this trend by stating that in the initial
decades the overwhelming majority of Hungarianlesstin Canada were rural, then in 1921
the urban-rural distribution was already just abemiial, whereas in 1981, 82% of Hungarian
Canadians already lived in urban districts.

Apart from showing this shift from rural regionsudban ones, Dreisziger (1986) also

provides several reasons that could account fowithh the reasons ranging from socio-
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historical to political and economic in nature. &leo describes the geographical distribution
of the Hungarian population within Canada, comingthe conclusion that their centre

gradually shifted from mainly agricultural Saskawatan and Alberta to largely industrial

Ontario and also Quebec.

Papp (1979) is even more specifically connectethétopic of this paper, dealing
with the history and culture of Hungarians in Omathe province where Hamilton is located
as well. Papp maintains that the first Hungariamm@anities in Ontario were founded in the
early 1900s, namely, for instance, in Niagara Fallelland and Brantford, but also in
Hamilton. She adds that “by 1931 the cities of Hamj Toronto, Welland and Windsor had
Hungarian populations of over one thousand” (P&§{918), with Hamilton then being home
to the largest Hungarian population in Ontariaaating immigrants with the great number of
jobs available in its iron foundries and steel siilfhis shows how important Hamilton’s role
has been in the life of Hungarian immigrants in &@iat, and it still continues to be home to
the second-largest Hungarian community in EastemaGa, which makes it an ideal setting
for conducting research like this.

As far as cultural life and social gatherings amnaerned, the first Hungarian
associations were, as Papp indicates, sick begefieties, such ashe First Hungarian
Workers Sick Benefit Societyganised in Hamilton in 1907. These were the@atons that
first started to organise meetings and social evemmtHungarians in these communities, and
it was only in the interwar period that Hungariamugnunity centres, Hungarian houses, clubs
or even congregations were established for this aim

Let it be mentioned in passing that, as Ruzsa (19d@eals, the first Hungarian
Presbyterian Congregation in Eastern Canada wasdéalin Hamilton in 1926, while the
Hungarian Lutheran Congregation of the city was@shed in 1930, and the Hungarian
Greek Catholic Parish in 1935. The Roman CatHeéidsh was not founded until 1944, but
has played an extremely significant role in the bf the Hungarian community since then,
just like the other congregations, which are allyvenportant scenes of the community’s
cultural gatherings and virtually any kinds of sbcactivities involving Hungarians in
Hamilton.

Papp also mentions some secular organisations sischlthe Toronto monthly
newspapeMagyarsag (Magyar-Canadian®y theKanadai Magyar Munkastarted in 1929
in Hamilton to publicize left-wing ideology, the Hgarian language schools in Toronto,
Hamilton, St. Catharines, Kitchener, London and @sh (coordinated by the Hungarian

School Board, founded in 1971) or the radio statitumgarian Voice in Niagara Falls
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launched in 1952 along with the several scout sapover Ontario, which have all played a
key role in maintaining the Hungarian identity dadguage in the region.

Dreisziger (2004) has already been briefly mentoabove, in connection with the
number of '56-ers emigrating to Canada. Howeveg #rticle does not only examine this
single period, but also defines a number of moreeg® trends in connection with the
demographics and the language use of Hungaria@amnada. These trends can be inferred
based on various census data under a number efafiff headings that have been changing
from time to time during the past decades. Amonrgse¢hare such figures as “Canadian
residents born in Hungary, or Canadians with Maggsar mother-tongue, or Canadians
speaking Hungarian in the home” (Dreisziger 20}, &tc.

As Dreisziger (2004) indicates, all of these figureere continuously growing
throughout most of the 3century. However, from 1986 onwards, it was ohly humber of
those claiming Hungarian as their ancestry thateesed (namely from 210,000 to 270,000
nation-wide), while all the other data concernihg liemographics and the language use of
Hungarians in Canada decreased.

As far as language use is concerned, Dreiszig&4(2@veals that the highest number
of respondents claiming Hungarian as their motbagie among all the provinces is to be
found in Ontario. To be more exact, 44,060 respotselaimed exclusively Hungarian as
their mother tongue in Ontario in 1996, and thgaife slightly increased to 45,275 to 2001,
whereas the nation-wide figures in this respect7&r895 and 75,350, respectively (see Table
1).

1996 2001
Ontario 44,060 45,275
Canada (total) 76,995 75,350

Table 1.The number of respondents claiming Hungarian as ¢ixelusive mother tongue
(based on Canadian census data as cited in Dreis20§4)

This can show us that, even though there is a mimeease within the province of
Ontario, the nation-wide figures are actually daaly.

Concerning the data about Hungarian as a languaie dlome, Dreisziger (2004, 59)

emphasises how useful and contrastive these gtat@st as follows:

! The nation-wide figures are my calculations.
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“One of the best indicators of language maintendnca linguistic cultural
group is the category known as “language spokehoate.” In fact, this
category is a better measure of cultural persistéinan “language spoken” or
“mother tongue,” because language spoken at houlieaites a long-term
commitment to culture maintenance. Further, it ipradictor of language

transmission to the next generation.”

According to the 2001 census data as discusseddisdiger (2004), Hungarian was
used at home by 44,590 people nation-wide, outto€hvll1,575 respondents reported to use
it as the only language of their home. Here agaimas Ontario that showed the highest ratio
on the province level, with 7,885 of the nation-wid1,575 claiming Hungarian as the
exclusive language they used at home in 2001.

To illustrate how steeply these data about thedagg spoken at home are decreasing,
Dreisziger (2004) gives the example of the Wespovinces, out of which Saskatchewan
provides the most striking decline, with 1,945 mses in 1971 and only 120 in 2001,
showing an undisputed sign of language shift.

The final source to mention here is Polgar (20@1paper about the sociolinguistic
analysis of a Hungarian American community in Tole@hio, USA. The present study relies
on this source to a great extent since the topidhe two papers are quite similar, which
might prove to be useful when it comes to compaittegfindings.
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3. Methodology

The data collection was carried out by applying cansination of two methods,
namely, using a questionnaire and doing a socioigtig interview. The way these two
methods were combined was the following. | readtbatquestionnaire for the participants,
who, in turn, answered the questions orally, wHicacorded both in writing (by filling out
the questionnaire myself) and with the help of @nsbrecording device. At times the subjects
also felt free to tell stories and anecdotes thinoug the interview, in which case it was really
useful for me to have their voice recorded so timtdata was lost. Understandably, these
recordings are not necessarily useful for this paipet perhaps they will be for another one

sometime in the future.

3.1. Participants

I conducted the interviews with 38 participantse a whom turned out not to have
the appropriate proficiency in Hungarian to perfdira tasks involved, so in the end | ended
up with 37 usable interviews. Out of these 37 pgudints, 21 were female and 16 male, while
there were 26 first-generation immigrants and bsd-generation speakers.

As far as their age is concerned, two of them \beteveen 20 and 30, twelve between
31 and 60, twenty-one between 61 and 80 and tweea®0 (see Table 2).

Number of
Age-group o
participants
Young adults 20 - 30 2
Middle-aged speakers 31-60 12
Elderly speakers 61-80 21
Old speakers above 80 2

Table 2. The number of participants by age-group

| gave codes to the speakers based on the chracalagder in which the interviews
were conducted, thus getting speakers 1-38, balreaady mentioned above, | had to exclude
one speaker (namely, speaker 9) due to his lapkapfer proficiency in Hungarian.

For a comprehensive table (Table 2) on the perstatal of speakers, see Appendix 1.

3.2. Data collection
As for the location of the interviews, most of themere conducted at the parish
building where | was staying, as it was a locatlorown by most of the participants.

However, in some cases | visited the subjectseit ttomes and the interviews were carried
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out there. | always let the participants choosehichever option they felt more comfortable
about.

Although | stayed in the Roman Catholic parish dingy of the community and
initially started contacting subjects in this s&gti| soon managed to conduct interviews also
with speakers who were not members of this relgioommunity. This way | could collect
data that are not biased in this regard, largeleattng the whole community’s religious
divisior?, with 26 out of the 37 speakers being connectatiedroman Catholic parish in one
way or another, while the remaining 11 being eithe@mbers of one of the two other
Hungarian parishes in Hamilton or do not belongry religious group whatsoever.

In order for my results to be comparable to presimsearch findings, | used a slightly
modified version of the questionnaire of the SHGddiolinguistics of Hungarian Outside
Hungary) project. This questionnaire had previousgn used by a number of researchers,
among others Csernicsko (1998), Goncz (1999), kaks{2000) and Polgar (2001) in a
number of different places, such as in Subcarpdtbiaaine), Vojvodina (Serbia), Slovakia
and Toledo, Ohio, respectively.

The goal of using the questionnaire was in all ledse cases “to study the social
context of language use and the contact phenometh& iHungarian spoken by the minorities
in the neighboring countries” (Kontra, 2005:34).f (Cburse, the case of Toledo is an
exception here as it does not belong to a neiglhgwountry of Hungary, but Polgar 2001
does look at the social context of language usedaed investigate contact phenomena in the
Hungarian spoken by the immigrant group there.)

It has to be remarked, however, that as compardletdirst three studies mentioned
above (i.e. Csernicskd 1998, Goncz 1999 and Laks2@®0), the sample of my work is
considerably smaller, but in spite of this, as Bok001, 12) formulates in connection with
her own study as well, “the sociolinguistic sitoati of these speakers [might show]
tendencies similar to the ones described by tlguigts mentioned above”, so | hope to reveal
findings that are at least to some extent comparabiheirs.

As stated above, the questionnaire | used (seerfjiqes 2 and 3) was not completely

the same as the original questionnaire of the SH@lkct, but | modified it at some points

2 Since no calculations are available on the nunobgreople affiliated with the Roman Catholic, Prgsbian
and Greek Catholic parishes in the community, Ebag arguments here on my own ethnographic obsengt
which suggest that the overwhelming majority of tt@mmmunity’s members are connected to St Stephen’s
Roman Catholic Church in some way even if theirrchuaffiliation is not Roman Catholic, probably bese

this parish provides the most vivid cultural andiablife in the community.
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by leaving out some questions irrelevant for thespnt case and adding some new (mostly
linguistic) ones that concentrate on contact phesr@runique for Hungarian in an English
environment. These minor changes in the questiomnaere instituted based on Fenyvesi
(2005).

