50

SOCIOLINGUISTICS
IN EAST CENTRAL EUROPE

Miklos Kontra, Marian Sloboda, Jiiri Nekvapil
and Agnieszka Kietkiewicz-Janowiak

Introduction

In his Historical Atlas of East Central Europe, Magocsi (1993, p. ix) defined “East Central
Europe” as the region between the eastern frontier of German- and Italian-speaking peoples on
the west, and the political borders of the former Soviet Union on the east. This territory is now
divided between Hungary, Slovakia, the Czech Republic (or Czechia), and Poland. Soon after the
fall of the Iron Curtain, in 1991, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Poland formed an alliance called
the Visegrad Group, which also became known as the Visegrad Four (V4) countries after the dis-
solution of Czechoslovakia into Czechia and Slovakia in 1993. These former member states of
the Warsaw Pact are now members of NATO, and, on 1 May 2004, they became member states
of the European Union.

Sociolinguistics in the post-1960 Anglo-American sense did not have an easy ride in the Soviet
satellite countries of East Central Europe (see Harlig & P1éh, 1995). Nevertheless, Trudgill (2000)
in his review of this book recognized “a number of thriving indigenous eastern European sociolin-
guistic traditions prior to 1989” (p. 190). This chapter concentrates on sociolinguistics in the four
East Central European countries — Hungary, Slovakia, Czech Republic (Czechia), and Poland — in
their regional contexts.'

Pluricentricity

The borders of the countries of East Central Europe were established after WWI along other than
linguistic lines. Accordingly, significant populations of the speakers of local languages found
themselves outside the territory of the state in which the language became official.

Hungarian as a pluricentric language is analyzed in Vanco et al. (2020) by authors living
in Hungary, Slovakia, Ukraine, Rumania, and Slovenia. Slovak as a pluricentric language
was first analyzed by Dudok (2002) with respect to a “half-center” for Slovak in Vojvodina,
Serbia, and the traditional Slovak-speaking localities in Hungary and Rumania. Rusyn, a state-
less language is analyzed by Kushko (2007) as a pluricentric language with four variants of
the standard variety in Ukraine, Poland, Slovakia, and Serbia; see also Magocsi (2018) for a
recent analysis.
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Hungary and Hungarian abroad

In the third decade of the 21st century, about one in four native speakers of Hungarian live out-
side Hungary (see Toth, 2018). Genetically a Uralic language, Hungarian is unrelated to German,
Rumanian, and the Slavic languages it has been in contact with since the Hungarian Conquest
of the Carpathian Basin in 895. For a millennium prior to WWI, historic Hungary extended over
the entire central Danubian Basin, with a largely multilingual and multiethnic population. Fol-
lowing the dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian Empire and the Peace Treaty of Trianon in 1920,
Hungary lost about two-thirds of her territory and more than half of her population to Czechoslo-
vakia, Rumania, Yugoslavia, and Austria, and millions of ethnic Hungarians became citizens of
another state overnight. According to the census of 2011, Hungarian is the mother tongue of all
but 1.5% of Hungary’s total population of 9,937,000. Among L1 speakers of Hungarian must be
counted the indigenous Hungarian national minorities in Slovakia (458,000), Ukraine (141,000),
Rumania (1,216,000), Serbia (251,000), Croatia (8,000), Slovenia (4,000), and Burgenland, Aus-
tria (10,000). In the 21st century, indigenous Hungarians belong to one cultural nation and eight
political nations. Compared to the previous censuses (in 2001), these minorities decreased by more
than 10% in most neighboring countries. In 2011, L2 speakers of Hungarian in Hungary included
54,339 people who claimed Gypsy or Boyash (an archaic dialect of Rumanian) as their mother
tongue, 38,248 who claimed German, 13,716 who claimed Croatian, 9,888 who claimed Slovak,
13,886 who claimed Rumanian, 3,708 who claimed Serbian, and 1,723 who claimed Slovene. For
a recent survey of research in the Carpathian Basin, see Kontra (2022).

Sociolinguistic stratification and intralingual linguicism*

The first serious study of the social stratification of Hungarian in Hungary (see Kontra et al., 2010,
pp- 360-361) was carried out when the communist regime fell in 1988, see Cseresnyési (2005)
for a review in English and Kontra (2006). One remarkable finding of the study is that Hungar-
ian language cultivators and schoolteachers promulgate a set of rules adhered to by only 8% of
the country’s adult population, even when they are on their best linguistic behavior, as they are
when answering questions on linguistic correctness posed by a social scientist. The oral sentence
completion data reveal that Hungarian language cultivators and schoolteachers strive to change
the speechways of two-thirds of the country’s population. Kontra (2018) believes that this serious
linguistic discrimination in education could at least be reduced by changing pre-service teacher
education, promulgating additive, rather than subtractive, language pedagogy. Fehér (2020) is a
useful investigation of developing linguistic prestige of the standard vs. local dialect varieties in
bidialectal kindergarteners.

Urban dialectology

Based on Labov (1984), the Budapest Sociolinguistic Interview project ran from 1985 through
2010. A comprehensive volume was published in 2021 (Kontra & Borbély, Eds.); see also Kontra
and Vargha (2014). Another similar project was conducted in 20122016 in the city of Szeged with
165 respondents (370 hours of recordings); see Németh et al. (2015). The third project to men-
tion is The Budapest University Dormitory Corpus (http://bekk.elte.hu/index.php/in-english/); see
Bodo et al. (2019) for an insightful analysis of men’s talk in Hungarian university dormitories.
Historical sociolinguistic studies have had a slow start in Hungary. First, Németh (2008) must
be mentioned, a study of variation and change in the 18th-century Hungarian used in the city of
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Szeged. Domotor et al. (2021) is a recent collection of papers on variation and change in 16th- to
18th-century Hungarian.

Computerized Hungarian dialect atlases (see, e.g., Vargha, 2018, and Presinszky, 2020)
embrace ever larger Hungarian-populated regions in the Carpathian Basin.

