UDC 81°232(=511.141)(001.818)
DOI https://doi.org/10.24144/2617-3921.2021.19.61-71

Kateryna Dudych Lakatosh,

PhD in Philology,

Associate Professor at the Department of Philology,

Ferenc Rakoczi Il Transcarpathian Hungarian College of Higher Education
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1354-4421

Berehove, Transcarpathia region, Ukraine

The significance of scientific results
in efficient native language education

BaxkuBicTh HAYKOBHX Pe3yJIbTATIB B e()eKTUBHOMY BHKJIAJaHHI
pinHoi MmoBHM

Summary. According to a repeated questionnaire (2008 — 2018) research
the language dialect attitude of native Hungarian teachers in Transcarpathia
changed in a positive direction since the native language education reform as
the result of scientific educational writings, further training. An assumed similar
change can be observed concerning the language dialect attitude of their students
as well, since the textbook they use conveys scientific knowledge concerning
language dialects. Based on the above we assume that native Hungarian students
in Transcarpathia, just like their teachers, have a more positive opinion about
language dialects and we can discover similarities between the answers of the
two groups, although the regional character of their language use is still not
perceived by the majority of them. They consider the Hungarian speech of their
motherland to be the most beautiful. Our hypothesis is that there is inconsistency
in the received answers since their knowledge concerning language variants is
still deficient, superficial, so many times the effect of language myths, language
ideologies can be discovered in the answers.

To verify/refute the above, two questionnaire surveys were conducted in 2018
with the participation of 100 teachers and 280 school students, to repeat the
earlier wide scale study. Based on the results presented above it can be said
that the majority of our hypotheses were verified: as the result of the additive
approach a positive change can be observed in native Hungarian schools in
Transcarpathia concerning the judgement of language dialects, dialect speakers.
Both teachers and students consider themselves language dialect speakers in
a greater proportion. The opinion of the teachers (despite my hypothesis) is
although reflected in the opinions of their students, still, the professional have
a harder time distancing themselves from myths related to the native language
many of them got used to in the course of their studies, career. The younger
generation, who learnt scientifically soundly based knowledge from the textbooks
prepared for the official curriculum form class 5 of elementary school, proved to
be more perceptive for the multi-normative, more open approach. Teachers try to
comply with the expectations they consider exist towards them. However, due to
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their deficient metalinguistic knowledge, in many times it leads to discrepancies,
inconsistencies between the above reports and the statistical data.

Key words: metalinguistic knowledge, scientific results, native language,
teachers, students, Transcarpathia.

Anomauis. Bionogiono oo nosmopnozo onumysanns (20082018 pp.), docni-
0d1cenHs MOBHO20 MaA OIaNeKMHO20 CIMABNIeHHS BUKIAOAUI8 Y20pcbKoi Mosu Ha 3a-
Kapnammi 3MIHUIOCS 8 NO3UMUBHOMY Hanpsami niciia peghopmu ocsimu pioHoi Mosu
6 pe3yibmani HAyKOBUX HA8HaIbHUX npays. Tpunyckaioms, wo nodioni 3minu cno-
cmepiearomuest i 8 MOGHOMY Ma OiALEKMHOMY CIABIEHHI CE0IX YUHIB, OCKLIbKU NiO-
PYVUHUK, AKUM 80HU KOPUCTYIOMbCS, NEepeoac HAyKo6i 3nanis i npo dianexmu. Buxo-
OsuU 3 BULYE CKA3AHOR0, NPUNYCKAEMO, WO Y2OPCHKI cmydenmu na 3axkapnammi, siK
i ixni urnadaui, maromo OibUL NO3UMUBHY OYMKY Npo dlarekmui asuwya. Mooicemo
BUABUMU NOOIOHICIb MidC BIONOBIOAMU 080X SPVH, XOUAd PeLiOHANbHULL Xapakmep
BUKOPUCIMANHSL MOBU 6Ce Uje He CHputiMacmycsi Olnvwicmio 3 nux. Hawa zinomesa
NosA2AE Y MOMY, WO 8 OMPUMAHUX GION0BIOSX € CYNEPeUUBICIb, OCKLIbKU IXHI 3HAH-
HsL OO0 MOBHUX 8apianHmis yce uje € 0eiyumnumi, NOBEPXHESUMU, Momy O6azamo
Pasia y 6iON0GIOSIX MOJNCHA BUSBUMU 6IIUE MOGHUX Mi(hie ma MOBHUX i0eoN0ailL.