The questionnaire contains both language task andamguage task type questions,
out of which this study only discusses answersrgieethe non-language task type ones, i.e.
those that are rather sociolinguistic in natureesehinclude questions about personal data
(e.g. age, gender, marital status, mother tongawe| lof education, occupation, etc.); private
and public domains of Hungarian language use; wadyacquiring Hungarian; watching
television or using the internet in any of the givanguages and so on, enabling me to
receive a usable amount of information in connectiath various topics that belong to the

sociolinguistic situation of the community in quest

3.3. Data analysis

| entered the data from the 37 questionnaires seigeral Excel charts; one chart per
guestion, always showing which answer was givehdy many respondents. When it made
sense, | also calculated percentdgerder to better illustrate the proportions lué tvarious
answers. Naturally, in the case of those questibasinvolved longer answers in sentences
instead of just choosing from a number of possdgaons, no chart was prepared, but the
answers were collected one under the other to rmakgarison easier.

% The percentages that are shown in the tablesghmu the present paper are mostly rounded to énsedput

sometimes (if rounding to integers would distog fiyures too much) halves are also indicated.
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4. Discussion

This section concentrates specifically on my ownrdifngs that have been collected
with the help of the questionnaire mentioned ab®Vvighin these findings, the first topic to be
described will be the maintenance of ethnicity antture among Hungarians in Hamilton,
with particular attention paid to the domains tp&y the most considerable role in this
maintenance. After that, data on the community'gjleage use in private vs. public domains
will also be discussed and commented on, followeé Isection on the language acquisition
of the speakers. Finally, having also taken a doek at what roles modern technology,
telecommunications and the multimedia play in thbjects’ Hungarian language use, the

speakers’ attachment to Hungary will be discussedel.

4.1. The maintenance of ethnicity and culture

The role of religion and the church in preservitigneeity, culture, and even language
is extremely crucial, as highlighted by Grosjea@8d) concerning multilingual communities
in general, and by Polgar (2001) and Fenyvesi (RO&5 well, regarding Hungarian
communities in the United States, but also by R48@9), in connection with Hungarians in
Ontario in particular.

The reason why religion is especially importanthe case of Hungarian immigrant
communities in the United States can be conneatedhtat Campbell and Christian (2003)
refer to as “residential settlement patterns” (Chetipand Christian 2003, 4) and is elaborated

on by Fenyvesi (2005: 276) as follows:

“Hungarian language use tends to be absent withbers since by the end
of the 20th century the once fairly homogeneous gdaman-American
communities have become mixed, and most of the BiugugrAmericans
themselves have moved out to other places andoavdied together solely
by ethnic institutions like Hungarian churches ahds rather than a shared

neighborhood.”

As has already been claimed in the Literature Resection of the present paper, the
social situation of Hungarian immigrants in Can&leather similar to that of Hungarians in
the United States. This remark applies to thisipagr context as well, since this scattered
nature of Hungarian communities described by Fesiy¢2005) is also characteristic of

Hamilton, as far as their place of residence withmcity is concerned.
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This, as Fenyvesi (2005) suggests, assigns a glartic important role to the church
and religion (along with Hungarian clubs), with skeforming one of the only remaining
bonds among members of the ethnic community. Thiesxactly the case in Hamilton, too,
where the Hungarian Roman Catholic parish, St.t&tels, has occupied a central position of
Hungarian community life since it was established 944.

As far as my own findings in this respect are comed, all of my respondents
reported (when asked in Question 55 of the quesdioe) to use Hungarian in church
regularly, whereas the corresponding percentagéheéncase of other domains (such as
education, employment, shops, and restaurantsyarasderably lower (11%; 16%; 46% and
51%, respectively). This claim is further strengibe by the fact that not all of my subjects
are weekly churchgoers, which implies that the chus an important domain of Hungarian
language use even for those who do not practigergdgion on a weekly basis.

As far as the Hungarian club in Hamilton is coneeknthe situation is somewhat
different from what is suggested by both PolgaO@0and Fenyvesi (2005). While they both
report about considerable community life and frequeelebrations, dinners, balls, etc. taking
place in these clubs in the United States, | faimad, in the case of my Hamilton respondents,
the Hungarian club (or “Hungarian house”, as it weferred to by some of them) was mostly
only listed by the elderly as a place where thegdudungarian and a place they attended at
all (mentioned by 49% of the subjects, that is &8pbe, nearly all of them above 60).

Those celebrations, balls, dinners and other gggthers that are mentioned by Polgar
(2001) and Fenyvesi (2005) as important functiohlangarian clubs in the United States
(e.g. “[the] traditionaldisznotoros pig-killing celebration dinners, ansziireti b4l grape
harvest dances” Polgar 2001:19) tend to be orgdriizeéhe church basement in Hamilton,
either by the civil representative body of the glayior by scout-troop members.

It has to be mentioned, though, that Polgar (2G049 describes a similar process
going on in Toledo, Ohio. She argues that the Huoagaclub is gradually losing its
importance there, and identifies two possible reasahy it is so, which are perfectly

applicable to the situation of the Hungarian cluttdamilton as well (Polgar 2001:20):

“On the one hand, it is situated in the Birminghared, but most of the

Hungarians live in the suburbs by now. On the otiend, the festivities

* “Toledo’s Hungarian neighborhood, [...] located the East side of Toledo” (Polgar 2001:8), evemyual

deserted by most of its Hungarian population ag b@e moved to the suburbs
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mentioned above are seasonal, so the Hungarian ddes not provide

activities on a regular, i.e. weekly or monthlysisa’

Similarly to the situation in Toledo, it is alsou#r in the case of Hungarians in
Hamilton that, on the one hand, most members haveedthto various different suburban
districts — contributing a lot to what has beencdégd above as the scattered nature of the
Hungarian community — and, on the other hand,tth@aprograms provided by the Hungarian
club are rather seasonal in nature.

In connection with domains other than the churaid (e Hungarian clubs), there is
one more essential phenomenon to be remarked Himrasults of Question 55. Although, as
has been suggested above, the proportion of tHaseilmg to use the Hungarian language in
education is rather low (11%) in total, it need$&added that all of my second-generation
respondents reported to use (or have used) Humgarithe Hungarian HL school of the
community, which, however, few of them mentionedewtasked about their language use in
education. Instead, they only added it when thesevasked if they used (or had used before)
Hungarian in any other settings or domains thaeweit listed in the questionnaire but they
considered important. What can be inferred basethisnobservation is that (in accordance
with the presuppositions formulated in the LiteratReview section based on Fishman 2001,
Campbell and Christian 2003, Chinen and Tucker 2@ib6u 2010, and Oriyama 201@)e
Hungarian HL schodldoes play an important role in HL maintenancehi@ tommunity,

although few regard it to be a part of the insibtdlized educational system.

4.2. Language use in private domains

After the issue of ethnicity and culture maintergnthe next topic to consider is
language use in private domains in the case oH@milton Hungarian community. These
domains can be characterised by relatively frequeet of Hungarian, since these are the
areas of language use that are affected by HL #iefieast. Of the five classic domains of
language use proposed by Fishman (1972) — i.e.lyfafniends, religion, education, and
employment — | consider the first two to belongthe category, so accordingly, it is these

two private domains (i.e. family and friends) that investigated in the present section.

® The Hungarian HL school (officially called Arangnbs Hungarian School) has operated in Hamilton, ON
since 1980, and has 33 students at preschool, priamal secondary levels, as of 2010. Furthermberetare

three Hungarian 1-8 grade schools in nearby Torastaell.
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In addition, these two domains are complemented fibg different situations
belonging to a person’s private sphere, namelyyipga counting, swearing, thinking and
talking to animals. The reason for choosing these dituations is that, on the one hand, they
really constitute private and intimate activitiasid on the other hand that they were the ones
included in the original SHOH questionnaire, amlidl not want to change them in order to be
able to obtain comparable findings.

| begin with language use — or, to be more predeseguage choice — with different
family members (namely parents, grandparents, i@dnldnd spouse). Regarding this domain,
it can be stated based on the answers | got totiQne6 of the questionnaire that the most
Hungarian is used with parents and grandparenth &@ and 62 percent of the respondents
claiming to use exclusively Hungarian when intdragtwith their parents and grandparents,
respectively). The proportion of the exclusive deobf Hungarian is much lower when it
comes to interacting with one’s spouse (32%) arehdewer when it comes to language
choice with one’s children (14%). This is a clegnsof intergenerational transmission fading
away, thus HL shift being in progress, since if $eeond generation already tends to speak to
the first generation either only in the second laagg or in both the first and the second one
(but not in the first language alone), then itasly unlikely for the third generation to learn
the immigrant community’s first language (i.e. tHe) at all, let alone passing it down to
further generations. This way, three-generationhl dhift (which was the suggestion of
Paulston (1981), Fishman (1966, 1991), and Velt(i®83), as described in the Literature
Review) seems to be really taking place.

It is also important, however, to differentiate weén data provided by first-
generation immigrants and second-generation (iaa@ian-born) speakers in connection
with some of the answers, since the differencesahse are meaningful in those cases. Thus,
for instance, there is only one out of the 11 sdegeneration speakers (i.e. 9%) that reported
to use exclusively Hungarian with their parents,evdlas 21 of the 26 first-generation
immigrants (i.e. 81%) reported to do so. Similadgncerning language choice with one’s
children, none of the second-generation speakpstexl to use Hungarian only, whereas the
corresponding proportion in the case of first-gatien immigrants was 5 speakers out of the

26 (i.e. 19%). These proportions are illustratedable 3 below.
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Language choice with| Language  choice  with

children: Hungarian only parents: Hungarian only
First-generation immigrants 5 (19%) 21 (81%)
Second-generation speakers 0 (0%) 1 (9%)

Table 3. Language choice with children and parentsnh numbers (and
percentages)

This differentiation that can be seen between-§esteration immigrants and second-
generation speakers further supports the suggestainHL shift is taking place, because if
the number (and proportion) of second-generati@alsgrs talking only in Hungarian to their
parents and children is considerably lower thahdhéirst-generation speakers doing so, then
the likelihood for the third generation to acquine HL is rather low, since intergenerational
HL transmission does not seem to be effective emotipis is yet another support for the
suggestion of Paulston (1981), Fishman (1966, 1991) Veltman (1983), mentioned above.