Code-switching

Janurik (2017) provides a structural analysis of intrasentential code-switching between the Uralic
language Erzya and Russian. Kovacs (2018) is an optimality-theoretical analysis of Hungarian—Eng-
lish code-switching in North Carolina, USA. Németh (2010) examines the patterns and evaluation
of German—Hungarian code-switching among dialect speakers of German shifting to Hungarian.

Romani

In research on Romani, Szalai (2014) analyzed ideologies of social differentiation in Transylva-
nian Gabor Roma communities, while Kadar and Szalai (2020) provided a case study of ritual
cursing as a form of teasing in Romani.

Slang

Almost all Hungarian research on slang has been published in Hungarian, with the exception of
Fenyvesi (2001) in Russian, Kis (2006) in English, and Szabo (2004) in French.

Hungarian language contact outside Hungary

Despite the fact that millions of indigenous Hungarians have lived in daily contact with Slo-
vak, Rumanian, Serbian, and other languages in the neighboring countries since 1920, Hungarian
contact linguistics in the modern sense of the word began only around the fall of the communist
regime in the late 1980s. (The only exception to this generalization is Gal, 1979.) In the mid-
1990s, The Sociolinguistics of Hungarian Outside Hungary project was launched by linguists in
Hungary and the neighboring countries. A quota sample was used (N=739) with a control group
in Hungary (N=107).3 Questionnaire data were systematically gathered in a replicable fashion to
answer such questions (see Kontra et al., 2010, p. 361), which were not even asked before the
1990s, let alone answered. Based on data from this project, Kontra’s (2001) statistical analyses of
24 variables provided substantial empirical verification of Thomason and Kaufman’s (1988) two
crucial parameters of intensity of contact in a borrowing situation: time and level of bilingualism.
He showed that the 250 years of contact between Hungarian and Serbian has resulted in much
more limited contact effects than the thousand-year-old contact of Hungarian with the northern
Slavic languages, Slovak and Ukrainian.

In a book edited by Fenyvesi (2005), seven chapters detail the contact varieties in the neighbor-
ing states, one each Hungarian in the USA and Australia, and two chapters (by Sarah Grey Thoma-
son and Casper de Groot) summarize the typological and theoretical aspects of contact-induced
change in Hungarian.

For more recent studies and reviews of Hungarian in Transylvania (Rumania) see Némethy
(2015) and Bir6é and Laihonen (2021); on Hungarian in Austria and Slovenia see Laakso et al.
(2016); on Hungarian in Slovakia see several studies in Issue 1 of Hungarian Studies Volume 34
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(2020); and on variation in the Hungarian used in Transcarpathia, Ukraine, see Csernicské and
Fenyvesi (2012).

The Csdangos

In Trudgill’s words (2003, pp. 32-33), the Csang6s are a Hungarian or “Hungarian”-speaking
minority in Moldavia in eastern Rumania. They

are a mostly ignored linguistic minority rapidly going through a process of language shift to
Romanian and who are distinguished from other Romanians by their poverty, isolation and
Catholicism. Romanian governments have sometimes denied their Hungarianness. Now the
Csangos are faced with the reverse kind of Ausbau problem. Since 1989, Hungarian official
bodies have been concerned to “save the Csangds”. They assume that Csangos are Hungar-
ian-speakers and that young people will benefit from being offered education in Hungary or
Transylvania. There is, however, too much Abstand for this to work easily. Csango is also
widely regarded in Hungary as “corrupt Hungarian”, which gives the Csangds an additional
reason to switch to Romanian.

Thanks to a number of fairly recent studies, several of them in English, the Csangds and their
linguistic plight are better known today. Sédndor (2005), Tanczos (2012), and Laihonen et al.
(2020) are useful overviews, while Bod6 and Fazakas (2018) is an extremely insightful analysis
of authenticity (or authentic language) in a Csango6 revitalization program directed from Hungary.

Language policy and rights

Language policy analyses loom large in Hungarian sociolinguistics. In Hungary, Kontra has been
calling attention for decades to the linguistic genocide of those Roma whose mother tongue is
not Hungarian but Romani or Boyash (over 50,000 people according to census data). The mother
tongues of these people are invisibilized by the Hungarian Census, which appears to be the pur-
poseful policy of Hungarian governments for over two decades.

The recent spread of English in Hungary has been analyzed by Kontra, who noted that “in
Hungary, passivity and incompetence in dealing with language policy can be successfully
sold as an apparent ‘fightback’ against the spread of English”, and this “helps the insidious
expansion of English due to market forces and does so in a way that does not directly criticize
the forces behind its spread” (2016, p. 240). Bend and Péntek (2016) is a detailed review of
language policy and ideologies concerning Hungarians in Rumania. The Linguistic Human
Rights plight of Hungarians in Transcarpathia, Ukraine, perhaps the worst example of lin-
guistic genocide in education in present-day Europe, is analyzed by Csernicskdé and Kontra
(2023).

For an example of administratively gerrymandering a compact Hungarian territory in order to
reduce language rights in Slovakia, see Kontra (2011, pp. 51-52). Orosz (2012) is a rich quadri-
lingual (Hungarian, English, French, and Slovak) history of language rights in Slovakia between
1918 and 2012.

For a brief review of Szilagyi’s highly original theoretical and practical propositions (based on
universal language rights rather than minority rights) to solve the language rights problems of all
the linguistic minorities in Rumania, see Kontra et al. (2010, pp. 362-363).
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Hungarian language contact inside Hungary

Bartha and Borbély (2006) conducted truly pioneering research on six linguistic minorities in
Hungary: Boyash, German, Romani, Rumanian, Serbian, and Slovak.

A pioneering translanguaging education program for Romani-speaking school children has
been conducted by Heltai (2020). Also important is Csizér and Kontra’s (2020) paper on deaf and
hard-of-hearing learners’ motivation to learn English in Austria, the Czech Republic, and Hungary.