1LJob nepesipumu/cnpocmyeamu euwjezasnavene, y 2018 p. 6yno nposedero
0ea onumysanus 3a yuacmiwo 100 euumenie ma 280 yunie yeopcbKOMOBHUX WKL
3akapnamms, wob nosmopumu NONEPeoHe WUPOKOMACWMAOHE O0CTIONCEHH .
Ha niocmasi npedcmasnenux suwje pe3ynomamis MOJCHA CKA3amu, wo OLtbuicms
Hawiux 2inomes 6Y110 nepesipero. Y pesynvbmanti aoumusHo2o nioxo0y MOXCHA CHO-
cmepieamu NO3UMUGHT 3MIHU 6 Y2OPCHKUX WIKOIAX 3axapnammsi w000 cyodiceH-
HsL PO MOBHI dianekmu ma Hociie dianexmy. J[ymka euumenie (Hezsadcarouu Ha
MO0 2inomesy) xoua il 6i000paAMCAEMbCs Yy OYMKAX IXHIX cmyOeHmis, npome npo-
¢hecionanam sadicue oucmanyilosamucs 6i0 Mighie, no8 sI3aHUX i3 PIOHOIO MOGOIO,
00 AKUX 6a2amo Xmo 3 HUX 36UK y NPOYECi HAGUAHHS YU Ni0 Y4ac CMAXNCYBAHHSL.
ITiopocmaroue nokoninus, sike 3ac60iN0 HAYKOBO OOIPYHMOBAHI 3HAHHA 3 NIOPYU-
HUKIB, NI02OMOGIEHUX 00 ODIYitiHOT HABUANLHOI NPOSPaMU 5-20 KIACy NOYAMKO-
601" WIKOIU, BUABUNIOCS OLIbUWL CHPUTTHAMIUBUM 00 MYJIbIMUHOPMAMUBHOZO0, OLIblL
8I0KpUMOo2o nioxody. Buumeni namazaromocs 6ionogioamu OuiKy8aHHAM, AKi, Ha
ixmio OymKy, icnyioms wooo nux. OOnax uepes ix Hedocmamui MemaniHegicmuyHi
BHAHHS 30e0L16U020 Ye Npu3eo0unts 00 Po3DidcHOCMEl, HegiONOBIOHOCMEN MIdIC
BULYe3AZHAYCHUMU 36IMAMU ThA CINATMUCTIUYHUMYU OGHUMU.

Knrouosi cnosa: memaninegicmuyuni 3HAHHA, HAYKOSL pe3yivbmamu, pPiOHA
Mo8a, guumeni, yuui, 3akapnamms.

Introduction. In the past decades, the multi-normative approach,
according to which variants of a specific language besides the standard one
are also equivalent, with each having its own function, became accepted
among experts of Hungarian language studies studying the methodology
of native language education. These concepts slowly appeared in the docu-
ments regulating public education as well [1; 2; 15, p. 66—69], which meant
a serious progress in the past period, since it is still the schools that can
do the most to convey scientifically founded knowledge concerning lan-
guages, language variants.
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Despite this, several empirical studies proved that despite “good inten-
tions” even teachers cannot fully discard negative preconceptions towards
the non-standard variants of Hungarian language many of them formed
as the result of the former secondary school, higher education studies
and everyday activities [7, p. 291-300; 6, p. 123—-134; 10; 15, c. 69-75].
Despite their intentions in many occasions, they negatively discriminate
those students who use their language variants in the course of their lan-
guage use in school.

In the case of native Hungarian speakers in Transcarpathia this native
language variant is a local dialect with Slavic elements [14, p. 3-18;
8, p. 47-54; 9; 19; 20, p. 615-627]. Surveys proved that Transcarpathian
students chose/produced/accepted language phenomena strongly stigma-
tized in the Hungarian language area, or even loan words from the Russian/
Ukrainian language as standard in large proportions, in writing, when fill-
ing in a questionnaire on language use [3, p. 179-207; 7, p. 136-140; 13].
It was discovered from the surveys that despite this they distance them-
selves from language dialects, language dialect speakers; they consider
such variants to be some kind of antiquity, tradition. The same applies to
teachers who teach them.

