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Abstract: The paper analyses how language users report and conceptualise terminological problems in emails 
addressed to the Language Consulting Service of the Hungarian Research Centre for Linguistics. Using a quali-
tative, data-driven approach within the framework of Language Management Theory, the study investigates 45 
anonymised email correspondences selected from a corpus of more than 12,000 email threads (2011–2025). The 
analysis identifies six major types of terminological problems: adequacy, new term, linguistic concept, variant, 
meaning, and replacement. Most inquiries concern the evaluation of existing terms or the search for new ones, 
demonstrating users’ active involvement in terminology management. In a small number of cases, collaboration 
with the Research Centre’s Terminology Research Group enabled expert input in solving user-initiated language 
problems. The results show how institutional language consulting connects individual linguistic reflection with 
organised terminology work, contributing to the continuous development of Hungarian terminology.

Keywords: language problem; language consulting; terminology; language management theory; Hungarian 
language; bottom-up processes

1 Introduction

The present study examines the types of terminological problems submitted by inquirers to the Language 
Consulting Service (LCS) of the Research Centre for Linguistics. 1 The analysis applies the framework of Language 
Management Theory (LMT) in order to explore how speakers identify and articulate language problems related to 
specialised or domain-specific language use. The motivation for this research lies in the fact that a significant 
proportion of the inquiries addressed to the LCS concern professional or semi-professional language use, where 
there is a pronounced expectation of linguistic accuracy and normative guidance.

In an earlier study, Ludányi (2025) outlined a preliminary typology that included both (1) LSP-related 
orthographic issues and (2) non-orthographic terminological problems. The present paper focuses exclusively on 
the latter, leaving aside questions concerning the normative spelling of specialised terms. Its aim is to offer a more 
detailed analysis of how terminological problems of a conceptual or lexical nature emerge in language consulting 
practice.

Terminology development represents a form of organised language management that requires scientific 
grounding and institutional cooperation. The dynamic growth of this field in Hungary is reflected in the
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establishment of the Terminology Research Group within the Research Centre in 2021 (Fóris 2022, 115–119). The 
LCS has maintained close collaboration with this research group, providing an opportunity for theoretical work 
and practical consulting activities to inform and reinforce each other.

This study also aligns with recent international trends in terminology research, which emphasise descriptive 
and communication-oriented approaches over prescriptive models (Fóris 2025). This paradigmatic shift is 
consistent with the principles of LMT, which takes actual language use as its starting point and focuses on 
speakers’ real communicative needs and problem perceptions rather than abstract normative ideals.

As an institutional interface between linguists and everyday speakers, the LCS provides a unique setting for 
observing and categorising language problems as they are experienced and articulated by users. Focusing on 
inquiries that concern professional or domain-specific contexts, this study explores how language users perceive, 
formulate and attempt to resolve terminological problems in their written correspondence with the LCS. By 
examining these cases through the lens of LMT, the analysis aims to reveal how bottom-up language management 
contributes to the development and regulation of Hungarian terminology. Beyond its theoretical contributions, 
the research holds significant practical benefits for the fields of Languages for Specific Purposes (LSP) and 
terminology management. By identifying the specific points where lay and professional terminologies diverge, 
the findings can inform the development of more user-centered dictionaries and normative guides. Furthermore, 
the analysis of bottom-up terminological inquiries provides a ‘sensor’ for language planners, highlighting 
emerging lexical gaps and conceptual uncertainties in real-world professional communication that traditional 
top-down approaches might overlook.

2 Theoretical framework

2.1 Language management Theory

LMT provides a comprehensive theoretical framework for identifying, analysing and addressing linguistic and 
communicative problems. Developed by Björn H. Jernudd and Jiří V. Neustupný in the 1970s as an extension of 
language planning theory (Jernudd and Neustupný 1987; Nekvapil 2006), it offers a distinct yet complementary 
perspective on the management of language. While classical language planning was traditionally associated with 
top-down, macro-level interventions, contemporary scholarship in Language Policy and Planning (LPP) has 
extensively explored the significance of micro-level and bottom-up planning processes (Kaplan and Baldauf 1997). 
These approaches emphasize that language planning is not solely the domain of governments but is also shaped 
by the agency of local actors and communities (Baldauf 2006).

Recent syntheses of the field suggest that the boundaries between LPP and LMT have become increasingly 
permeable, with both frameworks recognizing the role of individual choices and social variables in linguistic 
interventions (Nekvapil 2025). In this context, the study of language management can be seen as part of a broader 
interest in individual and institutional agency (Kimura 2026). Nevertheless, LMT remains unique in its analytical 
point of departure: it focuses specifically on simple management, which originates in the immediate noting of 
problems during individual communicative acts, operating from a bottom-up perspective by starting from the 
problems as perceived by ordinary language users (Nekvapil and Sherman 2015). As Liddicoat and Taylor-Leech 
(2021) argue, understanding LPP requires a focus on choices and the capacity of individuals to act; LMT provides 
the precise tools to capture these choices at the interactional level before they potentially escalate into organised, 
institutionalised management.

LMT conceptualises language management as a cyclical process consisting of several dimensions and 
recurring stages (Jernudd and Neustupný 1987, 78–80; Nekvapil 2009, 3–4): The process is embedded in a 
normative environment (often referred to as ‘Stage 0’), where expectations and norms provide the baseline for 
interaction. The management act itself unfolds when: (1) a deviation from an expected norm is observed (noting); 
(2) this deviation is evaluated as a problem (evaluation); (3) a possible adjustment design (action plan) is proposed; 
(4) the adjustment is implemented; (5) and feedback is generated, which may trigger a new cycle (Kimura 2014). 
This feedback phase can also function as ‘pre-interaction management’ (Nekvapil and Sherman 2009), as it
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prepares the speaker for future management acts by evaluating the consequences of prior ones (Fairbrother 
2020).

A distinction is drawn between simple and organised management. Simple management refers to the 
spontaneous, individual handling of language problems within a given interaction, whereas organised man-
agement involves institutionalised, deliberate and theoretically informed practices that extend across multiple 
interactions (Jernudd and Neustupný 1987, 76, Nekvapil 2012, 167). The micro and macro levels of LMT correspond 
to these two forms: micro-level management occurs within immediate, “online” communicative contexts, while 
macro-level management comprises “offline” generalisations, analyses and interventions derived from such 
instances (Lanstyák 2023, 260–261). This distinction also involves different sets of agents. While simple man-
agement is performed by language users themselves, organised management involves professional linguists and/ 
or institutions. However, these are not isolated processes; as Beneš et al. (2018) argue, language consulting can be 
viewed as a linkage of micro and macro management, where inquirers operating at the micro level consult with 
linguists who provide expertise from the macro level. The LCS occupies a unique position in this framework, as it 
operates at the intersection of these two levels by addressing individual reports of micro-level problems and 
consolidating them into broader, institutionalised macro-level knowledge, a function further detailed in 
Section 2.1.2.