Borbély (2014) is a monumental Hungarian monograph on variation and change in bilingual
communities in Hungary, which provides a Sustainable Bilingualism Model (SBM) based on lon-
gitudinal and comparative analyses carried out in Hungary’s six national minorities. Also relevant
are the author’s papers on language shift and the SBM (Borbély, 2015).

Slovakia

Slovakia with its population of 5.5 million is smaller than its neighbors: Hungary, Austria, the
Czech Republic, Poland, and Ukraine. Unequal relations with Hungarians and with Czechs, whose
language is mutually intelligible with Slovak, are major incentives for sociolinguistics in Slo-
vakia. Another incentive is the country’s internal heterogeneity (the population consists of 82%
Slovak, 8.5% Hungarian, 2% Romani, and 2% Rusyn, Czech, and other mother-tongue speakers;
5.5% were undocumented in the 2021 census). A third incentive comes from fundamental political
changes: regime change after the fall of communist rule in 1989 and the country’s 1993 independ-
ence after the break-up of Czechoslovakia (on sociolinguistic aspects of this, see Sloboda et al.,
2018). An important feature of sociolinguistics in Slovakia is that it has been mobilized and is
effective in addressing practical issues of language policy (see more later in the chapter).

Research traditions and institutionalization

Sociolinguistics in Slovakia draws primarily on domestic and Czech traditions. Traditional dia-
lectology, particularly its practice of fieldwork in rural areas, is one of them. A decisive impetus
for sociolinguistic research thus came with post-WWII urbanization resulting in the expansion
of the standard variety of Slovak within the population, which raised the question of the form
of the standard language in use. In 1963-65, leading Slovak linguist Eugen Pauliny organized
nationwide research into the spoken form of standard Slovak in cities (Pauliny, 1964). Since the
purpose of the research was to serve further cultivation of the standard language, the social differ-
entiation of respondents was carried out only according to their level of education and the need to
use the standard variety at work. The research was carried out by linguists and teachers of various
theoretical backgrounds, so the implementation of fieldwork and the interpretation of results were
sociolinguistically oriented to varying degrees. The outcomes and the discussion thereof were
merely mimeographed in 1972 (printed by Ondrejovi¢ only in 2007) and this line of research has
been virtually discontinued.

A second tradition of Slovak sociolinguistics is represented by the functional structuralism of
the Prague Linguistic Circle, which evinced sociolinguistic interests from its inception (Neus-
tupny, 1999). These have mainly taken the form of concerns with the theory of standard language
and of language cultivation which have also developed in Slovakia (especially Kacala, 1979). An
important theoretical postulate of the Prague School favorable to the sociolinguistic approach is
that language codification should record the language norms actually operating among speakers
themselves. This created the need to examine genuine language use and awareness in order to
compare these with the language’s current codification.
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Sociolinguistics as such developed in Slovakia only in the 1980s in connection with linguists’
efforts to learn about the population’s competence in the standard variety and their evaluation of
individual variants (Sikra, 1991). Not everyone was sympathetic to the sociolinguistic approach in
the 1990s, since the hierarchy of codification criteria (custom vs. systemicity) was still unresolved,
which led to the split in the linguistic community between “sociolinguists” (prioritizing custom)
and “normativists” (prioritizing systemicity) (Bosak, 1995). However, sociolinguistics has gradu-
ally gained ground and it is now a normal part of linguistic research in Slovakia.

University programs in Slovak studies include courses on sociolinguistics, even though there
still is only one textbook, or rather, a teachers’ guide in Slovak (T6th, 2019). Its rationale is to
complement textbooks of Western provenance by suggesting sociolinguistic studies on the Slovak
context as readings for university courses in Slovakia (ibid.).

At the major research institution in the country, the Cudovit Star Institute of Linguistics of the
Slovak Academy of Sciences, a department of “social linguistics” was established in 2017. Other
centers of sociolinguistic research are located at the universities in PreSov (with advanced research
into social registers, such as child-directed speech, Slancova, 2018), in Banska Bystrica (study
of slang and of urban language, starting with seminal work by Vladimir Patras, partly available
in English in Patras, 2016), and in Nitra (sociolinguistics of Slovak—Hungarian contact, Vanco,
2011, 2012). These centers are located in several regions of Slovakia, which gave hope to the main
proponent of sociolinguistics in Slovakia, Slavomir Ondrejovic¢ (esp. Ondrejovic, 2008), that the
nationwide research of the 1960s could be replicated. As of 2022 this idea has not materialized,
but Ondrejovic¢ has successfully launched a sociolinguistic book series, Sociolinguistica Slovaca.

The themes of the volumes of Sociolinguistica Slovaca emblematically capture the shifts of
attention in sociolinguistic research in Slovakia over the years. The first, 1995 volume presents
previous research that concentrated on language awareness and attitudes, on sociolinguistic situ-
ations of Slovakia’s regions, and on Slovak in contact with other languages. The second vol-
ume deals with areal linguistics; the third and the fourth reflect the linguistic, communicative,
and language-policy effects of post-communist transition on Slovak and on interlingual relations.
While the fifth and sixth volumes continue to deal with the traditional research topic of the urban
language, the seventh and eighth volumes move on to more recent issues, such as discourse and
its (inter-)cultural, political, and ideological contingencies (a full list and online versions of the
volumes are available at www.juls.savba.sk/sociolinguistica_slovaca.html).