According to a repeated questionnaire (2008 — 2018) research the lan-
guage dialect attitude of native Hungarian teachers in Transcarpathia changed
in a positive direction since the native language education reform as the result
of scientific educational writings, further training. “Through filling in the
questionnaire concerning language use, language variants, a larger propor-
tion of answers arrived that indicate the additive perspective conveyed by the
official curriculum than in 2008. Despite this, signs of the former approach
can be felt in the explained responses received as supplements to the more
positive statistical data: the language, language dialect awareness of a large
part of the respondents can in no way be called resolute, confident. Several
such stereotypes appear in the seemingly well-intentioned but more like leni-
ent writings that must take a longer time to discard.” [6, p. 131].

An assumed similar change can be observed concerning the language
dialect attitude of their students as well, since the textbook they use con-
veys scientific knowledge concerning language dialects.

Methodology. Between 2006 and 2008 1490 Transcarpathian native
Hungarian students and 150 native Hungarian teachers answered ques-
tions concerning languages, language dialects [12]. From these data it
was discovered that both groups strove to distance themselves from the
low-prestige, non-standard variants, although language dialects had hid-
den prestige among them: they considered such dialects to be tradition,
legacy, the majority of them stated they did not speak the language dia-
lect. We received answers several times when determining language dia-
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lects as well that clearly imply that neither the teachers nor their students
have reliable information about Hungarian common language, local lan-
guage variants. Their knowledge is based on language myths rather than
on scientific results. However, in the period since then youth in native
Hungarian schools in Transcarpathia studied according to the Hungarian
language curriculum prepared with the additive approach', and in theory
this was the approach conveyed to them by their teachers as well.

Based on the above we assume that native Hungarian students in Tran-
scarpathia, just like their teachers, have a more positive opinion about
language dialects and we can discover similarities between the answers
of the two groups, although the regional character of their language use is
still not perceived by the majority of them. They consider the Hungarian
speech of their motherland to be the most beautiful. Our hypothesis is
that there is inconsistency in the received answers since their knowledge
concerning language variants is still deficient, superficial, so many times
the effect of language myths, language ideologies can be discovered in
the answers.

To verify/refute the above, two questionnaire surveys were conducted
in 2018 with the participation of 100 teachers and 280 school students, to
repeat the earlier wide scale study.

I polled teachers with the help of the online version of the earlier ques-
tionnaire. We sent it to acquaintance colleagues and we asked them to also
forward it to at least a couple people. Older colleagues filled it in printed
format. With this method we could address respondents well represent-
ing the earlier sample. A total of 100 teachers teaching different subjects
answered the open and closed questions, since not only professionals
teaching native language shape the language awareness of students.

Students filled in the questionnaire in school, during class. To repre-
sent the group from 10 years before we visited 20 elementary and second-
ary schools in person or sent the questions to. Filling in the questionnaire
took 35-40 minutes. Due to the low number of students per class? a total
of 280 ninth and eleventh class students from 20 institutions participated
in the survey.

Results. Based on the results of similar surveys, our observations as
practicing teachers, college educators we again considered it important
to ask our respondents whether they perceive the differences between the
language variants in Hungary and other cross-border regions, and if so,
which one they consider more beautiful. This is why we asked the question
“Where do they speak the most beautiful version of Hungarian?”” which is

! For more details on changes occurring since then see [4, p. 150-164]

2While in the Barkasovo Secondary School 23 graduating students participated in the
survey in 2006, in 2018 only 8 students studied in the graduating class.
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a frequent one in social-linguistic studies. All the cross-border Hungarian
regions and several Hungarian ones were among the answer options of the
closed question. We refer to the latter ones hereinafter as one group, Hun-
gary. We also asked teachers to provide reasons for their choice. The differ-
ence between the answers of the two groups is remarkable:
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Fig. 1. Where do they speak the most beautiful version of Hungarian?
(%) N=280+100

Young people indicated Hungarian regions and their motherland in
more or less the same proportion, while 67% of teachers considers Hun-
garian speaking in Transcarpathia to be the most beautiful. This positive
attitude seems rather promising, since emotional attachment increases the
prestige of the language variant concerned. However, if we read the rea-
soning, we can see that the opinions that determine the answers are in
many cases based on language myths the removal of which would be the
task of the school itself. Beliefs about the “clean” Hungarian language,
the negative “mixing” of bilingualism, the shabbiness of “slang” are very
widespread among respondents: whether they indicated Transcarpathia or
Hungary, it always appears among the opinions.