LMT can be applied to virtually all types of metalinguistic activity, which makes it particularly relevant for 
interpreting and analysing institutional language consulting. It has been successfully employed in various Eu-
ropean language consulting contexts, including the Czech Republic (Beneš et al. 2018; Prošek 2020), Sweden 
(Jernudd 2018), Slovenia (Lengar Verovnik and Dobrovoljc 2022; Vranjek Ošlak 2023), and Hungary (Ludányi and 
Domonkosi 2023; Domonkosi and Ludányi forthc.), demonstrating its suitability for studying bottom-up linguistic 
reflections across different national settings. Language consulting aims to assist individuals in resolving language 
problems, and these problems are defined and articulated by the inquirers themselves. This feature aligns closely 
with the bottom-up orientation of LMT, where language users’ perceptions and evaluations are the starting point 
for analysis.

2.1.1 The concept of language problem

Within LMT, the concept of a language problem has broadened over time. Initially, it referred to a negatively 
evaluated deviation from linguistic norms or expectations. Later research, however, expanded the definition to 
include any linguistic phenomenon that elicits reflection or evaluation – whether negative, positive (Neustupný 
2003, 127), or neutral (Nekvapil 2009, 8) – by speakers, interlocutors, or external observers (Ludányi et al. 2022, 76). 
In this sense, language problems encompass not only overt norm violations but also cases of uncertainty, 
awareness, or reflection triggered by language use.

2.1.2 Institutional language consulting as an interface between levels of management

Institutional language consulting connects the micro- and macro-levels of language management, as well as its 
simple (individual) and organised (institutional) forms (Kimura and Fairbrother 2020). The process is cyclical in 
nature. It begins at the micro level, when a language user notes and evaluates a phenomenon as problematic. This 
may lead to an individual attempt at problem-solving, for instance, consulting an orthographic guide or dictio-
nary. If the problem remains unresolved, the process moves to the macro level, where a professional consultant 
formulates a scientifically grounded adjustment design based on authoritative linguistic sources such as dic-
tionaries, handbooks, and corpora.

In this shared process, the initial stages, noting and evaluation, are typically triggered by the user in a specific 
communicative situation. The decision to contact the LCS is in itself a management act, an extension of the 
individual’s management process (Beneš et al. 2018, 122–123), through which the user seeks external assistance to 
move from noting/evaluation to adjustment design. In this context, the specific categories of terminological 
problems identified in this study (see Section 5) can be interpreted as distinct types of noting: for instance, the 
category NEW_TERM represents the noting of a lexical gap, while MEANING reflects the noting of a functional

Z. Ludányi: Terminological problems in a Hungarian language consulting service 3



mismatch between term and concept. Furthermore, the category ADEQUACY represents the noting of a perceived 
lack of professional or normative suitability. These categories, along with their definitions and representative 
examples, are presented in detail in Table 1 (see Section 5). This interaction can be viewed as a “confronted or 
extended evaluation” (Beneš et al. 2018, 130), where the user’s preliminary, individual evaluation enters into a 
metalinguistic discourse with the expert’s institutional evaluation.

However, as Beneš et al. (2018, 128) point out, the reconstruction of management phases from consulting 
interactions faces certain methodological limitations. Since inquirers often provide limited information about the 
original communicative situation or their preliminary attempts at problem-solving, the specific phases can often 
only be identified indirectly.

The implementation of this adjustment design again occurs at the user’s micro level, in actual language use. 
Crucially, while the LCS provides the professional adjustment design, the final authority over implementation 
remains with the user (Beneš et al. 2018, 135). The outcomes of implementation may subsequently return to the 
consultants through user feedback, initiating a new cycle of management (Beneš et al. 2018, 122–123). In this way, 
language consulting services function as dynamic interfaces between everyday speakers and linguistic in-
stitutions, mediating between individual perceptions and organised linguistic intervention.

2.2 Language for specific purposes and terminology

In this study, Language for Specific Purposes (LSP) is understood as the purposeful and goal-oriented use of 
language within professional communities. Such language use reflects domain-specific conceptual structures and 
is realised in characteristic forms of oral and written communication tailored to the requirements of specialised 
discourse.

Gotti (2017) emphasises the discursive and socially embedded nature of specialised communication, high-
lighting its targeted character and the corresponding need for linguists to collaborate with experts of the relevant 
fields, as reflected in the conceptual and communicative patterns typical of professional domains. Similarly, Trace 
et al. (2017) describe LSP as language use shaped by the goals and knowledge structures of a given professional 
field, reflecting the needs of a particular community of practice.

Terminology is interpreted here in its classical threefold sense: as a theoretical discipline, as a methodological 
framework, and as the set of terms used within a specific domain (Fóris 2005, 37). This interpretation aligns with 
international perspectives that stress both the cognitive and communicative dimensions of LSP and the multi-
layered nature of terminology (Elkin 2020; Faber and López Rodríguez 2012). In line with this approach, termi-
nology development should not only concern the linguistic formulation of terms but also take into account users’ 
discursive engagement and evaluative perspectives on specialised language (Hübschmannová and Neustupný 
2004). From a language management perspective, terminological issues can be regarded as instances of user 
reflection on specialised language, where linguistic, conceptual, and communicative dimensions intersect. Hence, 
terminology can be said to provide an ideal field for observing how language users note, evaluate, and manage 
language problems at the interface between expert and everyday discourse.

3 Institutional framework and management context

3.1 Organised language management activities at the research centre for linguistics

The activities of the Research Centre for Linguistics extend far beyond fundamental research, encompassing a 
wide range of organised language management tasks rooted in a tradition of social responsibility. The devel-
opment of monolingual dictionaries (Lipp 2025), linguistic databases, and corpora (Ligeti-Nagy et al. 2025) serves 
as a fundamental tool for language management. The Research Centre performs statutory management tasks, 
such as providing expert opinions on the registrability of new given names (Raátz 2015) and surname changes 
(Hauber forthcoming). Furthermore, the Multilingualism and Educational Linguistics Research Group conducts
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Table : Categories of terminological problems identified in the corpus, with definitions and representative examples.