A final remark in connection with the language deoiof Canadian-born second-
generation speakers with their parents and childsethat, although they opt for using
Hungarian exclusively only in very few cases, iegdaot mean that they automatically use
only English in the rest of the cases. What myifigd reveal in this respect is that there was
only one second-generation speaker claiming to exsgusively English both with their
parents and with their children, while the remanitO claimed to use both English and
Hungarian with their parents and all of those wiaal fthildren also claimed to use both
languages with them. As a result, it cannot be edgat any point that third-generation
speakers are never exposed to the HL, even thdugimight not correspond to the tendency
of three-generational HL shift suggested above.

Within private domains, the next topic to includelanguage choice with friends.
Here, what my findings reveal is a much simplettype than the one we saw concerning
language choice with family members. It is agaie #mswers | got to Question 46 of the
guestionnaire that | base my findings on in thisecas well.

What can be seen based on these data regardingalgaghoice with friends is that in
most cases both English and Hungarian are useahwhibecause the participants tend to
have friends who speak English but not Hungariabalso ones who speak Hungarian but do
not speak English, and, what is more, they alsortegd that with those friends who speak
both of their languages, they usually speak botith wccasional switches due to various

factors like the topic, the situation they areditt.
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As for the exact numerical data in this respecis B2 of the total 37 speakers who
reported to use both Hungarian and English wittnfils, whereas 2 speakers each reported to
use only Hungarian and only English and there wesspeaker who claimed to use English,
Hungarian and French.

After having gained some insight into speakersglaage choice in private domains,
let us take a look now at the 5 aforementionedasduns belonging to a person’s private
sphere that were included in the questionnaire,ehapraying, counting, swearing, thinking
and talking to animals. As far as these 5 privétgagons are concerned, the findings to be
revealed are based on Question 56 of the questrentize answers to which are to be seen in
Table 4 below.

N=37 Hungarian | English | Hungarian & English none no answer
when praying 24 (65%) 3 (8%) 9 (24%) 1 (3%) 1 (3%)
when counting | 11 (30%) 8 (22%) 18 (49%) - -
when talking to

. 11 (30%) | 10 (27% 13 (35%) 3 (8%) -
animals
when thinking 9 (24%) 7 (19%) 21 (57%) - -
when swearing| 5 (14%) 8 (22%) 16 (43%) 8 (22% -

Table 4. Language choice in private situations

What we can conclude based on these data is thghgrseems to be the most deeply
rooted activity out of all the 5, as that is theedimked to Hungarian the most tightly.
However, if we investigate the situation a bit motesely and differentiate between first-
generation immigrants and second-generation spgakercan find a great difference, where
22 out of the 26 first-generation immigrants praglesively in Hungarian (85%), while only
2 second-generation speakers out of the 11 do8%)(with 6 of the remaining 9 praying in
both languages, 2 only in English, and 1 not prganall.

Then, moving downwards in the table, we find the tise of Hungarian decreases
step by step, which gives the interesting resudt,tbased on this limited sample, swearing
and thinking seem to be much less strongly condetbte Hungarian than praying and
counting.

To sum up, it could be seen that in the case eBpridomains the use of Hungarian
by the Hamilton Hungarian community is relativelgduent, and even though there are
doubtless signs of three-generational HL shiftcannot be applied to all speakers and

situations.



23

4.3 Language use in public domains

As for language use in public domains, the situnattosomewhat different from what
was described in the case of private ones. Heesusle of Hungarian is much less frequent
than that of English, which shows that HL shiftaakor has taken) place in these domains
much faster than in private settings. This actuatiyresponds to the pattern suggested by
Chevalier (2004), since it is usually in these puddbmains that more formal language is used
— with more formal registers and styles —, anchd use of Hungarian is less frequent here
than in informal situations, it proves Chevalief@2)’'s claim about a gradual narrowing of
registers parallel to HL shift. Accordingly, secegeneration speakers tend to code-switch
instead of simply switching registers or speeckestgue to the formality of the situation (or
domain) they are in (Chevalier 2004, 3).

Consequently, we can now state that the presupmodirmulated in the Literature
Review section of the present paper, based on Gee@004)'s suggestion mentioned
above, seems to be proved by my actual findings) thie much less intensive presence of
Hungarian in public domains suggesting a gradusd tf high and formal registers and styles
throughout the generations. (Data concerning laggusse in public domains are based on

Question 55 of the questionnaire and shown in Table

Church Restaurant ~UEEGED. Shop Work School
club

Total 37 (100%) 19 (51%) 18 (49%) 17 (46%) 6 (16%) 4 (11Po
First

| 26 (100%) | 14 (52%) 14 (52%) 10 (37%) 4 (15%) 4 (15M%
generation
Second

_ 11 (100%) 5 (45%) 4 (36%) 7 (64%) 2 (18%) -
generation

Table 5. The number (and percentage) of those whase Hungarian in the given public
domains
As can be seen in Table 5, and as has alreadydstanlished in connection with the
maintenance of ethnicity and culture, it is therchuvhere the use of Hungarian is the most
frequent among all public domains, since all of payticipants reported to use Hungarian in
church settings. However, as we move to the rigihim the table, we can see that the
frequency of the use of Hungarian gradually de@gasuggesting that the role of school and

work as domains of Hungarian language use is nbtgigwhereas Hungarian is still present
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to a certain extent in shops, in the Hungarian @ubn restaurants, but the role of these
domains is definitely much less substantial tha i the church.

The fact that the category “school” was mentiongdsd few participants in the case
of this question indicates that the role of the glanan HL school in Hamilton is not so much
that it functions as a domain where most membethetommunity actuallysetheir HL in
the present, but rather as a domaindoguiring it. Hence, we can argue that it is this role it
plays in HL acquisition that makes this HL school essential in the maintenance of the
Hungarian language in the community, by contribyiten great deal to its intergenerational
transmission (thus adding considerably to the adlgparents), as has been postulated by
Chinen and Tucker (2005), Otcu (2010) and Oriya2@1Q) as well, with respect to the
various different HL communities studied by thers, described briefly in the Literature
Review section above.

In addition, a further important factor also inahad in Question 55 of the
guestionnaire is whether Hungarian was used iretpeblic domains earlier on. Basically, in
all cases but for church, there is a decrease teée if we compare the number of those who
claimed to have used Hungarian in the given doreaitier on with the number of those who
claimed to use it now, with the most consideral@erease to be observed in the case of
restaurants (from 78% to 51%). As a possible exgtlan for this, it can be stated that a
number of Hungarian restaurants have been closam dbroughout Ontario in the past
decades, as revealed by many of my interviewees.

Apart from the data provided by Question 55, Quest6 of the questionnaire also
contains information that can belong to the toditaaguage use in public domains, since it
asks about the language the participants use \Wweir heighbours. The answers to this
guestion show that altogether 95% of the speakers 35 people) use only English with
them, while the remaining 5% (i.e. 2 participardg)im to use both Hungarian and English.
This provides further evidence to the scatteredureabf the Hungarian community in
Hamilton, which developed throughout the second bfathe 2¢" century due to excessive
suburbanisation, when the Hungarian families kefttraditionally Hungarian neighbourhoods
that they used to live in for decades before. Thia process that a number of Hungarian
communities in the United States share as wellgwied by Polgar (2001) and Fenyvesi

(2005) alike, and as has already been suggestbe present paper above.
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4.4. Hungarian language acquisition
As far as the speakers’ Hungarian language a¢guiss concerned, the data | base
my findings on are provided by Question 28 of tlwesiionnaire, the answers to which are

summarized in Table 6 below.

Hungarian learnt...

...from parents | ...while scouting | ...at school | ...at university

Total 37 (100%) 17 (46%) 36 (97% 6 (16%)

First generation 26 (100%) 8 (30%) 26 (100%) 4 (15%
Second generation 11 (100%) 9 (82%) 10 (91%) 2 (18%

Table 6. Hungarian language acquisition of speakers

First and foremost, the most spectacular findingebdaon these data is that all of the
speakers reported to have learnt Hungarian fronir gha&ents, which shows that it is
connected to the family domain rather closely ia tlase of first-generation immigrants (i.e.
those born in Hungary) and second-generation spedke. those born already in Canada)
alike. However, it does not mean that they hadurthér source of acquisition besides their
parents, since it was possible to give multipleagars in the questionnaire.

As a result, meaningful data were obtained in thsecof school, university and
scouting as possible sources of acquisition as, watl of which school proved to be present
in most of the cases, with all but one speakeligatg to have learnt the HL at school. In the
case of second-generation speakers, this furthestriites the importance of the Hungarian
HL school in maintaining the Hungarian languagea (@nhancing its intergenerational
transmission) in the Hamilton Hungarian commungiynce most second-generation speakers
commented orally throughout the interviews thatvats in this Hungarian HL school and not
in their official Canadian primary or secondary@ahthat they learnt Hungarian.

As for the role of scouting, a rather telling difface can be observed between first-
generation immigrants and second-generation spgakéere only 30% of the former group
(i.e. 8 speakers out of the 26) claimed to haveliaed Hungarian while scouting, whereas the
corresponding proportion among second-generatieakarys was 82% (i.e. 9 out of 11). This
in turn sheds light on the fact that scouting (l&nly to, and often even in cooperation with
the Hungarian school) also plays a crucial rolenaintaining language and ethnicity among

Hungarians in Hamilton, meaning far more than aehyeneligious movement.
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4.5. Telecommunications and the multimedia

The presence of the Hungarian language in telecanuations and the multimedia in
the life of the Hamilton Hungarian community wasked at through seven questions, all of
which (except for the one regarding television aadio) were prepared by me, since the
researchers who had previously conducted studi¢ls thie help of the original SHOH
guestionnaire (or similar, slightly modified ond&d not included questions concerning this
topic in their research, apart from a single onehanrole of television and radio. However, |
considered it to be an important field to invediégagiven the omnipresence of
telecommunications and multimedia in people’s edaplives nowadays.

As | have already mentioned, there was a questidha original SHOH questionnaire
regarding the presence of Hungarian in telecomnadioics, namely Question 51, asking
about what language(s) the participants watchexyisdbn and listened to radio programmes
in. My findings based on this question show thatenof the speakers reported watching or
listening to only Hungarian programmes, but thepprdon of those opting for both English
and Hungarian ones was 25 out of 37 in the casgefision and 7 of 37 for radio.