Language variation

In Slovakia, research on language variation has not operated with the Labovian classification of
linguistic variables. Possibly thanks to the Zeitgeist, however, Jozef Muransky used a very similar
approach as early as 1965 (Muransky, 2007 [1965]). Muransky (1971) represents a quantitative
study of phonetic variation between the alveolar [1] vs. palatal [£] in eight cities. It is based on
recordings of two unrehearsed ten-minute narratives from each respondent representing one of
three “social strata” defined by educational level and the need for standard language use in the
workplace. Muransky subsequently published a series of articles on individual cities and towns
that considered further phonological variables, apparently without being inspired by Labov and
with reference only to the methodology of Pauliny (1964). Lanstyak (2002) is a rare variationist
study inspired by Western sociolinguistics on standard vs. non-standard variants among Hungar-
ian schoolchildren in Slovakia and Hungary. It used sentence completion tasks in the framework
of a questionnaire survey, which is the usual method applied to the study of language variation in
Slovak sociolinguistics.
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Language contact and multilingualism

Czech borrowings and attitudes to Czech have received continuous attention due to their impor-
tance for Slovak national identity and language cultivation (Dolnik, 2010, pp. 74-93). Nab¢lkova
(2016) is an extensive study on the linguistic boundary between Czech and Slovak. Slovak outside
Slovakia received book-length treatments in Nabélkova (2008) on Czechia and in Uhrinova (2011)
on Hungary, while Dudok (2008) presents a generalizing and theory-building approach.

Hungarian in Slovakia is a major theme in Slovak sociolinguistics. It is studied by Slovak authors,
who attend more to Hungarian—Slovak relations (Dolnik & Pilecky, 2012; Gyorgy, 2017; Satinska,
2016), as well as by Slovakia-based Hungarian authors, who concentrate on language minority
issues (for a representative volume, see Szabomihaly & Lanstydk, 2011; in English, Vanco, 2011,
2012). The topics covered include features of Hungarian in Slovakia, code-switching, and lan-
guage maintenance and shift; but as a result of Slovak—Hungarian tensions in the post-independence
period, attention is directed mostly at language policy implementation, the exercise of language
rights, language use in schools and in administration, personal and place names in official contexts,
as well as terminology and translation issues (for recent treatment of these issues in English, see
Misad, 2020; Vanco et al., 2020). More recently, linguistic landscapes in bilingual localities have
started to attract attention (see Szabomihaly, 2020 and references therein). There are far fewer stud-
ies on Romani, Rusyn, and other minority languages (see, e.g., Lanstyak et al., 2017).

Language standardization, policy and planning

Slovak language standardization and cultivation has traditionally been a central theme in Slo-
vak sociolinguistics, as mentioned earlier. An original thinker in this area is Juraj Dolnik, who,
building on philosophy and cultural studies, has theorized the concepts of the “real” vs. “ideal”,
“normal”, “natural”, and “foreign”, which he and other scholars apply to Slovaks’ relationship to
Czech and Hungarian, to migrants, as well as to language standardization and cultivation, a theory
of which was synthesized in Dolnik (2010). Historical sociolinguistics of standard Slovak has been
developed by Gabriela Mucskova (e.g., Mucskova, 2017).

Official language policies have been discussed not only in connection with Hungarian, but also with
reference to the codified form of Slovak required by law for public communication. Language manage-
ment in actual communicative practice has been considered mostly in relation to Hungarian (for an
overview of minority language problems, see Lanstydk & Szaboémihaly, 2009). Language Management
Theory (Nekvapil & Sherman, 2015) has not only been applied in the Slovak context, but Istvan Lan-
styak has also substantially developed it by integrating work from general theories of planning and of
problem management (Lanstyak, 2018, 2021). A 2018-2022 project under his leadership has brought
together research on Slovak, Hungarian, Romani, and German (Lanstyak et al., 2022).

Language ideologies

The Slovak sociolinguistic community has been receptive to the linguistic anthropological concept
of language ideologies (Lanstyak et al., 2017), possibly thanks to the traditional interest in lan-
guage awareness. Lanstyak (in Lanstyak et al., 2017, pp. 280-307) has worked out an analytically
useful catalogue of language ideologies.

Discourse analysis

In addition to the strong tradition of functional stylistics related to the Prague School, some
work has been carried out from other perspectives, e.g., on politeness in relation to globalization
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and social change (Ferencik, 2018, 2020) and on gender-specific discourse (Dolnik et al., 2015;
Orgonova & Piatkova, 2015).

Language and gender

As elsewhere in Europe, gender-sensitive language use has become an important research topic in Slo-
vakia too. Additionally, the (non-)use of female forms of surnames according to the morphology of Slo-
vak and Hungarian has become the subject of scholarly debate (Molnar Satinska & Valentova, 2016).

Czech Republic (Czechia)

History, bibliographies, institutions

A history and a brief description of sociolinguistics in Czechia are available in Nekvapil and
Ondrejovi¢ (1993) and Nekvapil (2008, 2012). Sociolinguistics in Czechia is understood broadly,
as evidenced by the extensive bibliography published annually in the international yearbook of
European sociolinguistics (Kaderka, 2007-2019). The broad concept of sociolinguistics aspires to
interdisciplinary cooperation, especially with sociologists: as a result, sociolinguistic contributions
also appear in the Czech Sociological Review, starting with the special issue on Sociolinguistics
and the Sociology of Language (Nekvapil, 2002). Sociolinguistics is now an established field in
Czechia: it is a compulsory element of the bachelor’s degree in linguistics at Charles University, and
it has finally established a foothold in the Czech Academy of Sciences. Since 2019 a Department of
Stylistics and Sociolinguistics has existed in the Czech Language Institute of the Czech Academy of
Sciences; the coexistence of (functional) stylistics and sociolinguistics in a single department is not
surprising — it is in the spirit of the intellectual traditions of the Prague School, which is still very
much alive in Czechia (Kraus, 1971/1986; Hoffmannova et al., 2016). The Language Management
Research Group, based at the Faculty of Arts of Charles University, contributes significantly to the
development of sociolinguistics in Czechia through its regular sociolinguistics seminar. The group
also administers a multilingual website <http://languagemanagement.ff.cuni.cz>, where its Working
Papers in Language Management are available (e.g., Dovalil, 2018; Sloboda, 2020).