Category Description Example

ADEQUACY Normative doubts about whether a term adequately 
expresses the intended concept. Sometimes users 
perceive a term as odd or “incorrect” without articulat-
ing a clear mismatch. These concerns often appear as 
direct questions like “is this term correct?”, reflecting 
uncertainty about linguistic appropriateness. In LMT 
terms, the noted inadequacy itself constitutes the lan-
guage problem, prompting evaluation and possible 
adjustment, the focus being primarily on the normative 
or stylistic evaluation of the term.

An inquirer (#term) asked whether the expression 
kiblőrözni/kiblőrözés (‘to blur out’/‘blurring out’), used in 
film industry jargon to describe obscuring part of an im-
age, can be considered acceptable in Hungarian, or 
whether it violates linguistic norms.

NEW_TERM This category includes inquiries in which language users 
identify a missing Hungarian equivalent for a foreign 
term, most frequently of English origin. The perceived 
absence of an appropriate term constitutes the lan-
guage problem itself, prompting users to seek profes-
sional assistance in term creation or adaptation. While 
terminology development in many contexts is a bidi-
rectional process determined both by institutional 
planning and individual initiatives, the inquiries ana-
lysed here specifically represent the latter. These 
bottom-up initiatives align with the LMT perspective, as 
the demand for these particular terms arises from the 
immediate communicative needs of professional or 
expert communities. In this interactional framework, the 
LCS acts as a mediator, integrating these spontaneous, 
micro-level needs into the broader, organised termi-
nology management program.

An inquirer (#term) asked how to name a software 
developer with – years of experience, since the English-
based categories junior and senior had established Hun-
garian equivalents (junior szoftverfejlesztő, szenior szoft-
verfejlesztő), but no suitable middle-level term was 
available. The question illustrates a perceived lexical gap 
that motivated the search for a new Hungarian 
designation.

LINGUISTIC_CONCEPT This (relatively rare) category includes inquiries in which 
users request clarification specifically regarding lin-
guistic or grammatical metaterms (e.g., sound, sentence 
boundary) whose definitions or boundaries are 
perceived as unclear. The language problem arises from 

conceptual inconsistency across educational or refer-
ence materials, leading to user uncertainty and the need 
for expert clarification. This category is distinct from 

MEANING in that it is strictly limited to the professional 
terminology of linguistics itself. Within the LMT frame-
work, such cases correspond to problem recognition at 
the micro level, where the speaker identifies a lack of 
shared understanding regarding a metalinguistic 
concept.

A user (#term) requested clarification of the terms hang, 
betű and írásjegy (‘sound’, ‘letter’, ‘grapheme’), noting that 
different textbooks and online sources use inconsistent 
definitions when counting the number of sounds or letters 
in words. The inquiry was submitted in connection with a 
school exercise.

VARIANT Although the coexistence of multiple variants of a term 

is a natural and often unavoidable feature of specialised 
languages (Freixa ; Tamás ), such variation can 
also become a source of language problems. Among the 
inquiries addressed to the LCS, several concern the 
interpretation or evaluation of coexisting terminological 
variants. These cases illustrate how terminological 
variability, while linguistically legitimate, may lead to 
language problems in professional discourse. 

A university student (#term) asked which noun form 

corresponds to the adjective extrovertált (‘extroverted’), 
extraverzió or extroverzió (‘extroversion’). The question 
exemplifies how terminological variation may trigger un-
certainty about correctness and usage in academic 
contexts.

MEANING Inquiries in this category concern the semantic inter-
pretation of terms, specifically focusing on the rela-
tionship between the linguistic form and the underlying 
concept. From the perspective of LMT, such questions 
represent perceived language problems that emerge

A company specialising in electrical retail and wholesale 
(#term) asked which label to use for their shops: Villa-
mossági bolt (‘electrical shop’), Villamossági szaküzlet 
(‘specialised electrical store’), or Villamossági üzlet (‘elec-
trical store’). The inquirer requested clarification on the
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organised language management through the theoretical and practical study of Hungarian Sign Language and 
Romani languages, focusing on the production of specialized dictionaries and educational materials to support 
marginalized linguistic communities (Bartha and Hattyár 2025). Since 2021, a dedicated Terminology Research 
Group has been working toward the establishment of the Hungarian Terminological Coordination Centre. As Lipp 
and Prószéky (2025) point out, terminology planning in Hungary has developed within a complex network of 
academic, governmental, and professional actors, shaped both by national language policy and by the multi-
lingual context of Hungarian-speaking communities across the Carpathian Basin. Within this framework, the 
Research Centre’s initiative, which is part of a broader National Programme for the Hungarian Language of the 
HAS, aims to unify Hungarian terminology through the creation of a national terminological database and the 
development of strategic guidelines.

By situating the LCS within this broader institutional program, it becomes clear that the consultancy service 
is a vital bridge that connects individual citizens’ inquiries with these extensive organised language management 
activities. This connection aligns with the classical foundations of language planning, which emphasize that the 
process must coordinate a hierarchy of experts, officials, and laymen (Jernudd and Das Gupta 1971/2019). Within 
this framework, inquirers are not merely external observers but active agents whose participation is essential for 
the success of the management cycle. Consequently, the LCS functions as a systematic tool for fact-finding (Rubin

Table : (continued)

Category Description Example

when users are uncertain about the correspondence 
between linguistic form and conceptual content. They 
often reveal that the conceptual boundaries of certain 
terms are not clearly established, leading to communi-
cative ambiguity in professional contexts. As noted by 
Tamás (a, b), terminological work involves the 
establishment of conceptual equivalence rather than 
mere translation, requiring the careful mapping of 
shared and distinctive conceptual features. In the 
context of the present study, this process is particularly 
relevant when users attempt to adapt international 
specialised concepts into the Hungarian linguistic sys-
tem. Although the inquiries are analysed within a 
monolingual setting, they often reflect the challenges of 
translation-driven term development, where this cate-
gory specifically concerns the cognitive boundaries and 
semantic relations between terms.

differences in meaning (and register) between these near-
synonymous expressions.

REPLACEMENT This category includes inquiries in which users identify 
what they perceive as the inappropriate or misleading 
use of a term and propose an alternative that, in their 
view, would more accurately reflect the intended 
concept. The language problem thus concerns inade-
quate terminological choice, and the inquirer’s own 
adjustment design consists of suggesting a replacement 
term. From the perspective of LMT, such cases demon-
strate that individual language management can reach 
a stage where the user not only evaluates a noted lan-
guage problem but also formulates an explicit proposal 
for change (adjustment design). While these inquiries 
arise outside the institutional management setup, they 
provide a valuable insight into how users proactively 
engage in terminology management before seeking 
expert confirmation.