The reason why Hungarian programmes can be listétmemhd watched at all in
Hamilton is that there are some Hungarian radibasta in the neighbouring cities and towns
(e.g. Toronto or Tilsonburg), and the local telewmis broadcasts a Hungarian variety
programme on Saturday afternoons each week. Apanrt this, satellite television channels
are also possible to receive, and many Hungaridio stations can be listened to online as
well. As has been shown by the proportion of thewke listen to or watch these programmes
in Hungarian (apart from listening to and watchifrgglish-language ones as well), the role of
radio and television cannot be disregarded wheontes to maintaining ethnicity, language
and culture.

The first two of the six questions regarding teleawunications and the multimedia
that were added to the questionnaire by me (narQeigstions 90 and 91) concerned the
presence of Hungarian in the cell-phone usageetdmmunity. While answers to Question
91 showed that none of the speakers had Hungasahealanguage of their cell phones,
Question 90 revealed that 9 out of the total 3pardents used Hungarian when writing text
messages. This shows that Hungarian is not toddibent in this context either, but it clearly
only plays a marginal role as compared to Englistné case of both generations.

Question 92 asked about whether the participanteduHungarian Internet pages.
The results showed that 26 out of the total 37wl out of the 11 second-generation

speakers) claimed to do so, with the most commanintioned topics ranging from
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Hungarian history, politics and news to Hungariecipes. What these findings suggest is that
the Internet can be regarded as a relatively newatlo in which the Hungarian language is
used by Hungarians in Hamilton. In addition, aslso exemplified by the most common
topics of the pages that the speakers reportedsitp the Internet can also play an important
role in preserving ethnicity, culture and identiiythe community.

Finally, as far as the remaining 3 questions albtiwigarian and the multimedia are
concerned, answers to Question 94 have revealed Thaut of the 37 respondents used some
kind of forum to chat on-line in Hungarian, whiks can be seen from answers to Questions
95 and 96, 8 out of 37 reported to use the Hungaaial networking sitéViw, and 14 out
of the total 37 claimed to use Hungarian via timeilsir, but international sitBacebookIn the
case of the latter, the proportion of second-gdimerapeakers using Hungarian on that page
was 10 out of 11.

To conclude, telecommunications and the multimedave turned out to be
doubtlessly playing a more and more crucial rolethe Hungarian language use of the
community in question, probably with the Internetriyg the most considerable nowadays of
all the fields that were briefly elaborated on abokpart from the great variety of Internet
pages (but mostly pages about Hungarian histomwsnpolitics and cuisine) that members of
the community tend to visit, the role of chat-rooarsd social networking sites is also of
paramount importance, to the extent that this alrlomain of the Internet could even be
added to the five basic classic domains of languesgedescribed in the initial subsections of
the present Discussion (i.e. family, friends, nelig education, and employment, as proposed
by Fishman 1972), since it has become equal in itapoe to most of them, to say the least.

At this point, it should be mentioned in passingtttimne presence of Hungarian in these
new spheres could also be studied from the petispeat globalization, which could provide
an opportunity for continuing research in this aspleut this is not part of the present study.

To conclude the Discussion, | want to mention tlsame questions of the
guestionnaire were left out of this paper even giothey could have been included in a
macrosociolinguistic analysis. The reason for thisbvious: the discussion has turned out to
be rather lengthy for the purposes of the presapépeven without these additional topics, so
it was out of length-considerations that | decitieédxclude some questions from the analysis.

Nevertheless, the five subsections of the Discask@ve lead us through the most
important findings of the study based on the datkected with the help of the questionnaire.
We have seen in topics ranging from the maintenaheghnicity and culture, language use in

private vs. public domains, and language acquisitm the presence of Hungarian in the
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multimedia that, although HL shift is taking plasghout doubt, its pace is relatively slow
and at times there even are signs that might tgkinat three-generational shift to be
happening.
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5. Conclusion

In this section, | am going to restate and evalttagemost important findings and try
to summarize what might be regarded as the angwmlytresearch question. After that, | am
going to highlight some possible directions in Wwhite present research can be continued
and taken somewhat further. At the end, a briefi@@@bout the significance of this study
will also be provided.

Basically what can be regarded as the most eskéinting of the present study is
that HL shift is doubtlessly taking place in therklilon Hungarian community, although it
might not be as rapid as could be expected bef@r@¢tailed analysis, with some signs even
challenging the presupposition that the typicaltN@merican three-generational HL shift is
happening in the community, although in most cdk&sis exactly what can be concluded
based on the findings. Evidence for shift (mosthg do the lack of effective intergenerational
HL transmission) has been found in a number ofediffit topics, ranging from preserving
ethnicity and culture to language use and acqonsiti

In connection with the possible future avenueseskarch, along the lines of which
the scope of my investigations can be broadenedtakeh a step further, conducting a
comparative study based on this paper and anyedfotlr ones described at the beginning of
the section on data collection (i.e. Csernicsk681¥=5ncz 1999, Lanstyak 2000, and Polgar
2001) might be a reasonable step to take, sincetlgxais was the reason why | wanted to
obtain data comparable to theirs, using a questioarrather similar to the ones used by
them.

Furthermore, | am also planning to analyze the nstrietly speaking linguistic data
that | have collected, since this paper only loak$he sociolinguistic findings, and it would
be reasonable to broaden the scope of my inveistngaby including the language task type
guestions as well.

Another avenue for continuing this research co@d study focusing on the instances
of code-switching produced by my participants ie tourse of the interviews. Since my
interviews have all been recorded, it is perfeqilyssible to collect and transcribe the
instances of switches produced by the speakers)amkdat either the environments or the
possible social motivations underlying them.

As far as the significance of this paper is conedynt can be stated that no similar
macrosociolinguistic survey has been carried outannection with Hungarians living in

Canada to date, and given Canada’s well-establiahddvidely advertised multicultural and
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immigrant-friendly policies, it is reasonable tongoare and contrast the findings of this study
to those of previous studies on Hungarian in thé&@d8d in countries neighbouring Hungary,

the latter of which are often referred to as haviifferent (sometimes even opposing)

attitudes towards minorities.

Although this study is rather innovative in natuf@ealing with a topic not
systematically researched before), its innovatierves to broaden the scope sdveral
previous investigations by a number of differerthaus about Hungarian speech communities
in various language contact situations, by proygdiata comparable to theirs. As a result, the
present paper can be claimed to be innovative andecvative at the same time, with its

innovation relying to a great extent on the alreaxiigting work of various authors.
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Appendix 1

Table 11. Personal data of speakers (1-38)

I i, 07 2011 Hamilton, ON Stoney Creek, Hamlton, ON body-mechanic disabled retirement
1 6, 07 2011 M 1992 Rébakethely (today pari of Szenigotthard) 1936 1956 Dundas, Hailon, ON 93 | butcher i refired
i 08072011 M 1931 Szombathely 1953 1956 Hamilton, ON 15 j school-inspector retired
4 (8.07. 2011 M 1921 Nyiresaszari 1956 1957 Hamilton, ON 14 . conductor, singer refired
5 10.07.2011 F 1947 Budapest 1971 1971 Dundas, Hamilton, ON 15 - shop assisiant__ housewife
b 11.07.2011, F 1955 (sitalja 2001 2001 * Cakuille, ON 1§ - indergarten teacher housewife, housekeeper
1 11.07. 2011, M 1930 Budapest 1956 197 Dundas, Hamilton, ON 12 . fechnician retired
§ 11.07.2011 F 1937 ~ Kolozsvar (RO) 1956 1957 Dundas, Hamilfon, ON § | U1se retired
9 12.07. 2011, M 1949 Stockholm (5) 1951 191 Stoney Creek, Hamilton, ON - 15 instrumentation echnician retired
10 14.07.2011. F 1969 Turterehes (RO) 1998 1998 Hanulton, ON 12 - dressmaker tleaner
11 14.07. 2011 F 1936 Komarom 1957 197 Burlington, ON 2 ] book-keeper refired
12 14.07.2011. M 1933 Lenti 1957 1957 Burlington, ON 13 - transportation contractor refired
13 16.07. 2011, F 1973 Hamilton, ON - - Hamilion, ON - 17 graphic designer customer sevice coordinator
14 00010 | M 1947 Oreglek 1970 1970 Hamilton, ON 12 - phumber refired
15 17.07. 2011, f 1948 Hidas 1970 1970 Hamilton, ON 13 . maching operaior relired
16 19,07 2011, F 1932 Szolnok 1936 1960 Hamilfon, ON 13 ] singer, adminisirafive manager retired
17 19,07 2011, F 1943 Budapest 1945 1930 Hamilton, ON | 1 feacher efired
18 19.07 2011, M 1934 Budapest B 1956 1951 Hamilton, ON 13 ] feacher ) retired
19 20.07.2011, F 1970 Hamilton, ON - - Mississauga, ON - 15 feacher feacher
i 20.07. 2011, F 1963 Hamilton, ON - - Toronto, ON : 17 laboratory technician infection prevention coordinator
2 nown | oM |19 Ujfshrt 1955 1956 Hamilin, O 12 . tool ad die maker e
n 23.07 2011, M 1953 Szatmarmemet; (RO) 1990 1993 Qakville, ON 17 - méchanical enginer proguction supervizor
n nowot | M| 9% Budapes 1956 1956 Mississauge, ON 3 H tooland i maker tool and die maker
A 24072011, F 1974 Hamilton, ON - - Hamilton, ON 13 massge therapist massage therapist, X-ray technologst
2 26,07, 2011, M 1932 Agyagosszergeny 195 1933 Hamlton, ON § ] construction worker felired
% 2.07.2011, F 1936 Oriszentpéter 1957 1957 Stoney Creek, Hamillon, ON 14 -  factory worker retired
Fi woo | F [ 1%l Hailton, ON 3 . Hanilton, O 15 offceadminisrator office adnministator
B 28.07.2011, F 1988 Hamilton, ON - - Hamilton, ON - 15 pharmecy technician wemployed
) 28.07.2011, F 1940 Agyagosszergeny 1959 1969 Hamlton, ON 13 . post-office employee relired
3 noon | M| 19 Feffernitz (A) 1957 1957 Hamilton, ON 4 15 feacher selired
3 30.07.2011. M 1950 Nemesnadudver 1980 1980 Caledon, ON 15 - millwnght maching fitter
3 (2.08 2011, F 1971 Harmilton, ON - Hamilton, ON - 20 | medical laboratory fechnologist medical laboratory technologist
3 03.08. 2011, M 1980 Hamilton, ON - Aurora, ON - 15 library technicien Iibrary technician
i w080 | F 1933 Sihida 1956 1957 Hemiton, ON 12 ; primary school teacher reired
35 07.08.2011, F 1945 Eschwege (D) 1979 1979 QOtkville, ON 15 - physiotherapist retired
3 (8,08, 2011, F 1960 Bellvile ON - Ancaster, Hamilton, ON - 16 fire safety mspector financial services advisor
37 10,08, 2011, M 1937 | Kishies {today part of Lucg/Lu¢ na Ostrove, SK) | 1957 1957 QOzkvlle, ON 12 3 millwright relired
3 10,08, 2011 F 1987 Hemilton, ON - - Stoney Creek, Hamilton, ON - 17 feacher s director in & nursing home
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Appendix 2