Book series

Sociolinguistics in Czechia has two book series at its disposal. The first one, Sociolingvisticka
edice: Jazyk, spolecnost, interakce (Sociolinguistics Series: Language, Society, Interaction),
appears in Czech in the Prague publishing house NLN. Its scope is wide, ranging from “lan-
guage autobiography” (Vasiljev, 2011) to an overview of theories of language interaction (Auer,
2014/2019), and the analysis of spoken language (Miillerova, 2022). Its sister book series, Prague
Papers on Language, Society and Interaction, published by Peter Lang (Berlin), appears in Eng-
lish. This series comprises mainly studies on language management (e.g., Fairbrother et al., 2018;
Nekula et al., 2022), but also gives room to works devoted to the language situation in Czechia
(Wilson, 2010) and in the wider Central and East European region (Sloboda et al., 2016).

De-provincialization

A striking feature of contemporary sociolinguistics in Czechia is its internationalization. This pro-
cess, which has taken place over the last 10 or 15 years, manifests itself mainly through multiple
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joint publications of Czech and international sociolinguists. This is evident from a number of titles
in the aforementioned edition of Prague Papers on Language, Society and Interaction, but also
from individual titles outside this series (Smakman et al., 2022), or from numerous special issues
of international journals (e.g., Marriott & Nekvapil, 2012; Nekvapil & Sherman, 2015). Excep-
tionally, internationalization may not take place on the basis of English (Podhorna-Policka, 2015).
A high degree of internationalization can also be seen in conferences, most visibly in the organiza-
tion of the regular bi-annual International Language Management Symposium, where the Czech
experts also act as co-organizers of symposia held abroad (see recent symposia in Regensburg,
Kyoto, and Zagreb). The organization of the Third International Conference on Sociolinguistics,
whose third iteration has moved from Budapest to Prague, is also part of this trend.

Thematic areas

Variationist studies

Variationist studies are still rare, and J. Wilson’s research dealing with the linguistic behavior of
speakers from Moravia living in Prague (Wilson, 2010) has remained their most significant achieve-
ment in Czechia. In his more recent study, the author uses data from his previous research and inves-
tigates to what extent salience is a reliable predictor of second dialect acquisition (Wilson, 2018). In
other research, Havlik and Wilson (2017) applied variationist methods to analyze the pronunciation
of Czech loanwords in relation to age, education, sex, and regional background. The development
of variationism in Czechia might be positively affected by Chromy (2017), whose work in some
chapters has a textbook-like character, though the study itself is rather narrow in scope.

Discourse

Discourse-based studies revealing the role of varied social aspects in communication are among
favorite topics of empirical research and include studies inspired by conversation analysis and
multimodality in conjunction with Bakhtinian and Prague School traditions (Cmejrkova &
Hoffmannova, 2011), or politeness research (Chejnova, 2015). Kaderka (2013) is an original
theoretical study on the communicative situation which still awaits wider application. The con-
cept of the dialogical network designed to study complex communication that typically occurs
in mass and social media has gained international reach (Leudar & Nekvapil, 2022; Nekvapil
et al., 2021).

Language management

Internationally, studies on language management, that is “behavior toward language” both of indi-
viduals and institutions, have become the most prominent feature of sociolinguistics in Czechia,
and Prague currently functions as a hub for Language Management Theory (LMT) worldwide.
Nekvapil (2016) and Dovalil and Sichova (2017) provide general overviews of this field, while
Sherman (2020a) reports on specificities of LMT as practiced in Central Europe. LMT is used
as a framework for the analysis of multiple social areas, such as law (Dovalil, 2015), educa-
tion (Sherman, 2020b), the family (Ozérencik & Hromadové, 2018), or multinational companies
(Nekvapil & Sherman, 2013); some studies also contribute to the development of LMT itself
(Kopecky, 2014). However, management of the linguistic presentation of gender would deserve
more research than has been conducted so far (see Valdrova, 2018).
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Standard languages, language cultivation, and slang

Language standardization and cultivation, not only of Czech but also e.g., Romani (Cervenka,
2014) have remained at the forefront. Recent developments in the theory of language cul-
tivation in the vein of the Prague School are presented in the Croatian anthology edited by
P. Vukovi¢ (2015). A major contribution to this field is the theory of language correctness
(Benes, 2020) drawing on the emic notion of correctness. Like LMT, the theory includes not
only the macro level of institutions but also the micro level of particular interactions. In con-
trast to the traditional notion of language cultivation, the new theory strives to systematically
employ social variables (Bene$, 2016). Also worth mentioning here are studies analyzing
various kinds of slang (or argot), as these phenomena in Czechia are defined and perceived
traditionally in opposition to the standard language (Podhorna-Policka, 2009; Radkova &
Rausova, 2015; Radkova, 2016).

Multilingualism and superdiversity

The presence of Slovak, Polish, German, and Romani continues to attract considerable atten-
tion (Nabelkova, 2008, 2014; Bogoczova, 2018; Nekula, 2021; Kubanik, 2012, 2020) and
recently this has also been true for Vietnamese (Sherman & Homola¢, 2017, 2021). A closely
watched issue is the role and functions of English (Kaderka & Prosek, 2014). Most visi-
bly, multilingualism stands out in the linguistic landscape, the analysis of which is gaining
momentum (Sloboda, 2009; Sloboda et al., 2010; Marx & Nekula, 2015; Bermel & Knittl,
2018; Nekvapil, 2020). An original introduction to the current sociolinguistic situation is the
extensive study by Sloboda (2016) who demonstrates how superdiversity manifests itself in
Czechia, a country largely perceived as monolingual just a few decades ago. Nekvapil and
Sherman (2018) deal with superdiversity in multinationals. Finally, Cope and Eckert (2016)
provide valuable information on Czech sign language and Czech communities outside Czechia
(in the USA, Rumania, and Russia).

Poland

Polish sociolinguists have researched the process of transition from a society perceived as predom-
inantly monolingual and linguistically homogeneous to one participating in global and transling-
ual processes. Over the past 15 years, speaker attitudes and researchers’ orientations have become
increasingly open to linguistic diversity and interest in variation.