An inquirer (#term) criticised the growing use of the term 

teljesítmény (‘performance’) in EU building regulations, 
where it had replaced minőség (‘quality’). The writer 
argued that performance has a different conceptual scope 
in Hungarian and that substituting it for quality distorts 
scientific and meaning. The letter called for the issue to be 
addressed by academic bodies to restore conceptual and 
terminological clarity.
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1971/2019), allowing the Research Centre to identify terminological problems as they are perceived by the “targets 
of the plan” themselves.

3.2 The shifting institutional landscape of organised management

The history of the Research Centre’s administrative affiliations over the past decade reflects broader trans-
formations within the Hungarian research landscape, which have had implications for the visibility, funding, and 
international representation of its units. The institution was known for decades as the Research Institute for 
Linguistics of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences (HAS). In 2019, a nationwide reorganisation of the Hungarian 
research network took place: all academic research institutes were separated from the Academy and brought 
under a new umbrella organisation. This entity underwent several subsequent name changes and restructurings, 
and since 2023 it has been officially known as the Hungarian Research Network (HUN-REN). Shortly thereafter, in 
2025, four humanities-oriented research institutes – among them the Research Centre for Linguistics – were 
transferred from HUN-REN to Eötvös Loránd University (ELTE), one of Hungary’s few remaining state univer-
sities. This restructuring was implemented within an exceptionally short timeframe and without substantial 
consultation with the affected research staff, leading to professional concerns and protests across the research 
network. Although the Hungarian Academy of Sciences had issued a statement of intent regarding its willingness 
to reintegrate these institutes into the Academy’s own framework, this alternative was not pursued by the 
decision-makers. Following this transition, the institution’s official English name became ELTE Research Centre 
for Linguistics. Subsequently, following the general elections in April 2026, a shift in the political landscape 
created an opportunity to reconsider the institutional framework. A mutual intent has since been expressed, both 
from the government and from the academic community, to reintegrate the research network, including the 
Research Centre for Linguistics, into the HAS.

These administrative shifts have deeply fragmented the national framework for codification. Historically, 
both lexicography and orthographic codification were the responsibility of the HAS. Throughout the 20th century 
until 2019, the Academy conducted lexicography indirectly through its Research Institute 2 for Linguistics (Lipp 
and Simon 2021), whereas graphisation (orthographic codification) was managed more directly by a specific 
committee under the immediate authority of the HAS, rather than by the Research Institute for Linguistics. This 
historical division of labour meant that even during periods of institutional stability, the institutional coordi-
nation of these two domains was not fully unified. The forceful, politically motivated separation of the research 
network from the HAS in 2019 further intensified this internal division. Under the oversight of HUN-REN, which 
operated under a private-sector corporate governance model rather than as a national public institution, the 
systematic basis for codification research was significantly weakened. The 2025 integration into ELTE further 
obscured the future of these activities and their relationship with the Academy. From the perspective of classical 
language planning theory, these frequent restructurings represent a disruption in the management of man-
agement, potentially destabilising the long-term strategic goals of the national program. As Jernudd and Das 
Gupta (1971/2019) argue, effective language planning requires a stable institutional base to maintain the “au-
thority of the planner”. The fragmentation of the institutional framework has highlighted the role of the LCS in 
ensuring the operational persistence of the Research Centre’s public-facing activities, thereby sustaining pro-
fessional engagement with the speech community during a period of administrative transition.

Although the 2026 reintegration process offers a chance to restore the historical framework for organised 
language management, this transition is still in its earliest stages. As a consequence of these successive organ-
isational shifts, references to the institution in international publications vary depending on the year of publi-
cation. Clarifying this background is therefore essential for ensuring terminological consistency in how the LCS 
and its host institution are cited in scholarly communication.

2 Known as the Research Institute for Linguistics of the HAS until 2019; it was renamed the Hungarian Research Centre for Linguistics 
in 2021, by which time it was no longer under the supervision of the Academy.
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Within this shifting institutional landscape, the LCS continues to act as a crucial bridge between the micro-
level of individual inquiries and the macro-level of institutional expertise (Kimura and Fairbrother 2020). By 
providing professional consensus on terminological problems, the service ensures that individual linguistic 
noting remains integrated into the long-standing, academically coordinated tradition of Hungarian language 
management, regardless of current administrative changes.

3.3 Operational workflow of the LCS

Despite the shifting institutional landscape described above, the operational continuity of the LCS has remained a 
constant element of the Research Centre’s language management profile. Within the Research Centre for Lin-
guistics, the LCS has been continuously operating since the establishment of the institution’s predecessor, the 
Research Institute for Linguistics of the HAS, founded in 1949. The LCS provides direct access for members of the 
public seeking advice or clarification on issues of language use. In the context of LMT, this service functions as an 
institutional interface where individual simple management acts are transformed into organised professional 
guidance. From the perspective of classical language planning (Rubin 1971/2019), this interface serves as a primary 
tool for fact-finding, enabling the institution to identify linguistic obstacles exactly as they are experienced by the 
“targets of the plan” (Rubin and Jernudd 1971/2019). Furthermore, the inquiries function as a feedback mechanism 

that allows for the evaluation of previously implemented terminological or orthographic norms, bridging the gap 
between micro-level usage and macro-level planning.

Inquiries can be submitted either by telephone or by email. Telephone-based consulting is available twice a 
week during designated four-hour sessions, while email consulting operates on a daily basis, five working days a 
week. In practice, the overwhelming majority of inquiries are received by email, which has become the primary 
medium of communication between consultants and users. Consequently, the present analysis focuses exclu-
sively on email-based consulting activity.

To ensure professional consistency, the LCS follows a strict internal protocol representing the adjustment 
design phase of the management cycle, which aims to provide the user with a professional basis for imple-
mentation. Each incoming inquiry is first handled by a consultant on duty (the four current consultants divide the 
seven days of the week among themselves). The consultant marks the inquiry with their initials and assigns 
primary labels: “1_orthography” or “2_non-orthography” (for the rationale for this distinction, see Section 4.1), 
followed by more specific sub-labels. Once the inquiry is received, an automatic notification is sent to the inquirer, 
stating that simple questions are answered within 2–3 days, while more complex issues requiring research or 
consultation may take up to a week.