Nyelvhasznalati kérdbiv

Az itt kbvetked adatokra a magyar nyelv mai helyzetének tudomaniysgalata céljabol
van szukségunk: ehhez hasonlo6 kérdt sok magyar anyanyéiszemély kitoltott
Magyarorszagon, Karpataljan, Vajdasagban, ErdélyBelovakiaban, Szlovéniaban,
Ausztriaban és az USA-ban. Most a kanadai magyaislkszeretnénk megkérdezni. Az
adatokat bizalmasan kezeljifhszinte valaszaival nagy segitségiinkre lehet. Hanvellyik
kérdésre nem kivan valaszolni, ne valaszoljon. EbBgK segitségét.

0. A Kkitdltés idbpontja: .......c.oovveiieiiiiiiieie e,

00. Hogyan viszonyulnak a kanadaiak ahhoz, ha nmapialljak Ont beszélni? Adédott-e
mar valaha el problémaja? .............ccoeeiiiiiiiiiiii e

000. Tudjak-e Orél nem magyar szomszédai, munkatarsai, i$sey hogy On magyar
SZArMAZASU? ....ovvvviiiiieiiiieeeeee e e e e e s e

28. Hol tanult meg magyarul? (Karikazza be mindetj Onre vonatkozik.)
. szuleimdl

. cserkészetben

. iskolaban

. egyetemen

. hyelvtanfolyamon

b wWNBEF

29. Van-e hazastéarsa vagy élettarsa?
1. van 2. nincs, de volt 3. soha nem volt

30. Hazastarsa(/élettarsa) milyen iskolékat végzett
1. altalanos iskola
2. k6zépiskola
3. fiskola, egyetem
4. posztgradualis képzés
31. Hazastarsa(/élettarsa) foglalkozasa: ..............ccovveviniene.n.

32. On szerint milyen nemzetiségk tartja magat az On hazastarsa/élettarsa?
1. magyarnak 2. kanadainak 9. masnak: ........ociiiiii

33. Hazastarsa/élettarsa anyanyelve:
1. magyar 2. angol 9. MAS: i,

AZ ALABBI MONDATOK KOZUL KARIKAZZA BE AZ EGYIKET, A ZT, AMELYIKET
TERMESZETESEBBNEK ERZI.

501. (1) A taladlkozast Péterrel j6 jelnek tartotta.
(2) A Péterrel valo talalkozast j0 jelnek tartotta

502. (1) Valészitileg fogok késni egy kicsit, varjanak meg!
(2) Valoszirileg késni fogok egy kicsit, varjanak meg!
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503. (1) Befizetted mar az idei tagségi dijat?
(2) Befizetted mar az idei tagdijat?

504. (1) Ehes vagy, kis bogaram? Adjak egy kis kekét?
(2) Ehes vagy, kis bogaram? Adjak egy kis kenyeret

505. (1) Nézd, milyen szép bananokat arulnak aetlbeh!
(2) Nézd, milyen szép banant arulnak az tzletben!

506. (1) A mai gyerekek attdl valnak @kke, hogy mindent megkapnak.
(2) A mai gyerekek attél valnak 6z, hogy mindent megkapnak.

507. (1) Unom mar ezt a sok utazast busszal.
(2) Unom mar ezt a sok buszozast.

508. (1) Ezzel az eslsteggel is kell szamolni.
(2) Ezzel az esh&téggel is szamolni kell.

509. (1) A bejarat az épulletbe a masik oldalon van.
(2) Az épllet bejarata a masik oldalon van.

510. (1) Hahg, itt vagyok! Latsz?
(2) Haho, itt vagyok! Latsz engem?

511. (1) Ebben az Uzletben nemcsak fliggonyt, hamnyeget is lehet vasarolni.
(2) Ebben az Uzletben nemcsak fliggdnyoket, hazénysgeket is lehet vasarolni.

512. (1) Koszovoban folytatodnak a targyalasoklbareok és a szerbek kozott.
(2) Koszovon folytatddnak a targyalasok az alba&@®k szerbek kozott.

513. (1) Valoszitileg kilféldre fognak kdltozni.
(2) Valoszirileg, hogy kilféldre fognak koltézni.

514. (1) Tanito néni, f4j a fejem. Kimehetek?
(2) Tanit6 néni, faj a fejem. Ki tudok menni?

515. (1) Tegnap lattalak a tévében.
(2) Tegnap lattalak téged a tévében.

JONAK TARTJA-E A KOVETKEZO MONDATOKAT?
531. Ott van a szék a szoba sarkaba.

(a) jénak tartom

(b) rossznak tartom, JObD IgY: ..veuvee i ——
532. Nem tudom, a banki szamlgjan mennyi pénz van.

(a) jénak tartom

(b) rossznak tartom, JObD IgY: .veueie it ——

533. Ha megirta volna is a levelet, nem ment vekramire.
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(a) jénak tartom
(b) rossznak tartom, JObD IgY: ..vvneie i ——

535. A szerado felek a megallapodast kozjedgyelstt irasban foglaltak.
(a) jénak tartom
(b) rossznak tartom, JObD IgY: ..vvneie it ——

536. Ha szellztetni akarok, igy kérek engedélyt: Ki tudom nyiai ablakot?
(a) jénak tartom
(b) rossznak tartom, JObD IgY: ..vvuveee e ——

537. Mar dél lesz, mire megérkezink a ézdfosomban a csaladomhoz.
(a) jénak tartom
(b) rossznak tartom, JObD IgY: .vvueie it ——

43. (1) Gyermekeinek keresztneve: ...........cccccevvviiiie i iiiiinnns
(2) Nincs gyermekem.

46. Altalaban milyen nyelven vagy nyelveken szokitbeszélni az alabbi tablazatban
feltlintetett szemeélyekkel? A megfélelibrikdba tegyen egy X-et. Egy sorba tébb X-et is
tehet, ha sziikséges. Példaul ha gyerekeivel magmangolul is szokott beszélni, akkor
tegyen két X-et a "Gyerekeivel" sorba.

magyar angol egyeb

szuleivel

nagyszuleivel

gyerekeivel

héazastarsaval

barataival

szomszédaival

47. Milyen szinten beszéli 6n a kovetkaryelveket? A megfelélrubrikakba tegyen egy X-
et!

magyart angolt egyeb nyelvet

. anyanyelvi szinten

. hagyon jol

ol

. nem nagyon jol

. alig néhany szot

. nem beszélek, csak értek

ol (Nvw s oo

. sehogy

IRION A PONTOK HELYERE (HA SZUKSEGESNEK ERZI!) EGEDAILLO
VEGZODEST VAGY SzOT!

801. Még nem tudjuk, hogy hanyan jonnek el a tal&tka. Majd megla................ , ha
odaérunk.

802. Pista jobban beszél magyar.............. nfamgol................ .

803. A kutya vonyitott, amikor a farka........... léptem.

804. Egyik haz................ a masik.......... jartak, és mindenhova becséngettek.




805. A férjem................ Sanyi............ hivjak.

806. Soha nem talalkozott az ap........

807. Megjavitottam mind a két bicikli

808. Sok legye................ beengedett a nyatbkakon.

809. Minden nap sétalok a kutyaim....

38

rt meghalt, migltt 6 megszuiletett.

810. Majd amikor megérkeziink Budapest......... ,.miﬁdenki pihenhet egy kicsit.

48. Tud-e irni-olvasni az alabbi nyelveken?

irok és olvasok

csak olvasok

nem i

rok, nem olvaso

magyarul

angolul

egyéb nyelven

49. Ha szokott irni magyarul, mit?

50. Rendszerint milyen nyelven olvas...? Egy sorbé -et is tehet, ha szlikséges.

magyar

angol

egyéb

sehogy

Ujsagot, folyoiratot

imakonyvet, Bibliat

verset, regényt

szakirodalmat

51. Milyen nyel téveé- és radiofisorokat néz illetve hallgat?

magyar

angol

egyeb nyelv

tévé

radio

55. On hasznalta-e régebben és hasznalja-e moagypanh az alabbi helyzetekben?

régebben

most

templomban

boltban

étteremben

munkahelyen

iskoldban

magyar klubban, Magyar
Héazban, magyar egyestletben

egyéb helyen:

56. On rendszerint milyen nyelvet hasznal ...?

magyart

angolt

egyéb nyelvet

semmilyet

imadkozas kdzben
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szamolas kodzben

kdromkodas kozben

gondolkozas kdzbe

-

allatokhoz szélva

KARIKAZZA BE AZ (1)-T VAGY A (2)-T ASZERINT, HOGY MELYIK ILLIK BELE
JOBBAN A MONDATBA!