National and ethnic diversity

The past decade has witnessed a dynamic increase in population mobility and a resultant demo-
graphic diversification in Poland. This was already evident in the 2002 National Census, reflecting
an array of nationalities and ethnic identities claimed by respondents (see Kontra et al., 2010,
p. 366). The results of the latest edition of the Census, conducted in 2021, are being released in
installments. Strikingly, the results published in April 2023 (on ethnic identities and languages)
indicate that 98.4% of the Polish population claims Polish to be the language they use at home,
and for as many as 94.3% Polish is the only language spoken at home (Wstepne wyniki NSP, 2023).
However, it is obvious that in recent years Poland has been a receiving as well as a sending country
for a large number of migrants. Increased geographical mobility has given many Polish people
authentic and everyday experience of language contact.
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Language and migration dynamics

Poland’s accession to the European Union in 2004 marked the beginning of a migration surge.
Polish speakers’ L1 came to coexist with other languages, and they discovered that bi- and mul-
tilingualism is the norm rather than the exception in the world at large. In particular, substantial
migration to the UK and Ireland put many Polish people in direct contact with the English lan-
guage or, rather, with many different Englishes that they had never heard of.

Polish migrants became accustomed to situations of intense language contact and brought this
experience back home — when visiting or upon their return — as a form of social remittance (see
White, 2018a*). They also learned to have greater appreciation for the (linguistic) diversity in their
home country (White, 2018b, p. 223). As inhabitants of “transnational social spaces”, today’s
migrants — thanks to communication technologies, even without traveling — live in both the receiv-
ing and the sending societies. They bring back to their heritage society what may be dubbed as
“(socio)linguistic remittances” (cf. White, 2018b, p. 225): exposure to multilingualism, experience
of foreign language learning and of communicating across language and ethnic groups.

The study of the use of Polish by Poles outside Poland is being taken up with increasing fre-
quency. Polish sociolinguists, some based and educated abroad, have addressed topics directly
related to Polish migrants. They studied not only the migrants’ L1 and its maintenance. Newlin-
Lukowicz (2015, 2016) investigated how Polish speakers’ ethnic identity and their L1 affects their
adoption of regional features of English in migrant communities in New York City and in the UK
(see also Drummond, 2012; Kozminska, 2021; Kozminska & Hua, 2021; Kedra et al., 2021).

Languages in Poland: varieties of Polish and minority languages

The increased awareness of demographic and linguistic diversity has shifted the attention of ordi-
nary speakers and linguists alike away from the prestigious standard toward non-standard varie-
ties of Polish and other languages spoken in Poland. If Poles have always been convinced that
(standard) Polish should be protected and treasured, many now also feel that it is time to focus
on non-standard varieties as well as minority languages and languages that are marginalized, or
even endangered. This orientation was tellingly reflected when, in 2016, the VIth World Congress
of Polonists for the first time included a panel devoted to minority (and minoritized) languages
in Poland,” with Gerd Hentschel, Motoki Nomachi, Roland Marti, Ewa Michna, and Tomasz
Wicherkiewicz invited as leading experts on the topic.

Varieties of Polish include the languages of ethnic groups that have long inhabited Poland. They
vary in size and status: from one officially recognized as a regional language (Kashubian in 2005°),
through others still striving for such status (e.g., Silesian), to very small ones which, therefore,
get much scholarly attention as endangered varieties (e.g., Wymysorys).” Wicherkiewicz (2018,
2021) has published on the minority language situation in Poland, Walkowiak and Wicherkiewicz
(2019) on Lithuanian in Poland, Kamusella (2013, 2016) on Silesian, and Hornsby (2015, 2016)
on Lemko. Also noteworthy is the research by Nicole Dotowy-Rybinska (on linguistic minorities
in Poland), Pavlo Levchuk (on Ukrainian migrants’ trilingualism in Poland), Ewa Golachowska
(on Polish in Belarus), and Anna Zielinska (on Polish—German bilingualism).

More recently, since 2014 and particularly in 2022, Ukrainians have rapidly become by far the
largest minority group in Poland as a consequence of a massive population influx, whose size is
difficult to estimate (see Jarosz & Klaus, 2023). Since the onset of Russian military aggression
in Ukraine in February 2022, over two million refugees have fled from Ukraine into neighbor-
ing Poland, joining an estimated two to three million immigrants who arrived in preceding years.
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Varieties of East Slavic, including Ukrainian, Russian, and the so-called mixed language surzhyk,
have thus dramatically taken the lead among Poland’s minority languages. The data on home lan-
guages other than Polish spoken in Poland before the war in Ukraine have just been published as
the preliminary 2021 census results (Wstepne wyniki NSP, 2023).

Weakening of the “cult of the norm”

Despite enduring social concern for the standard language norm, the approach to the norm itself
now seems relatively less rigid. This is apparent in dictionaries of “correct Polish”, where the labels
assigned to some lexical variants (e.g., “permissible” [dopuszczalne]) suggest a more liberal attitude.
On the whole, usage is defined in dictionaries and normative publications in terms of norma wzorcowa
and norma uzytkowa, which might roughly be translated as “ideal norm” and “everyday norm”.®

The “standard language question” has been less and less frequently the background for investigating
varieties of Polish. We are now witnessing more of a balance between the pervasive power of prescrip-

tivism and standard language ideology vs. the acknowledgment and appreciation of linguistic diversity.

Language and politics

Poland’s political transition has turned its speech communities into a fascinating research ground
to trace the linguistic processes that accompany the fundamental social transformations and ongo-
ing political change. Ever since George Orwell’s term “Newspeak” came to public attention as
aptly describing the realities of manipulation in communist Poland, researchers have been keen
to spotlight how politics affects language, but also how politicians exploit language for their pur-
poses. For instance, the current ruling coalition capitalized on the presidential election slogan
dobra zmiana (lit. “good change”): this and numerous other catchphrases have been discussed by
language experts (Klosinska & Rusinek, 2020).