The responding consultant first searches the internal database of previous email and telephone inquiries to 
ensure consistency with earlier advice. For terminological inquiries, if necessary, the consultant also coordinates 
with the Terminology Research Group (see Section 6.3). Before any response is sent, it must be reviewed and 
approved by a supervisor colleague assigned for that week. If a problem is particularly ambiguous, the team 

consults collectively before drafting the final response. This multi-level control system ensures that every piece of 
advice reflects a professional consensus rather than an individual opinion.

3.4 Comparative European perspectives

To contextualise the activity of the Hungarian LCS, it is useful to refer briefly to comparable studies of language 
consulting institutions in other European contexts. Comparative analyses of language consulting practices in 
other countries also provide valuable reference points for situating the present study. For instance, Jernudd 
(2018) examined inquiries submitted to two Swedish institutions – the Swedish Language Council (Språkrådet) 
and the Swedish Centre for Terminology (Terminologicentrum) – from the perspective of an independent 
researcher, rather than an institutional insider (cf. Riegel 2007).
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From a corpus of 350 email inquiries received by Språkrådet in March 2013, Jernudd identified several main 
categories: requests for detailed explanations of particular words (15 %), questions on spelling (22 %), preposi-
tions (7 %), noun and adjective usage (15 %), verb-related issues, evaluations of linguistic products (4 %), and 
miscellaneous topics. Interestingly, only a small proportion of inquiries concerned English or other foreign 
words, contrasting with earlier observations by Andersson (2000). A parallel analysis of 79 inquiries addressed to 
Terminologicentrum yielded categories such as questions about the meanings of specific terms, distinctions 
between variants, requests for Swedish equivalents of foreign terms, problems involving “Swenglish” hybrid 
expressions, and various other topics including etymology and the phrasing of definitions. Inquiries seeking 
English translations of Swedish terms were deliberately excluded from that dataset.

3.5 Focus and scope of the present study

Although the vast majority of inquiries received by the LCS concern spelling issues, including those related to 
specialised or professional language use, orthography is not discussed in detail in the present paper. Hungarian 
orthography represents a complex and highly codified area of organised language management, with a long-
standing academic tradition and significant national relevance. The regulation of specialised spelling is similarly 
intricate, as it constitutes a specific type of organised language management that requires cosoperation between 
linguistic experts and professional communities.

However, spelling issues are largely specific to the Hungarian linguistic context and are therefore of limited 
relevance for an international readership. For this reason, the present study focuses exclusively on termino-
logical problems that are not orthographic in nature, while acknowledging that spelling-related inquiries remain 
the dominant component of language consulting practice in Hungary. Building on this focus, the next section 
presents the methodological framework used to analyse the selected corpus of non-orthographic terminological 
inquiries.

4 Methodology

4.1 Data source and sampling

The present analysis is based on materials from the LCS of the Research Centre for Linguistics, specifically on 
email inquiries submitted by language users and the corresponding written responses provided by the consul-
tants. An anonymised database containing over 12,000 emails is currently being developed (Domonkosi and 
Ludányi 2023). The database includes all correspondence received since September 2011, thereby offering a 
corpus that reflects more than fourteen years of consulting practice. It encompasses professional responses from 

eight consultants, representing both current and former members of the LCS team.
The sociolinguistic context of these inquiries is shaped by the high social prestige and perceived authority of 

academic linguistic guidelines in Hungary. A significant part of the Hungarian speech community considers 
academic norms to be of unquestionable authority, a phenomenon also observed in other Central European 
contexts, such as the Czech Republic (cf. Beneš et al. 2018, 136–137). This observation is further supported by an 
ongoing questionnaire survey, conducted since 2021, which examines the motivations of those contacting the LCS 
(for initial results, see Domonkosi and Ludányi forthcoming). The answers reveal that the primary motivations 
for contacting the LCS are the prestige of the HAS and the perceived professionalism and credibility of the 
consultants. This communicative-situational background explains why users frequently seek normative guidance 
even in highly specialised terminological matters, as they aim to align their professional discourse with recog-
nised academic standards. From a methodological perspective, the inquiries in the database provide a unique 
“observatory” for language management research. Since the initial stage of the management cycle (noting) is 
often an internal mental process that is difficult to trace directly, these inquiries are treated as empirical evidence 
of what language users perceive as problematic (Beneš et al. 2018). The decision to contact the LCS is thus
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interpreted as a management act that links the user’s simple management with the organised management of the 
institution. Framing the inquiries as part of the noting and evaluation process provides a theoretical rationale for 
the qualitative analysis, as it allows for the reconstruction of metalinguistic reflections that trigger institutional 
intervention.

Each incoming email to the LCS is assigned one or more codes from a structured inventory, applied 
concurrently with the preparation of the consultant’s response. This coding process is dynamic and maintained 
on a longitudinal basis; the typology has been continuously refined over more than a decade through regular 
consensus-based discussions among members of the LCS. Such an iterative approach ensures high inter-coder 
reliability and conceptual consistency, as cases are periodically reviewed and coding categories are harmonised 
during team meetings.

In the LCS database, inquiries are generally divided into two main categories: orthographic and non-
orthographic questions. This fundamental distinction is necessitated by the fact that the vast majority of inquiries, 
approximately 80–90 %, concern orthographic issues (Ludányi and Domonkosi 2023, 78–79), making spelling the 
primary organising principle of the consulting practice. Consequently, non-orthographic inquiries, including the 
terminological problems examined in this study, constitute a distinct but conceptually more complex subset of the 
database. Terminology-related issues cross-cut these two categories, as they may concern both the spelling of 
specialised terms (“LSP-related spelling”) and their conceptual or lexical aspects (“terms, terminology”). The 
present analysis focuses exclusively on the latter group. In the LCS database, coding of emails is carried out partly 
manually and partly through automated procedures. The latter relies on the filtering functions of the email 
system, which can automatically assign a specific code when predefined conditions are met (for instance, when an 
inquiry contains particular keywords). The database provides a unified, searchable format that enables the 
systematic examination of long-term consulting activity. The ongoing refinement of the system aims to account 
for natural overlaps between categories, which are inherent in complex linguistic inquiries.

For the purposes of the present study, a subset of inquiries coded under “terms, terminology” was selected. 
Although a separate label for “LSP-related spelling” also exists, those entries were deliberately excluded, as 
orthographic questions are beyond the scope of this paper. The resulting dataset consists of 79 email corre-
spondences (question-answer pairs) identified as containing terminological issues. This represents approxi-
mately 0.7 % of the more than 12,000 emails received by the LCS since 2011. This proportion may seem very small 
but it accurately reflects the overall distribution of inquiry types, where the overwhelming majority of questions 
concern orthographic issues. Even within the field of LSP-related consulting, terminological questions are typi-
cally dominated by spelling-related concerns rather than conceptual or lexical aspects.