601. A képvisdik az okokat .............. tartottak.
(1) komolyaknak (2) komolynak

602. Miért sirsz, kis bogaram? Megutétted a ........ 2.
(1) kezecskédet? (2) kis kezedet?

603. A replbgépek megsértették Svijc ..............
(1) 1éqi terét  (2) légterét

604. Az autds moziban az utasok .............. ulve néklzetiimet.
(1) autékban (2) autéban

605. F4j a fejem, mert a szomszéd egész délutan........
(1) hegedn jatszott (2) hegedult

606. Fiuk, nem attol valtok .............. , hogy elvégkit iskolat, hanem attdl, ha tlizet
oltotok.
(1) tizoltokka (2) tizoltova

607. Mindjart kész az ebed, ..............
(1) ne légy turelmetlen! (2) ne turelmetlenked;!

608. Itt van még Péter? — Itt, de mar ..............

(1) készul menni (2) menni készul
609. Az egyik isméisom fia .............. volt katona.
(1) Craiovan (2) Craiovaban

610. Az osztalyban senki sem ...........
(1) magasabb, mint 6 (2) magasabb nala

611. A fidk még tavaly jelentkeztek ..............
(1) tizoltéknak (2) tizoltonak

612. Azt hiszem, ebéd utdn mindenkinek jol esik egy.......... — mondta a haziasszony
kedves mosollyal.
(1) kavécska (2) kaveé

613. A tukor ebtt hosszan ..............
(1) szépitette magat (2) szépitkezett
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615. Taldlkoztam Hedviggel, s .............. , hogy vegyesem egy kiflit.
(1) megkértem (2) megkérteth

57. A megfeled szam bekarikazasaval hatarozza meg 1-tol 5-igdegkalan,
a) hogy mennyire kétik On az alabbi helyekhez!
1=egyaltaldan nem kétém hozza, 5=nagyonden koddom hozza

a) sajat varosahoz 1 2 3 4 5
b) sajat tartomanyahoz 1 2 3 4 5
c) Kanadahoz 1 2 3 4 5

d) Magyarorszaghoz 1 2 3 4 5
e) sehova

b) hogy mennyire érzi On magét (1=egyaltalan nera§yon efsen)

a) a kanadai magyarsaghoz tartozonak 1 2 3 4 5
b) a magyar nemzethez tartozénak 1 2 3 4 5
c) a kanadai nemzethez tartozonak 1 2 3 4 5
d) sehova sem tartozdnak 1 2 3 4 5

58. Melyik sportolénak vagy csapatnak szokott Qurleaini, ha...
a) magyar jatszik kanadaival
1) a magyarnak 2) a kanadainak
b) magyar jatszik massal (nem kanadaival)
1) a magyarnak 2) a masiknak
c) kanadai jatszik massal (nem magyarral)
1) a kanadainak 2) a masiknak

62. On szerint hol beszélnek a legszebben magysariRazza be a megfetelalaszt!
1) Budapesten 6) a Felvidéken (Szlovakia)
2) Magyarorszagon, vidéki varosban7) a Vajdasagbagoszlavia)
3) Magyarorszagon, falvakban 8) Burgenlandban £&is

4) Kérpataljan (Ukrajna) 9) a Muravidéken (Szloeg

5) Erdélyben (Roméania) 10) Kanadaban
63. Ha valaki csak magyarul tud Kanadaban

(1) kénnyen boldogul (2) lehetnek nehézségei  néBlezen boldogul
67. Milyen gyakran utazik On Magyarorszagra? Kariedbe a valaszt!

0 Soha 3 Kb. 2-3 évente

1 Ritkan 4 Evente

2 Kb. 5 évente 5 Félévente
68. Mikor volt utoljara Magyarorszagon? ........................ ban.

IRJION A PONTOK HELYERE (HA SZUKSEGESNEK ERZI!) EGEDAILLO
VEGZODEST VAGY SZOT!

621. Patricia magasabb Klaudia................, pedig eg\ekfratalabb.

622. Azt akarom, hog§ nyi................ ki az ajtot.
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623. Kdzépiskolank................ sok szakképzetlen pedagdanit.
624. JO napot kivanok, &rfok................ jottem, panaszt szeretnék tenni.

625. Kovacs Janos azt kérte, hogy a felilzottsag tekintsen el attdl, hogy 6t titkarrd|j
BS i (megvalasztani).

628. Ha Péter rosszul valogat................ meg a bargiéiyl jar.
629. Minek ez a halogatas?! Nem szeretem, ha valaéla................ a dontéseket.

69. Vannak-e olyan rokonai, baratai Magyarorszaghikkel szoros kapcsolatot tartanak
fenn (pl. latogatjak egymast, leveleznek)? (1) igen (2) nem

72. Ebfordult-e Onnel, hogy Magyarorszagon nyelvi nehgesémadtak? (Példaul
félreértették vagy nem értették meg, amit On mangagy On nem értette meg pontosan,
amit 6k mondtak, nem tudta, hogy kérjen valamit a boltlmaegjegyzést tettek az On
beszédére stb.)

(1) igen (2) nem

73. Ha igen, mi tortént?

ON SZERINT HELYESEK-E MAGYARUL AZ ALABBI MONDATOK?

701. A magyar nyelv szép, de csak akkor, ha szepereszélve.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

702. Janos 14 év edl érkezett Kanadaba.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

703. "Hogy hivnak téged?" "En vagyok To6th Béla."
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

704. Tudod azt a feérfit ott? Olyan ismienek tinik.
1) helyes
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2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

705. Pénteken délben mindig rateszem a magyar,zerétazt nagyon szeretem hallgatni.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

706. A férjem és én sokat jartunk tancolni, amikatalabb voltunk.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

707. A mi csaladunkban a magyar még sokat van hhszn
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

708. Mindig én nyitom ki a leveleket, ami jonnek.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

709. Képzeld, az apamnak van egy Uj auto.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

80. Szokott-e On vagy barmely hozzatartozdja madgeleket késziteni? Ha igen, mit?
81. Tartja-e On a kapcsolatot mas Kanadab&mélgyarokkal? ...............cccccceeeveeueennen.
82. Ha igen, milyen alkalmakkor talalkoznak?

83. llyenkor milyen nyelven beszélnek egymas k&z@alaszat X-szel jeldlje!)

magyarul angolul egyéb nyelven

84. Szokott-e On magyar zenét hallgatni? Ha igatyemforrasbdl? (leme#t, radidban,
interneten, stb.)

85. Szokott-e On magyar filmeket nézni? Ha igertyeni forrasbdl? (lemeét, televizidéban,
interneten, stb.)

ON SZERINT HELYESEK-E MAGYARUL AZ ALABBI MONDATOK?
811. Tegnap délutan kimostam az aut6t, mert naggoos lett a hosszu uton.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:
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812. Mari nem csindlta meg a munka, mert mar faralit
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

813. Minden este megnézek a kedverisonomat a tévében.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

814. Mikor jartal utoljara Magyarorszag?
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

815. Az iskolaban hivtak engem Istvan, otthon Pisti
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

816. A mult héten nem csinaltad a feladatot, tef@gt kell csinalnod, hogy kész legyen.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

818. Tizennyolc éves voltam, mikor kijottem az istaml.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

819. A multkor talalkoztam egy régi baratom, ésymagot beszélgettink.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

820. Ebszor nem ismert, de aztan bemutatkoztam, és aképtudta, ki vagyok.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

821. Sanyinak most nincs munkaja, mert letetté&radzbol.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

822. Egyszer egy €év visszautazunk Magyarorszagra.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:
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823. A dontésem azon fligg, hogy mennyi pénzt kapok.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

824. Figyelj oda, nehogy megutéd magad!
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

825. Majd meglassak is, hogy ez hogy megy.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

826. A fiaim 18 éves voltak, amikor elkdltoztelinrol.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

827.0k azok, aki mindig segitenek.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

828. Jobban szoktam beszélni magyarul, de mostsa&rrosszul tudok, sokat felejtettem.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

829. A feladatban sok hibak voltak.
1) helyes
2) nem helyes, jobb igy:

90. Szokott-e On magyarul SMS-8ZNi? .....cceeveeueeiieeeeecee e eaee e,
91. Milyen nyeldre van allitva a mobiltelefonja? ...........oeeeeeceveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee,

92. Szokott-e On az interneten magyar oldalakag&gmi? Ha igen, milyen témaju
oldalakat?

94. Milyen nyelven szokott On chat-elni (virtudtiglézatok segitségével csevegni)?
(Valaszat X-szel jeldlje!)

magyarul angolul egyéb nyelven sehogy
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95. Regisztralva van-e On az Iwiw riemagyar k6zosségi oldalon? Ha igen, mire hasznalja?

96. Latogat-e On mas kozdsségi oldalakat? (pl.Feaale Twitter, stb.) ..........ccoeeeeee..
97. Ha igen, hasznalja-e valakivel a magyar nyedzeken keresztll? ..........ccccceevvvneeee

AZ ALABBI MONDATOK KOZUL KARIKAZZA BE AZ EGYIKET, A ZT, AMELYIKET
TERMESZETESEBBNEK ERZI.

901. (1) Mi dolgoztunk akkor sokat egyditt.
(2) Sokat dolgoztunk akkor egydtt.
902. (1) Marinak a férje volt nagyon gazdag.
(2) Marinak nagyon gazdag volt a férje.
903. (1) Megkértem, hogy segitsen.
(2) Megkérten®t, hogy segitsen.
904. (1) A két testvére nem tud magyarul.
(2) A két testvérei nem tudnak magyarul.
905. (1) Azért van az ablaktérlhogy esben is lassuk az utat.
(2) Azért van az ablaktdr] hogy esben is latjuk az utat.
906. (1) Akkor mar tavasz volt, zold voltak a fak.
(2) Akkor mar tavasz volt, zdldek voltak a fak.
907. (1) Fiatal koromban sokat szoktam Uszni, dedreg vagyok hozza.
(2) Fiatal koromban sokat Usztam, de mar déregalappzza.
908. (1) Azok a legszebb lanyok, aki@lblik az embert.
(2) Azok a legszebb lanyok, akik éllilik az embert.
909. (1) A feleségem neve Szabd llona volt.
(2) A feleségem neve volt Szabo llona.
910. (1) Az autémat gyartottak 2008-ban.
(2) Az autémat 2008-ban gyartottak.