Those who answered that Hungarian is spoken the most beautiful way
in Hungary mostly mentioned towns, villages in the countryside: ,, Ott
még vannak nyelvi valtozatok, viszont tisztan ejtik a hangokat”, ,, A varosi
emberek tobb helyen fordulnak meg, mint a falusi egyszerii emberek”, ,, 4
varosokban szebben beszélik a magyar nyelvet, mint a falvakban, vagy
Karpataljan, mert Karpataljan is és a falvakban is nyelvjarasok vannak.
Budapestiek viszont mar annyira szépen akarnak beszélni, hogy azzal
teszik csunyava” (“They still have language variants there, but the way
they pronounce sounds is clean”, “Townspeople go to more places than
simple village people”, “In the cities they speak Hungarian in a more
beautiful way than in the villages or in Transcarpathia, because there are
language dialects in Transcarpathia and in the villages too. However, in
Budapest people want to speak so nice they make it ugly with that.”)
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Several respondents justified indicating the Hungarian region by men-
tioning Hungarian speech in Transcarpathia as a negative example, more
exactly its contact phenomena. Respondents did not really like it, because
it implies “shabbiness™: ,,Sajnos, Karpataljan a szlav nyelvi kézosség
nagyon ranyomja a bélyegét a magyar nyelvhaszndlatra, az igénytelenség
abban mutatkozik meg leginkabb, hogy az itteni magyar nemzetiségii
ember keverék nyelven beszél”, |, Szerintem magyarorszagi kis falvak-
ban beszélnek a legszebben, mert ott nem keveredik az ukrannal, de nem
is varosias a nyelvhasznalatuk”(“Unfortunately, in Transcarpathia the
Slavic lingual community really has its mark on Hungarian language use,
shabbiness mostly shows in ethnic Hungarian people from here speaking
a mixed language”, “I think people in small Hungarian villages speak
in the most beautiful way, because their language use is not mixed with
Ukrainian there, but is also not urban”.)

Those who say Hungarian is spoken in Transcarpathia in the most
beautiful way, mentioned it several times that slang use is not widespread
here. Several such concepts appear here the meaning of which cannot
be exactly determined: ,,4 hivatalos nyelvhez véleményem szerint az itt
beszélt dialektus all a legkézelebb”, ,, Tisztan csengd, vilagos. Formailag
és szokincsében a leginkabb magyaros”, ,, A kiilhoni magyarok vigydznak
nyelviik szépségére, tisztasagara”, , Magyarorszdagon szerintem az
emberek tobbsége mar rengeteg idegen szot atvett, szleng szavakat, és
haszndlja is a mindennapi beszédében, ami szerintem csorbadt ejt a nyelv
szépségen”, |, Szlengmentes, tisztabb, kifejezobb”.(“In my opinion the
dialect spoken here is the closest to the official language”, “Sounds clear,
clean. The most Hungarian-like in its form and vocabulary”, “Foreign
Hungarians take care of the beauty, clarity of their language”, “I think
most people in Hungary took a lot of foreign words over, slang words, and
they use them in their everyday speech, which in my opinion damages the
beauty of the language”, “No slang, cleaner, more expressive”.)

Several respondents mentioned the observation which is very wide-
spread among Transcarpathian people according to which Hungarians
do not pronounce the sound 0, using o instead: ,, Véleményem szerint a
Karpataljan él6 magyar emberek beszélik legszebben a magyar nyelvet,
mert mivel mi minden hangot és betiit helyesen ejtiink ki. En azt tapasz-
taltam, hogy Magyarorszigon eltiint az O betii, helyette a O betiit ejtik
hosszabban, és igy lett révid O és hosszii O, nem pedig O ,, Véleményem
szerint, azért a Karpadtaljai magyarok beszélnek a legszebben mivel mi
hangsulyosan és kifejezoen beszéljiik a nyelviinket. Nekem a Magya-
rorszagon élok beszédstilusa azért nem tetszik, mivel 6k egyes hosszu
maganhangzokat rovidnek ejtenek”(““In my opinion Hungarian people in
Transcarpathia speak the Hungarian language in the most beautiful way,
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because we pronounce every sound and letter right. In my experience
the letter O disappeared in Hungary, instead they pronounce the letter O
longer, so they have a short O and a long O and not an O.” ““In my opinion
Hungarians in Transcarpathia speak in the most beautiful way because
speak our language with emphasis and expressive force. I do not like the
style of speech of those living in Hungary because they pronounce certain
long vowels short.”)