Regarding the sampling criteria, no filters were applied to exclude repeat senders or recurring inquiries. 
From the perspective of LMT, every instance of linguistic ‘noting’ and ‘evaluation’ is considered significant. 
Recurring questions do not represent data redundancy; rather, they highlight particularly sensitive or prob-
lematic areas of the Hungarian specialised vocabulary that trigger frequent management acts across different 
users or interactions.

The 79 email threads were further processed and cleaned prior to analysis. To ensure topical diversity, the 
selection process did not prioritise any specific professional field, resulting in a dataset that covers various 
domains from information technology to administrative language. Furthermore, the more than decade-long 
timeframe of the data collection provides temporal balancing, ensuring that the identified terminological pat-
terns are not idiosyncratic to a specific period but reflect ongoing challenges in Hungarian professional discourse.

4.2 Coding and data processing

The dataset used for the present analysis was compiled in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. Following the removal of 
all personal data, each correspondence was assigned a unique identifier. The spreadsheet contains the following 
fields:
– an ID number such as #term1, #term2, etc., which are used for reference in the examples presented in 

Section 5,
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– the date of receipt of the inquiry,
– the full text of the question email,
– the full text of the consultant’s reply,
– the name of the assigned category, and
– additional notes or comments recorded during annotation (typically indicating, for example, that the given 

language problem was forwarded to the Research Centre’s Terminology Research Group or discussed in 
consultation with a terminologist).

The category system applied in this study builds on the framework proposed in Ludányi (2025), which was 
subsequently expanded with two additional categories and an auxiliary category. The main categories are 
ADEQUACY, NEW_TERM, LINGUISTIC_CONCEPT, VARIANT, MEANING, and REPLACEMENT, alongside the 
auxiliary category TO DELETE, which contained inquiries primarily related to orthographic issues. The presence 
of such entries also indicates that the initial coding, carried out during the everyday consulting process, was not 
always fully consistent and occasionally included misclassifications. As spelling-related questions fall outside the 
scope of the present analysis, these entries were removed during data cleaning. Following the removal of 
irrelevant entries, the initial dataset of 79 question-answer pairs was reduced to 45, constituting the final material 
for analysis. This structured corpus enables both qualitative and quantitative analysis of terminological 
questions.

The overall process of data extraction, cleaning, and selection is summarised in Figure 1, which illustrates the 
workflow from the initial database export to the creation of the final analytical corpus.

The analysis followed a data-driven, exploratory approach rather than a hypothesis-testing design (cf. 
Lazaraton 2009, 245). This methodological stance does not indicate a lack of initial assumptions; rather, it reflects a 
commitment to allowing patterns, categories, and interpretative insights to emerge inductively from the 
empirical data. The findings of this exploratory, data-driven analysis are presented in the following section. 

During the review of the cleaned analytical material, the coding of each entry was re-examined to ensure 
consistency and accuracy. It should be noted that a single inquiry could be assigned to more than one category, as 
certain language problems were relevant to multiple dimensions of analysis. In such cases, dual classification was 
applied, with a maximum of two categories per entry. This approach was adopted to reflect the inherent 
complexity of certain terminological inquiries, where conceptual and normative dimensions often overlap. For 
instance, an inquiry might simultaneously concern the semantic boundaries of a term (MEANING) and its 
linguistic acceptability in a given context (ADEQUACY). By allowing dual coding, the analysis more accurately 
captured nuances of the users’ metalinguistic reflections without forcing them into a single, potentially reductive 
category. In Figure 2, “First assigned category” refers to the primary problem identified in the inquiry, while 
“Additional category” represents the second terminological dimension assigned during the dual-coding process. 
(For data availability, see the Data Availability Statement at the end of this paper.).

To ensure the reproducibility of the typology, the coding process followed specific hierarchical criteria to 
resolve potential overlaps. For instance, an inquiry was coded as MEANING rather than ADEQUACY when the 
user’s primary doubt concerned the conceptual boundaries of the term (what it covers) rather than its stylistic or 
normative ‘correctness’ (how it sounds). For example, an inquiry regarding the exact semantic range of szaküzlet 
(‘specialised store’) was categorised as MEANING, whereas an inquiry about whether the term kiblőröz (‘to blur

Categorisation Filtering irrelevant
entries

Final dataset (45
entries)

Database Export to Excel Assign
identifiers Manual review

Figure 1: Workflow of data 
processing and selection for the 
analysis.
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out’) is acceptable in a formal report was coded as ADEQUACY. A case was classified as a VARIANT when the user 
identified competing forms and sought to establish a preference between them, whereas MEANING was used 
when the sense of a single term was questioned. A typical VARIANT case involved choosing between fájl and 
állomány (both meaning ‘file’), while MEANING was applied when a user sought the definition of the term public 
transport ‘közösségi közlekedés’. Similarly, the distinction between NEW_TERM and REPLACEMENT depended on 
the perceived lexical gap: NEW_TERM was applied when the user believed no Hungarian term existed for a 
concept, while REPLACEMENT was used when an existing term was deemed obsolete or offensive, and a sub-
stitute was sought. An example of NEW_TERM is an inquiry seeking a Hungarian equivalent for the English 
expression relocation services (referring to administrative and logistical support for employees moving abroad). 
REPLACEMENT was applied in a case where a user argued that the term teljesítmény ‘performance’ is concep-
tually misleading in EU construction regulations and should be replaced by minőség ‘quality’ to ensure theoretical 
and linguistic accuracy.

5 Results

The analysis of the 45 question-answer pairs selected for this study revealed six distinct categories of termino-
logical problems. These categories capture the main ways in which language users formulate and conceptualise 
issues related to terminology when contacting the LCS. The results are summarised in Table 1, which presents 
each category with its description and a representative example from the corpus.

In distinguishing between concepts and meanings, this study follows the traditional terminological approach 
(International Organization for Standardization 2022). Concepts are understood as units of knowledge or mental 
representations that exist independently of specific languages, whereas meaning refers to the semantic value 
assigned to a term within the Hungarian language system. Consequently, inquiries in the MEANING category are 
analysed as problems where the user perceives an ambiguity in how a specific linguistic form (the term) covers or 
represents the underlying extralinguistic entity (the concept).