1. Lakhely: ..o 2. TartoMany: ......covviie i e
3. Neme: 1) ferfi 2) no

A N BV . o e

5. SzUletési ve: ......covviiiiiiii i

6. Szlletési helye: ........ccooviiiiiii i

7. Ha nem Kanadaban sziiletett, mikor érkezett.ide: ..o\,
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8. Milyen iskolékat végzett Kanadan kivil és hol:
1. &ltalanos iskola, ..........cccccoieiiiiiiiii
2. szakkozépiskola, .........ccoiiiiiiiii
3. QIMNAZIUM, ..o e
4. foiskola, egyetem, .........cooviiiiiiiiii

Mikor végezte el az utolsot? ..........cccooviviiiiiiiiie,

9. Milyen iskolékat végzett Kanadaban:
1. &ltalanos iskola
2. kbzepiskola
3. foiskola, egyetem
4. posztgradualis kepzés

Mikor végezte el az utolsot? ..........cccooviiiiiiiiiiie,
10. Eredeti foglalkozasa: ..........ccovvieiiiiii i,

11. Jelenlegi foglalkozasa, magyarul: .............ccccooviiiieinenn ..
angolul: ...

12. Munkahelyének neve: .............cooeiii i

17. Milyen nemzetisémek tartja magéat?
1. magyarnak 2. kanadainak
9. Masnak: .......coviii

18. Ha On nem Kanadaban sziiletett, amerikaiasiaitaevét? (Pl. Kovacs Istvanrol
Stephen Kovacsra vagy Stephen Smith-re)

1.nem

2. igen, (a) csak a keresztnevemet, (b) csak etékzevemet, (c) mindkétt
19. Ha az éiz6 kérdésre igennel valaszolt, mi volt a valtoztatés, célja, €s mikor tértént?

20. Ha On Eszak-Amerikaban sziiletett, milyen keresz van?
1. olyan, ami magyarul és angolul is van (pl. Aawdr Andras)
2. olyan, ami angolul nincs, csak magyarul (pp#d)
3. olyan, ami magyarul nincs, csak angolul (plaBy

21. Anyanyelve:
1. magyar 2. angol 9. MAS: i

22. Anyja anyanyelve:
1. magyar 2. angol 9. MAS: it

23. Anyja milyen iskolakat végzett:
1. altalanos iskola
2. kdzepiskola
3. féiskola, egyetem
4. posztgradualis képzés



24. Anyja foglalkozasa: ...........cccocvviiiiiiii i

25. Apja anyanyelve:
1. magyar 2. angol

26. Apja milyen iskolékat végzett:
1. altalanos iskola
2. k6zépiskola
3. fiskola, egyetem
4. posztgradualis képzés

0. MAS: e,

27. Apja foglalkozésa: ..........ccccoviiiiiii i

47
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Appendix 3
Questionnaire on language use

(The English translation of the questionnaire)

The following data is needed in order to suppaseaech on the present situation of
the Hungarian language. Similar questionnaires baea filled out by many people in
Hungary, Subcarpathia, Vojvodina, Transylvaniay8kia, Slovenia, Austria and the USA.
We would like to ask Canadian Hungarians now. Aliads treated confidentially. You can be
a great help for us if you fill out the questiomeaseriously. If there is a question you do not

want to answer, please skip it and go on.

0. Date of filling out the questionnaire: .....ceeevceeeeeeieeeeeeeeneeeee,

00. How do Canadians react when they hear you dgaeagarian? Have you ever had any
problems because of dOING SO? ......oviviieeeeeeeeiiccire e,

000. Do your non-Hungarian neighbours, colleagaeguaintances know that you are of
Hungarian originsS? .........cccceeeeeiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeenn.

28. Where did you learn Hungarian? (Circle evengtthat applies to you.)
1. from parents
2. when scouting
3. at school
4. at university
5. at a language course

29. Are you married?
1. yes 2. 1 used to be 3. I never was

30. What schools did your spouse attend?
1. primary school
2. secondary school
3. higher education
4. postgraduate studies

31. Your Spouse’s OCCUPALION: ........vvvvvrmmmmmmmeeeeeeeenne
32. What nationality do you think your spouse cdass themselves to be?

1. Hungarian 2. Canadian 3.0ther: ....ovveeeeeeee
33. Your spouse’s mother tongue:

1. Hungarian 2. English 3.0ther: ...

CIRCLE THE SENTENCE YOU FEEL MORE NATURAL OUT OF THHSENTENCE
PAIRS BELOW

501. (1) A talalkozast Péterrel j6 jelnek tartotta.
(2) A Péterrel valo talalkozast j0 jelnek tartotta

502. (1) Valészitileg fogok késni egy kicsit, varjanak meg!



503.

504.

505.

506.

507.

508.

5009.

510.

511.

512.

513.

514.

515.
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(2) Valoszirileg késni fogok egy kicsit, varjanak meg!

(1) Befizetted mar az idei tagsagi dijat?
(2) Befizetted mar az idei tagdijat?

(1) Ehes vagy, kis bogaram? Adjak egy kis kekét?
(2) Ehes vagy, kis bogaram? Adjak egy kis kenyeret

(1) Nézd, milyen szép bananokat arulnak aetlbeh!
(2) Nézd, milyen szép banant arulnak az tzletben!

(1) A mai gyerekek attél valnak @kke, hogy mindent megkapnak.
(2) A mai gyerekek attél valnak 6z, hogy mindent megkapnak.

(1) Unom mar ezt a sok utazast busszal.
(2) Unom mar ezt a sok buszozast.

(1) Ezzel az eslsteggel is kell szamolni.
(2) Ezzel az eshé&téggel is szamolni kell.

(1) A bejarat az épluletbe a masik oldalon van.
(2) Az épllet bejarata a masik oldalon van.

(1) Hahg, itt vagyok! Latsz?
(2) Haho, itt vagyok! Latsz engem?

(1) Ebben az Gzletben nemcsak fliggonyt, hamnyeget is lehet vasarolni.
(2) Ebben az Uzletben nemcsak fliggdnyoket, hazénysgeket is lehet vasarolni.

(1) Koszovoban folytatédnak a targyalasoklbareok és a szerbek kozott.
(2) Koszovon folytatddnak a targyalasok az alba&@®k szerbek kozott.

(1) Valoszitileg kulféldre fognak koltozni.
(2) Valoszirileg, hogy kilféldre fognak koltézni.

(1) Tanito néni, faj a fejem. Kimehetek?
(2) Tanit6 néni, faj a fejem. Ki tudok menni?

(1) Tegnap lattalak a tévében.
(2) Tegnap lattalak téged a tévében.

DO YOU REGARD THESE HUNGARIAN SENTENCES AS CORRECT?
531. Ott van a szék a szoba sarkaba.

(@) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like this: ..o,

532. Nem tudom, a banki szadmlajan mennyi pénz van.

(@) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like this: ..o,
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533. Ha megirta volna is a levelet, nem ment vekramire.
(@) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like this: ..o

535. A szeréado felek a megallapodast kozjedyelstt irasban foglaltak.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like this: ..o,

536. Ha szeliztetni akarok, igy kérek engedélyt: Ki tudom nyiaiablakot?
(@) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like this: ..o,

537. Mar dél lesz, mire megérkeziink a §zédfosomban a csalddomhoz.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like this: ..o,

43. (1) First names of your children: .................ccoiiiiiinnn.
(2) 1 do not have children.

46. Usually in what languages do you communicath thie following people? Please look at
the chart and put an X in the appropriate placesmeé\can have more Xs than one if
necessary. For instance, if you speak with youdoém both English and Hungarian, put two
Xs in thechildrenline.

Hungarian English other

parents

grandparents

children

spouse

friends

neighbours

47. On what level do you speak the following largps® Please put an X in the appropriate
places.

Hungarian English other

6) native level

5) very well

4) well

3) not very well

2) just a few words

1) only understanding

0) not at all

COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING SENTENCES BY WRITING AN APRBPPRIATE WORD
OR WORD-ENDING ON THE DOTTED LINE IF YOU FEEL IT ISIECESSARY

801. Még nem tudjuk, hogy hanyan jonnek el a tal&bka. Majd megla................ , ha
odaérunk.

802. Pista jobban beszél magyar.............. nfamgol................ .

803. A kutya vonyitott, amikor a farka........... léptem.

804. Egyik haz................ a masik.......... jartak, és mindenhova becséngettek.

805. A fériem................ Sanyi............ hivjak.
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806. Soha nem talalkozott az ap............... rt meghalt, migitt 6 megszuletett.
807. Megjavitottam mind a két bicikli..............

808. Sok legye................ beengedett a nyatbkakon.

809. Minden nap sétalok a kutyaim............. pagkban.

810. Majd amikor megérkezink Budapest......... ..mindenki pihenhet egy kicsit.
48. Can you read and write in the following langes®)

read and write read only neither

Hungarian

English

other language

49. If you write anything in Hungarian, then what?

50. Usually in what languages do you read...? Nk&ean be put in a line if necessary.

Hungarian English other none

newspapers, magazines

prayer books, the Bible

poems, novels

professional texts

51. What languages do you usually watch TV anéni$o the radio in?

Hungarian English other

TV

radio

55. Have you used and do you use Hungarian noheifiailowing situations?

before nowadays

at church

in shops

in restaurants

at work

at school

in the Hungarian Club

in other places:

56. Usually what language do you use...?

Hungarian English other none

when praying

when counting
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when swearing

when thinking

when talking to

animals
CIRCLE (1) OR (2), WHICHEVER FITS BETTER IN THE SHIENCE
601. A képvisdik az okokat .............. tartottak.