Language dialects also appearseveral times in the reasonings although
it is not always clear whether they are mentioned in a positive or negative
way and what they mean by language dialect: ,, Karpdtaljan megmaradt
a hagyomany a nyelv terén, Karpataljan nincs tajszolas”, ,, Nalunk
jelen van az izes magyar és a tajnyelv egyarant”, ,,Ha nem tajszoldsban
beszélnek, itt ejtik ki a legszebben a szavakat”.(*“Tradition was preserved
in Transcarpathia in the area of language use, there are no dialects in
Transcarpathia”, “Spicy Hungarian and regional dialect alike are pres-
ent here”, “When they do not speak a dialect, then it is here where words
are pronounced in the most beautiful way”.)

From this reasoning it can be well seen that teachers of different
subjects participating in the survey (not laypersons) have an emotional
attachment to their native language variant, but worded their opinion
based on several misbeliefs, often contradictory knowledge without any
scientific basis.

During both surveys we asked the participants what they called lan-
guage dialect: 85% of teachers and 63% of students answered this question.

A definition came from teachers emphasizing regionality, variant nature
(,,A nyelvjardas olyan nyelvvaltozat,ami meghatarozott foldrajzi teriilethez
kotodik, és hangtani, alaktani, vagy szokészlettani szempontbol eltér a
koznyelvtol”)(“Language dialect is a language variant tied to a specific
geographical region and is different from common language from a pho-
netic, morphological or vocabulary perspective”), and there were some
mentioning it only as tradition(,, Egyes vidékek megszokott, régrol érokolt
beszédkészsége, ami utodrol, utodra szall”)(*“The common speech pattern
of specific regions inherited from long ago, passed from generation to gen-
eration”). There were explanations defining dialects as a tool of expressing
identity, as opposed to “right” speech, however, already branding the person
indicating their local ties with their language use (,, Egy adott teriiletre jel-
lemzd kissé a helyes magyar kifejezéstol eltérd beszédstilus, amely sokszor
a hovatartozas jele. Tdjszolas alapjan akar személyek lakhelyét is beazo-
nosithatjuk”).(“A speech style different from the right Hungarian expres-
sion is a bit characteristic of a specific region, it is often the sign of identity.
By dialect we can even identify the residence of persons ). We can read sev-
eral explanations that, in the absence of knowledge in dialectology, express
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clearly negative preconceptions: ,, Nyelvjdrds-nyelvvaltozat, ugyan abbol
a nyelvbdl alakul ki, de hasznalata sordn eltérést mutat attol a nyelvtdl,
amelybol ered”, ,, Egy elszigetelt vidék lakossaganak nyelve”, ,, Egyes fal-
vak, faluk, sajat szavaikkal massa teszik a falujukat, nem csunya, de mégis
felismerhetd, hogy az mar tajszolds, mert eltér a sajat magyar nyelvtol”, ,, A
szavak furcsa kiejtését, ami egy népcsoportra jellemzé”, ,, Mikor egy adott
szot, kifejezést kiilonbozéen ejtenek ki, nem a megfeleld betiiket haszndlva”
(“Language dialect — language variant, although formed from the same
language, nut in its use it shows differences from the language it originates
from”, “The language of the populace of an isolated region”, Certain vil-
lages, hamlets make their village different with their own words, it is not
ugly but still recognizable as a dialect, because it is different from our own
Hungarian language”. “Weird pronunciation of words, characteristic of
an ethnic group”, “When a specific word, expression is pronounced differ-
ently, not using the right letters.”)

Contrary to our hypotheses, the definitions of the students are different
from those of the teachers at several points. We can read definitions from
young people that resemble the perspectives of the definition in the Class
11 Hungarian language textbook: ,, Nyelvjaras - a nyelvhaszndlatnak egy
meghatarozott foldrajzi teriilethez k6todo jellemzd nyelvhaszndlata.”, ,,a
nyelvjardsok az irodalmi és a kéznyelv egységesité hatdsatol viszonylag
mentes nyelvvaltozatok, amelyeknek énallo rendszeriik van”, ,, A standard
magyar nyelvtol eltéro nyelvvaltozat” (“Language dialect — language use
characteristic of a specific geographical area.”, , language dialects are
language variants relatively free from the unifying effect of literary and
common language, with their independent system”, “A language variant
different from the standard Hungarian language”).