As shown in Figure 2 and Table 2, the distribution of inquiries across categories within the analysed data 
corpus reveals certain tendencies in how the inquirers in this study formulate terminological problems. Out of the 
45 inquiries analysed, dual coding was applied in 12 cases where the terminological problem proved to be 
multifaceted. Consequently, the analysis yielded a total of 57 identified problem instances (45 first assigned and 12 
additional categories) within the corpus. The two largest categories are ADEQUACY (18 cases) and NEW_TERM (17 
cases), which together account for nearly three quarters of all inquiries. This indicates that users most frequently 
perceive language problems either when an existing term seems inappropriate or inadequate for expressing a 
concept, or when they experience the lack of a suitable Hungarian equivalent for a foreign term. In both cases, the 
perceived mismatch between linguistic form and conceptual content triggers the initial phases of simple language 
management, specifically the processes of noting and evaluation.
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Figure 2: Distribution of terminological problems within the 
analysed data corpus (N = 45).
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The next two categories, LINGUISTIC_CONCEPT and VARIANT, are represented by seven inquiries each. 
Although less numerous, these cases are theoretically significant, as they reveal meta-linguistic reflection on the 
conceptual boundaries of terms and the coexistence of alternative forms. Such inquiries illustrate that uncer-
tainty does not only arise from lexical gaps or borrowings, but also from variation and inconsistency within the 
native terminological system itself.

Finally, the least frequent categories, MEANING and REPLACEMENT (four cases each), point to more specific 
or advanced individual initiatives. The former involves uncertainty about semantic interpretation, while the 
latter represents instances where users actively propose the replacement of one term with another. The lower 
frequency of these categories may be due to their higher level of conceptual or argumentative complexity. From 

the perspective of LMT, these inquiries represent a specific type of simple language management where the user 
does not merely note a problem but also moves toward the stage of adjustment design by articulating explicit 
evaluative or corrective reasoning. By proposing a concrete alternative, the user provides a pre-formulated 
solution that the institutional expert then evaluates within the framework of organized language management.

6 Discussion

6.1 Overview and theoretical interpretation

Taken together, the six categories identified in the analysis illustrate the diverse ways in which language users 
note and articulate terminological problems. Within the framework of LMT, these categories can be viewed as 
varied manifestations of the language management cycle. Inquiries in the ADEQUACY, MEANING, and VARIANT 
categories typically correspond to the noting and evaluation phases, where speakers identify discrepancies 
between linguistic form and conceptual content, or express uncertainty about coexisting variants. By contrast, 
the NEW_TERM and REPLACEMENT categories represent more advanced stages of the cycle, in which inquirers 
move beyond evaluation and formulate explicit adjustment designs by proposing new terms or alternative lexical 
solutions. The LINGUISTIC_CONCEPT category reflects yet another dimension of language management: the 
recognition of conceptual ambiguity itself as a communicative problem.

Overall, the findings suggest that members of the public – particularly those involved in professional or semi-
professional domains – actively participate in the management of specialised vocabulary. Their inquiries reveal 
bottom-up processes of evaluation, clarification, and innovation that contribute to the ongoing development of 
Hungarian terminology.

6.2 International context and comparative perspectives

The patterns of terminological management identified in this study show instructive parallels and contrasts with 
international findings. The distribution of inquiries mirrors certain trends observed by Jernudd (2018) in the

Table : Categories of terminological problems identified in the corpus, with definitions and representative examples.

Categories First assigned category Additional category Total count

ADEQUACY   

NEW_TERM   

LINGUISTIC_CONCEPT   

VARIANT   

MEANING   

REPLACEMENT   

Total   

Z. Ludányi: Terminological problems in a Hungarian language consulting service 13



Swedish context, particularly regarding the high frequency of inquirers seeking domestic equivalents for foreign 
terms and guidance concerning the semantic nuances of variants. However, a significant quantitative and 
methodological difference must be noted. While Jernudd’s analysis of the Swedish Centre for Terminology was 
based on 79 inquiries collected over a single month, the 45 cases examined here were selected from a longitudinal 
database spanning more than a decade.

This discrepancy highlights a major methodological choice in the present study: the deliberate exclusion of 
LSP-related orthographic issues. While Jernudd’s broader categories likely include overlapping spelling and 
hybrid usage (e.g., “Swenglish”), this study applied a more rigorous filter to isolate purely conceptual and lexical 
problems. This explains the lower frequency of cases but allows for a more focused examination of how users 
navigate terminological adequacy and meaning. Furthermore, the findings align with the observations of Beneš 
et al. (2018) as well as Lengar Verovnik and Dobrovoljc (2022), confirming that in Central Europe, language 
consulting services act as crucial mediators where “bottom-up” user needs meet “top-down” academic authority. 
The Hungarian data reinforce the notion that terminology management is not merely a linguistic exercise but a 
socially embedded process driven by the professional prestige and communicative needs of the speakers. This 
social dimension is particularly evident in inquiries where the motivation for language management stems from 

a desire to maintain professional authority or to ensure successful integration into a specific discourse com-
munity. By seeking institutional validation, inquirers navigate the tension between individual linguistic choices 
and the social expectations of their professional environment, effectively situating the management cycle within 
a broader socio-cultural setting.

6.3 Cooperation with the terminology research group

Collaboration between the Language Consulting Service (LCS) and the Terminology Research Group of the 
Research Centre for Linguistics represents a recent but strategically important development in organised lan-
guage management. While the LCS has long served as a platform for bottom-up language problem reporting, the 
establishment of the Terminology Research Group in 2021 has made it possible to integrate professional termi-
nological expertise into the consulting process.

In six cases within the analysed corpus, inquiries were forwarded to the Terminology Research Group or 
discussed in consultation with a terminologist. In all such instances, the final response was formulated and 
provided to the user by the LCS consultants, who incorporated the expert insights into the final advice. Three of 
these cases involved the creation of new terms (NEW_TERM), while one case each related to the VARIANT, 
ADEQUACY, and REPLACEMENT categories. These examples illustrate situations in which individual language 
management initiated by users was complemented by expert-level, institutional problem-solving, thus bridging 
the micro- and macro-levels of the language management process (Kimura and Fairbrother 2020). 

Furthermore, this cooperation is inherently reciprocal. While the consultants seek expert terminological 
advice for specific inquiries, the Terminology Research Group also regularly consults the LCS. As they work on 
large-scale terminological databases, researchers frequently encounter complex orthographic issues where the 
LCS’s long-standing experience in normative codification provides essential guidance. This bidirectional ex-
change ensures that the development of professional terminological resources remains consistent with general 
linguistic norms.