(1) komolyaknak (2) komolynak

602. Miért sirsz, kis bogaram? Megutétted a ........ 2.
(1) kezecskédet? (2) kis kezedet?

603. A replbgépek megsértették Svajc ..............
(1) 1éqi terét  (2) légterét

604. Az autds moziban az utasok .............. ulve néklzetiimet.
(1) autékban (2) autéban

605. F4j a fejem, mert a szomszéd egész délutan........
(1) hegedn jatszott (2) hegedult

606. Fiuk, nem attol valtok .............. , hogy elvégkit iskolat, hanem attdl, ha tlizet
oltotok.
(1) tizoltokka (2) tizoltova

607. Mindjart kész az ebed, ..............
(1) ne légy turelmetlen! (2) ne turelmetlenked;!

608. Itt van még Péter? — Itt, de mar ..............

(1) készul menni (2) menni készul
609. Az egyik ismdisom fia .............. volt katona.
(1) Craiovan (2) Craiovaban

610. Az osztalyban senki sem ..............
(1) magasabb, mint 6 (2) magasabb nala

611. A fidk még tavaly jelentkeztek ..............
(1) tizoltéknak (2) tizoltonak

612. Azt hiszem, ebéd utan mindenkinek jél esik egy.......... — mondta a haziasszony
kedves mosollyal.
(1) kavécska (2) kaveé

613. A tukor ebtt hosszan ..............
(1) szépitette magat (2) szépitkezett

615. Talalkoztam Hedviggel, s .............. , hogy vegyeskem egy Kkiflit.
(1) megkértem (2) megkeérteth
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57. By circling the appropriate number, rate tHéofing on a 1-5 scale.

a) How much are you attached to these places?
1 = not attached at all 5 = very much attached

a) your own town 1 2 3 4 5
b) your own province 1 2 3 4 5
c) Canada 1 2 3 4 5
d) Hungary 1 2 3 4 5
e) nowhere 1 2 3 4 5

b) How much do you feel you belong to (1 = notlata= very much)
a) the Canadian Hungarian community 1 2 3 4 5
b) the Hungarian nation 1 2 3 4 5
c) the Canadian nation 1 2 3 4 5
d) nowhere 1 2 3 4 5

58. Which sportsperson or team do you cheer fomwhe
a) a Hungarian plays a Canadian
1) the Hungarian 2) the Canadian
b) a Hungarian plays another (non-Canadian)
1) the Hungarian 2) the other
c) a Canadian plays another (non-Hungarian)
1) the Canadian 2) the other

62. Where do you think the most beautiful Hungarsaspoken? Circle the appropriate
answer.

1) in Budapest 6) in Slovakia

2) in a Hungarian country town 7) in Vojvodina(Bia)
3) in a Hungarian village 8) in Burgenland (Auesgr
4) in Subcarpathia (Ukraine) 9) in Slovenia

5) in Transylvania (Romania) 10) in Canada

63. If a person speaks only Hungarian in Canada, ..
(1) they can manage easily (2) they can have diffes  (3) they have a difficult time
67. How often do you travel to Hungary? Circle #mswer.

0) never 3) approx. in every 2-3 years
1) seldom 4) every year
2) approx. in every five years 5) twice a year

68. When did you last go to HUNgary? In ... eeeeeeeeeeeeinnniiinnnns

COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING SENTENCES BY WRITING AN APRBPRIATE WORD
OR WORD-ENDING ON THE DOTTED LINE IF YOU FEEL IT ISIECESSARY

621. Patricia magasabb Klaudia................, pedig eg\ekfratalabb.
622. Azt akarom, hog§ nyi................ ki az ajtot.
623. Kozépiskolank................ sok szakképzetlen pedagdguit.

624. J6 napot kivanok, &rfok................ jottem, panaszt szeretnék tenni.
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625. Kovacs Janos azt kérte, hogy a felilzottsag tekintsen el attdl, hogititkarra jelélje

BS i (megvalasztani).

626. Erzsi néninek f§j................asziv................, Kati méek meg a lab................ is
faj..ocooeviinin.

628. Ha Péter rosszul valogat................ meg a bargiéiyl jar.

629. Minek ez a halogatas?! Nem szeretem, ha valaéla................ a dontéseket.

69. Do you have relatives or friends in Hungary wba are in close contact with (e.g. visit
each other or exchange letters)? (1) yes (2) no

72. Has it ever happened to you that you had laggpaoblems in Hungary? (For instance,
you were misunderstood, or not understood at ajfpa did not exactly understand what
people told you, or you did not know how to askdomething in a shop, or your speech was
commented on, etc.)

(1) yes (2) no
73. If so, what happened?

DO YOU REGARD THESE [HUNGARIAN] SENTENCES AS CORREE
701. A magyar nyelv szép, de csak akkor, ha szepereszélve.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ..o,

702. Janos 14 év eddl érkezett Kanadaba.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ..o,

703. "Hogy hivnak téged?" "En vagyok To6th Béla."
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ... ovii i,

704. Tudod azt a férfit ott? Olyan ismienek tinik.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ..o,

705. Pénteken délben mindig rateszem a magyar,zerétazt nagyon szeretem hallgatni.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ..o,

706. A férjem és én sokat jartunk tancolni, amikatalabb voltunk.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ... oviie i,
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707. A mi csaladunkban a magyar még sokat van hhszn
(@) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ..o,

708. Mindig én nyitom ki a leveleket, ami jonnek.
(@) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like this: ..o,

709. Képzeld, az apdmnak van egy Uj auto.
(@) | regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like this: ..o,

80. Do you or any of your family members ever pregdungarian dishes? If so, then what?

83. What language do you use among each otherese thitcasions? (Put an X where
appropriate.)

Hungarian English other

84. Do you ever listen to Hungarian music? If sentfrom what source? (disk, radio,
Internet, etc.)

85. Do you ever watch Hungarian movies? If so, fihem what source? (disk, TV, Internet,
etc.)

DO YOU REGARD THESE HUNGARIAN SENTENCES AS CORRECT?
811. Tegnap délutan kimostam az autét, mert nagsioos lett a hosszu uton.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ... oviei i,

812. Mari nem csindlta meg a munka, mert mar faraldt
(@) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like this: ..o,

813. Minden este megnézek a kedverisonomat a tévében.
(@) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like this: ..o,

814. Mikor jartal utoljara Magyarorszag?
(@) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like this: ..o,

815. Az iskoldban hivtak engem Istvan, otthon Pisti
(@) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ..o,

816. A mult héten nem csinaltad a feladatot, tef@st kell csinalnod, hogy kész legyen.



818.

819.

820.

821.

822.

823.

824.

825.

826.
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(a) | regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ..o,

Tizennyolc éves voltam, mikor kijottem az istml.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ... ovii i,

A multkor talalkoztam egy régi baratom, ésyoagot beszélgettink.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ... ovii i,

Ebsz6r nem ismert, de aztan bemutatkoztam, és akéotudta, ki vagyok.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ... ovii i,

Sanyinak most nincs munkdja, mert letetté&aradzbaol.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ... ovii i,

Egyszer egy év visszautazunk Magyarorszagra.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ..o,

A dontésem azon fugg, hogy mennyi pénzt kapok.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ... ovii i,

Figyelj oda, nehogy megutéd magad!
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ... ovii i,

Majd meglassak is, hogy ez hogy megy.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ... ovii i,

A fiaim 18 éves voltak, amikor elkoltoztekhinrol.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ..o,

827.0k azok, aki mindig segitenek.

828.

829.

(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ... ovii i,

Jobban szoktam beszélni magyarul, de mostsa&rrosszul tudok, sokat felejtettem.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ..o,

A feladatban sok hibak voltak.
(a) I regard it as correct.
(b) I regard it as incorrect, rather like thiS: ..o,
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90. Do you ever text in HUNgarian? ..........mmeeeeeeeenenns
91. What is the language of your cell phone?
92. Do you browse Hungarian websites? If so, thikatws the topic of these sites?

94. What language do you use for chatting on-liiM&k your answer with an X.)

Hungarian English other none

95. Are you registered on the Hungarian social netimg siteiWiwW? If so, what do you use
1 0 PP PPPPPPPRPTR

96. Do you visit any other social networking wees# (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, etc.)

CIRCLE THE SENTENCE YOU FEEL MORE NATURAL OUT OF THSENTENCE
PAIRS BELOW
901. (1) Mi dolgoztunk akkor sokat egyditt.

(2) Sokat dolgoztunk akkor egydtt.

902. (1) Marinak a férje volt nagyon gazdag.
(2) Marinak nagyon gazdag volt a férje.

903. (1) Megkértem, hogy segitsen.
(2) Megkeérten®t, hogy segitsen.

904. (1) A két testvére nem tud magyarul.
(2) A ket testvérei nem tudnak magyarul.

905. (1) Azért van az ablaktérlhogy esben is lassuk az utat.
(2) Azért van az ablaktdr] hogy eében is latjuk az utat.

906. (1) Akkor mar tavasz volt, zéld voltak a fak.
(2) Akkor mar tavasz volt, zoldek voltak a fak.

907. (1) Fiatal koromban sokat szoktam Uszni, dedreg vagyok hozza.
(2) Fiatal koromban sokat Usztam, de mar déregalappzza.

908. (1) Azok a legszebb lanyok, aki@lblik az embert.
(2) Azok a legszebb lanyok, akik éililik az embert.
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909. (1) A feleségem neve Szabd llona volt.
(2) A feleségem neve volt Szabd llona.

910. (1) Az autémat gyartottak 2008-ban.
(2) Az autémat 2008-ban gyartottak.

1.HOmetown: ....cocovvvevvinennnn 2. PIOVINGCE: e
3.Gender: 1) male 2) female
2 N = 1 1 1

5.Yearofbirth: ...,
6. Placeofbirth: ...
7. If not born in Canada, date of arrival: ..........cooiiiiiimee e

8. What schools did you attend outside Canada daiie®
1. primary school, ...
2. secondary technical school, ..............ccoooi s
3. secondary grammar school, ..............cccoiiiiiiiiinn,
4. university or college, ...

When did you graduate from the latestone? ...............ccooeviiiin .

9. What schools did you attend in Canada?
1. primary school
2. secondary school
3. university or college
4. postgraduate studies

When did you graduate from the latestone? .............c.coveeeeeinls
10. Your original occupation: ..........c.covvvveiiiiiininnnnenn.

11.Your present occupation, in Hungarian: ................cooovveinensnn.
inEnglish: ...

12 The name of your work place: ...........cccooevviiiiiiiii i,

17. What nationality do you consider yourself?
1. Hungarian 2. Canadian
9.0ther: ....oooiiiii

18. If you were not born in Canada, have you Anagvimed your name? (e.g. from Kovacs
Istvan to Stephen Kovacs or Stephen Smith)

1.no

2. yes, (a)only my first name, (b) only negend name, (c) both
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19. If you answered yes to the previous questidrgtwvas the reason and purpose of the
change and when did it happen?

20. If you were born in North America, what kindfogt name do you have?
1. one that is there both in Hungarian and in Bhdle.g. Andrew — Andras)
2. one that is there in Hungarian, but not in Efgle.g. Arpad)
3. one that is there in English, but not in HungaKe.g. Brian)

21.Your mother tongue:
1.Hungarian 2.English 9.0ther: ..,

22.Your mother’s mother tongue:
1.Hungarian 2.English 9.0ther: ..ovivii

23.What schools did your mother attend?
1.primary school
2. secondary school
3. university or college
4. postgraduate studies

24.Your mother's occupation: ..........ccvvevevnviiienennnnn.

25.Your father’'s mother tongue:
1. Hungarian 2.English 9.0ther: ...

26. What schools did your father attend?
1.primary school
2. secondary school
3. university or college
4. postgraduate studies

27.Your father's occupation: ..........c.covvviiiiiiiiiinnnnnn.