Language and gender studies

One domain which has received much attention is the way language refers to gender identities.
How to refer to and address women and men has in recent years become the subject of heated
debate, engaging linguists and non-linguists alike, not only in the media but also in everyday
conversations, thus raising the awareness of how language may have an impact on social relations
(Kietkiewicz-Janowiak, 2019). The Polish language has been studied in the context of gender
equity and, in particular, how its relatively complex system of grammatical gender provides for or,
crucially, impedes the fair representation of people with reference to their gender identities (Pakutla
et al., 2015; Malocha-Krupa, 2018; Szpyra-Koztowska, 2019, 2021). Whether occasional or sys-
tematic use is made of feminine forms, these debates will contribute to the spread and impact of
these forms, if only through raising awareness, for the sake of gender equality (see Formanowicz
et al., 2015 on language and gender activism). However, discussions of the striking asymmetry
in labels for men and women in the Polish language have to some extent overshadowed calls to
represent gender as an array of identities rather than in binary terms (see Misiek, 2021).

Empirical studies of variation: conversational data and corpora
With growing awareness of the relevance of language variation, Polish sociolinguists have

taken up research beyond dialect documentation, i.e., recording local and at-risk varieties. Much
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sociolinguistic research is now solidly data-based, drawing from naturally occurring speech and
corpora. Corpus studies on Polish were notably initiated in 2010 by the creation of the National
Corpus of Polish (http://nkjp.pl, Przepiorkowski et al., 2012). Currently researchers draw on
smaller, more specialized reference corpora as well as large monitor corpora such as Monco PL, a
corpus of web-based Polish of well over seven billion words (in March 2022), which has quickly
grown since 2010, and makes it possible to monitor current trends in usage’ (P¢zik, 2020). The
spoken parts of the corpora are now being expanded. Linguists are also taking the opportunity to
explore and digitize existing archives of recorded spoken language.'® Overall, researchers have
come to appreciate how such databases of naturally occurring speech afford a more nuanced
understanding of variation as a means by which speakers construct and reconstruct identities in
particular situations.

Variationist sociolinguistic studies: language change

Even though much research on language in context can be traced back to the relatively strong
tradition of (rural and urban) dialectology, current research efforts have mostly been focused
on documenting local dialects or varieties used in different communities of practice. On the
other hand, not enough attention has been given to the study of variability with a view to cap-
turing ongoing language change. A great deal of such work on Polish has been carried out by
linguists educated (whether in Poland or abroad) in the spirit of empirical inquiry into highly
heterogeneous sociolinguistic research areas. Lukasz Abramowicz’s dissertation (2008) on
antepenultimate and penultimate stress in nouns of Greek and Latin origin (e.g., matematyka),
which made use of quantitative methods of variationist sociolinguistics, was completed at the
University of Pennsylvania under the supervision of William Labov. Other significant vari-
ationist studies of Polish dialectology have been conducted by scholars who derive from Eng-
lish studies in Poland. For example, a team of sociophoneticians headed by Matgorzata Kul
from the Faculty of English at Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznan, compiled in the years
2013-2017 a corpus of spoken Polish from the province of Greater Poland (Wielkopolska)
(Kul et al., 2019; Kazmierski et al., 2019)."

Publications

Wiadystaw Lubas, who helped to introduce sociolinguistic thinking to Poland (inspired by the
ideas of F. de Saussure and J. Baudouin de Courtenay), died in 2014, leaving as his legacy the
journal Socjolingwistyka.'? Published since 1977, it was initially dedicated to language policy and
urban dialectology, but has gradually come to encompass a multiplicity of topics on language in
its social context, from an interdisciplinary and intersectional perspective.

In addition to the yearly bibliographies in Sociolinguistica, much research in sociolinguistics in
Poland, as well as in Czechia, Hungary and Slovakia, is available via CEEOL (Central and Eastern
European Online Library),' providing access to academic e-journals and e-books in the humani-
ties and social sciences from and about Central and Eastern Europe.
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Notes

1 Kontra wrote the piece on Hungarian sociolinguistics, Sloboda on Slovak, Nekvapil on Czech, and
Kietkiewicz-Janowiak on Polish sociolinguistics.

2 The term linguicism, first introduced by Tove Skutnabb-Kangas, describes the processes and policies
of linguistic discrimination or social discrimination between groups of people defined on the basis of
language. Linguicism refers to the stigmatisation and (social, economic and political) marginalisation of
speakers of non-standard varieties and minority languages.

3 The original fieldwork was carried out in 1995/96 in all the neighboring countries except Croatia (due
to the Yugoslav Civil War). Fieldwork in Croatia was carried out in 2014 with a quota sample of 116
respondents and a control group of 97 persons in Hungary. Six volumes in Hungarian were published
between 1998 and 2020. Fenyvesi (Ed. 2005) is the best collection of studies in English.

4 See: White (2018a, p. 230) referring to “the emerging literature on social remittances circulating between
countries with regard to attitudes to diversity”.

5 The panel was called Jezyki regionalne i mniejszosciowe: implikacje polityczne — kodyfikacja — aspekty
strukturalne.

6 See: Act of 6 January 2005 on national and ethnic minorities and on the regional language
[Ustawa z dnia 6 stycznia 2005 r. o mniejszos$ciach narodowych i etnicznych oraz o jezyku re-
gionalnym, Dz.U. z 2005 roku, nr 17, poz.141.] at http://isap.sejm.gov.pl/isap.nsf/DocDetails.
xsp?id=wdu20050170141.

7 See: Poland’s Linguistic Heritage — documentation base for endangered languages (Dziedzictwo jezykowe
Rzeczypospolitej — Baza dokumentacji zagrozonych jezykow) at www.inne-jezyki.amu.edu.pl, a resource
created by a team headed by Tomasz Wicherkiewicz of Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznan.

8 Similarly, the Council for the Polish Language (Rada Jezyka Polskiego), an influential norm-setting insti-
tution, has been seen to be changing its pronouncements on many language issues over the last decades.
For example, the Council issued two quite different statements on the use of feminine gender forms of
nouns naming occupations and titles in 2012 and 2019, thus testifying to changes in both linguistic prac-
tices and social attitudes.