Although Ralli and Tamás (2025) do not address language consulting per se, their discussion of how termi-
nological resources can be created and maintained provides a useful parallel to the institutional practices 
described here, highlighting the methodological and infrastructural foundations that make such cooperation 
effective.

The relatively small number of instances of collaboration can be attributed to the recent establishment of the 
Terminology Research Group. Nevertheless, these cases are of particular theoretical significance, as they 
exemplify how the LCS functions not only as an institutional actor for documenting spontaneous, user-driven 
language management but also as a mediator between everyday simple management and the organised processes 
of terminology development. In this sense, the cooperation between the two units contributes to creating a
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feedback loop between descriptive and prescriptive approaches, reinforcing the applied dimension of linguistic 
research within the Research Centre for Linguistics.

6.4 The societal and institutional relevance of terminological inquiries

Terminological inquiries constitute a bridge between scientific, professional, and lay discourses. Through these 
interactions, the LCS performs an important mediating role in the linguistic transmission of specialised knowl-
edge to the wider public. In this respect, the LCS functions not only as a consulting platform but also as a site of 
metalinguistic reflection, where language users articulate and negotiate their understanding of specialised 
vocabulary. As noted by Uhlířová (1997), such spontaneous reflections provide valuable insights into how 
speakers conceptualise and evaluate linguistic phenomena in use.

The LCS database can therefore be interpreted as a metalinguistic corpus that documents authentic mani-
festations of language awareness in the domain of terminology. The findings underscore that terminology 
development involves more than the linguistic shaping of terms; it must also take into account the discursive 
attitudes and evaluative orientations of language users (Hübschmannová and Neustupný 2004). This user-driven, 
socially embedded view of terminology development resonates with the approach outlined by Lanstyák (2023), 
who emphasises that terminology work can be understood as a democratic and life-based form of language 
management that responds to speakers’ needs and reflects the communicative and social dimensions of 
language use.

In this context, the NEW_TERM category deserves particular attention, as it directly relates to broader 
European initiatives on lexical innovation, such as the European Network on Lexical Innovation (ENEOLI) (COST 
Action CA22126 ENEOLI n.d.).The inquiries submitted to the LCS provide empirical evidence for the “lexical needs” 
of the speech community, offering real-time data on how neologisms and terminological borrowings are inte-
grated into Hungarian professional discourse. Since the ENEOLI network aims to enhance clarity in institutional 
communication and foster professional awareness of lexical creations, the LCS functions as a practical ‘sensor’ for 
such international research. By documenting the bottom-up demand for new terminology, the consulting practice 
contributes to the European goal of monitoring lexical innovation, effectively bridging the gap between spon-
taneous language use and organised language management.

The findings of this study offer direct support for Hungarian terminological planning and regulation in 
several ways. First, the identified categories provide a diagnostic tool for terminology managers to recognise 
which stages of the management cycle (noting, evaluation, or adjustment) require the most institutional support 
in specific professional domains. Second, the high frequency of inquiries in the NEW_TERM and REPLACEMENT 
categories signals areas where professional vocabularies are currently unstable or under-elaborated, pointing to 
the need for targeted dictionary-making or standardisation. Finally, by integrating these ‘bottom-up’ user needs 
into the work of the Terminology Research Group, the LCS results can serve as an empirical basis for evidence-
based language planning. In contrast with top-down regulations, the workflow presented in this study allows for a 
more responsive and democratic approach to terminology work, where actual communicative obstacles, rather 
than theoretical norms, dictate the priorities of linguistic intervention.

Ultimately, this process is supported by the professional protocol described in Section 3.3. The LCS addresses 
terminological challenges through a structured, multi-level expert consultation system, ensuring that these 
‘bottom-up’ inquiries find practical and professional resolutions. This integration ensures that individual lan-
guage problems reported by users are not only documented but are actively resolved and incorporated into the 
broader terminological and lexicographical activities of the research centre.

6.5 Limitations of the study

The study is subject to several limitations. First, the sample size is relatively small, comprising only 45 question-
answer pairs, which restricts the generalisability of the findings. Second, the data covers a limited time period and
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relies exclusively on email-based inquiries. Although the LCS occasionally receives questions by phone, termi-
nological issues are rarely addressed through that channel, making email the most relevant source for this type of 
analysis.

Third, the categorisation process itself is inherently interpretive. Some inquiries could plausibly fit into 
multiple categories, and overlaps between types of language problems are not uncommon. As a result, the coding 
cannot be considered final or exhaustive; rather, it reflects a snapshot of the current interpretive framework, 
which may evolve with further data and analysis.

Although the dataset analysed in this study is relatively small, it represents a complete and thematically 
coherent subset of all inquiries related to terminology. Its analytical value lies not in quantitative generalisation 
but in revealing how the inquirers in this study perceive and manage terminological issues at the interface of an 
institutional framework. The link between individual and institutional language management is established 
through the LCS as a specialized interface: the user’s simple management act (the inquiry) serves as a trigger for 
the organised management process, where the Research Centre’s expertise validates or adjusts the user’s indi-
vidual proposal. From an LMT perspective, the detailed qualitative approach allows for the identification of 
recurrent problem types and management patterns, offering an empirically grounded typology that can inform 

future large-scale investigations.

7 Summary and implications

The study presented a qualitative analysis of terminological problems addressed to the Language Consulting 
Service (LCS) of the Research Centre for Linguistics. Using the framework of Language Management Theory 
(LMT), it examined how language users note, evaluate, and attempt to manage terminological problems arising in 
professional and semi-professional communication. Six main types of problems were identified, ranging from 

questions of terminological adequacy to the creation of new terms and the clarification of conceptual relations. 
Beyond the empirical findings, the study contributes to a deeper understanding of how LMT can be applied to 

the field of terminology. It shows that user-initiated reflections on terminological adequacy and conceptual clarity 
constitute a specific form of bottom-up language management, linking spontaneous, micro-level observations 
with organised, institutional processes of terminology development.

Methodologically, the research demonstrates the value of language consulting archives as empirical corpora 
for analysing metalinguistic awareness. The coding scheme developed here provides a reproducible model for 
future studies seeking to systematise consulting data and to connect them with theoretical frameworks in applied 
linguistics.

From a practical perspective, the findings offer feedback for both the LCS and the Terminology Research 
Group. They highlight areas where terminological uncertainty most often arises, helping to inform targeted 
terminology planning, corpus development, and consulting protocols. Although the analysis focused on a Hun-
garian context, the results carry broader implications for understanding how linguistic institutions can support 
user participation in the development and regulation of specialised vocabularies.
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