There were who specified the concept in a less professional way but as
theirs: ,, Nyelvjarasnak nevezziik azt, amit a sajat falunkban hasznalunk.
Amit mar gyerekkorunk ota beszéliink.”, ,, Azt nevezziik nyelvjardasnak, amit
a mi falunk és hazunkon beszéliink, ami csak arra a helyre jellemzo.”(*“We
call what we use in our village to be a language dialect. What we have been
speaking since we were children.”, “Language dialect is what we speak in
our village, in our homes, what is characteristic of only that place.”)

There were answers that, contrary to the above, implied more deficient
knowledge of metalanguage or that spread widespread language myths:,, 4
magyar vagy mas nyelvet sajatosabban, parasztiasabban beszélik. Nekem
személy szerint nagyon tetszik, kar hogy kihaloban van.”, ,,amikor nem
tisztan beszélsz valamilyen nyelven”.(“They speak the Hungarian or
other language in a more special, more peasant-like manner. Personally,
1 like it a lot, too bad it is going extinct.”, “when you don't speak some

language clearly”).
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In total, however, the 280 school students who participated in the
survey showed scientifically more grounded metalinguistic knowledge
concerning the definition of language dialects than the teachers teaching
them. We must mention here that among the respondent teachers there
are several who last learnt about the Hungarian language or in Hungarian
language in secondary school. We do not make analyses in this regard in
the present study, but earlier studies supported that those who received
dialectology or social-linguistical knowledge in the course of their studies
had a more aware, more positive attitude towards non-standard variants
[5; 15, p. 69-75; 16, p. 241-248; 17, p. 231-239; 18, p. 135-144). The
last time teachers participating in the research (not teachers of Hungarian
language) learnt about Hungarian language, it was in a homogenizing,
single normative, replacing native language education concept.

Contrary to this, youth studying in classes 9 to 11 learnt about their
native language according to the additive native language education
method already; they could get to know its language system, but com-
pared to the variant brought from home, they could gain knowledge about
its language variants, usability. They could learn to choose the most
appropriate according to their discretion from among the language codes
they know, according to the situation. These relatively new skills proba-
bly influenced the results presented above. Indeed, from the answers of
young people it turned out that compared to the data from 10 years ago
they now had more positive, consistent statements about language dia-
lects, their knowledge was more soundly based.

This is also verified by the proportions on the next illustration. While
in 2008 only 27,5% of them declared themselves to be language dialect
speakers, now this proportion is higher than that of the teachers.
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Fig. 2. Do you speak any language dialect? (%) N=280+100

Conclusions. Based on the results presented above it can be said that
the majority of our hypotheses were verified: as the result of the additive
approach a positive change can be observed in native Hungarian schools
in Transcarpathia concerning the judgement of language dialects, dialect
speakers. Both teachers and students consider themselves language dialect
speakers in a greater proportion. The opinion of the teachers (despite my
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hypothesis) is although reflected in the opinions of their students, still, the
professional have a harder time distancing themselves from myths related
to the native language many of them got used to in the course of their stud-
ies, career. The younger generation, who learnt scientifically soundly based
knowledge from the textbooks prepared for the official curriculum form
class 5 of elementary school, proved to be more perceptive for the mul-
ti-normative, more open approach. Teachers try to comply with the expec-
tations they consider exist towards them. However, due to their deficient
metalinguistic knowledge, in many times it leads to discrepancies, incon-
sistencies between the above reports and the statistical data.

Despite all this, compared to the data from 10 years ago, the native
language education reform in Hungary can be called successful. Mov-
ing forward on this road, consistently in line with the additive approach,
insisting on conveying scientific knowledge in both the public education
and in higher education, native Hungarian teachers in Transcarpathia
will show (and thus convey) an accepting attitude towards the potential
regionally-enriched language use of their students, not only in intention,
but in practice as well. In the past years, however, teaching Hungarian
as native language in Transcarpathia detracted from the practiced ways
(4, p. 150-164). This is definitely a step back from the perspective of
successful native language education which could increase the prestige of
Hungarian language.
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