9 The Monco PL search functions are accessible at http://monco.frazeo.pl.

10 One fascinating ongoing project by Anna Majewska-Tworek and her colleagues (2020) juxtaposes current
data collection standards with those of the 1980s.

11 The corpus contains partly annotated recordings (read sentences and interviews) and is accessible to re-
searchers at (http://wa.amu.edu.pl/korpuswlkp/english).

12 https://socjolingwistyka.ijp.pan.pl/index.php/SOCIO

13 www.ceeol.com

References

Abramowicz, L. (2008). Socioeconomic aspects of linguistic variation in Polish [PhD dissertation at Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania]. Dissertations available from ProQuest. AAI3309383. https://repository.upenn.edu/
dissertations/AAI3309383

Auer, P. (2014/2019). Jazykova interakce [Linguistic interaction]. NLN.

Bartha, C., & Borbély, A. (2006). Dimensions of linguistic otherness: Prospects of minority language mainte-
nance in Hungary. Language Policy, 5, 335-363.

Benes, M. (2016). Jak a pro¢ sociologizovat pohled na jazykovou kulturu [How and why to sociologize the
approach to language cultivation]. Nase rec, 99(5), 227-242.

Benes, M. (2020). Language rules, rule-sentences, and how they are interrelated, or Norm vs. codification.
Nase rec, 103(5), 393-408.

Bend, A., & Péntek, J. (2016). Hungarians in Transylvania: Language policy and mainstream language ide-
ologies in Romania. In M. Sloboda, P. Laihonen, & A. Zabrodskaja (Eds.), Sociolinguistic transition in
former Eastern Bloc countries: Two decades after the regime change (pp. 185-206). Peter Lang.

Bermel, N., & Knittl, L. (2018). The linguistic landscape of a Czech heritage site: Recording and presenting
past and present of Hruby Rohozec. In T. Sherman & J. Nekvapil (Eds.), English in business and com-
merce: Interactions and policies (pp. 194-228). Mouton De Gruyter.

589


http://isap.sejm.gov.pl
http://www.inne-jezyki.amu.edu.pl
http://monco.frazeo.pl
http://wa.amu.edu.pl
https://socjolingwistyka.ijp.pan.pl
http://www.ceeol.com
https://repository.upenn.edu
http://isap.sejm.gov.pl
https://repository.upenn.edu

Miklos Kontra et al.

Bird, E., & Laihonen, P. (2021). Review of Péntek, J. and Bend, A., A magyar nyelv Romanidban (Erdélyben)
[Hungarian in Transylvania, Romania). Acta Universitatis Sapientiae, Philologica, 13(2),205-208. www.
acta.sapientia.ro/acta-philo/philo132.htm

Bodo, C., & Fazakas, N. (2018). Enregistering authenticity in language revitalisation. Journal of Sociolin-
guistics, 22, 570-594. https://doi.org/10.1111/jos1.12308

Bodo, C., Szabd, G., & Turai, K. R. (2019). Voices of masculinity: Men’s talk in Hungarian university dor-
mitories. Discourse & Society, 30(4), 339-358. http://bekk.elte.hu/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/Voicesof-
Masculinity Bodoetal.pdf

Bogoczova, 1. (2018). Polszczyna za Olzq [Polish in the Zaolzie Region]. Ostravska univerzita.

Borbély, A. (2014). Kétnyelviiség: Variabilitas és valtozas magyarorszagi kézosségekben [Bilingualism: Vari-
ability and change in minority communities in Hungary]. L’Harmattan Kiad6.

Borbély, A. (2015). Studying sustainable bilingualism: Comparing the choices of languages in Hungary’s six
bilingual national minorities. International Journal of the Sociology of Language, 236, 155-179.

Bosak, J. (1995). Hl'adanie novych ciest v tedrii spisovnej slovenéiny [In search of new ways in the theory of
standard Slovak]. In J. Mlacek (Ed.), Studia academica slovaca 24 (pp. 23-30). Stimul.

Cervenka, J. (2014). Standardizace romstiny na izemi byvalého Ceskoslovenska [Standardization of Romani
within the territory of the former Czechoslovakia). Slavica Pragensia, 42, 55-70.

Chejnova, P. (2015). How to ask a professor: Politeness in Czech academic culture. Charles University in
Prague.

Chromy, J. (2017). Protetické v- v cestiné [Prothetic v- in Czech]. Univerzita Karlova v Praze.

Cmejrkova, S., & Hoffmannova, J. (Eds.). (2011). Mluvend cestina: hleddni fukcniho rozpéti [Spoken Czech
in search of functional range]. Academia.

Cope, L., & Eckert, E. (Eds.). (2016). Multilingualism and minorities in the Czech sociolinguistic space.
Special issue of International Journal of the Sociology of Language, 238.

Cseresnyési, L. (2005). Review of Miklos Kontra (Ed.), Nyelv és tarsadalom a rendszervaltaskori Magya-
rorszagon [Language and society in Hungary at the fall of communism]. Budapest: Osiris Kiado, 2003.
Journal of Sociolinguistics, 9, 307-313.

Csernicsko, 1., & Fenyvesi, A. (2012). Sociolinguistic and contact-induced variation in Hungarian language
use in Subcarpathia, Ukraine. AHEA: E-journal of the American Hungarian Educators Association, 5,
https://ahea.net/e-journal/volume-5-2012/27

Csernicsko, 1., & Kontra, M. (2023). The linguistic human rights plight of Hungarians in Ukraine. In T.
Skutnabb-Kangas & R. Phillipson (Eds.), The handbook of linguistic human rights (pp. 373-382).
Wiley-Blackwell.

Csizér, K., & Kontra, E. H. (2020). Foreign language learning characteristics of deaf and severely hard-of-
hearing students. The Modern Language Journal, 104(1), 233-249.

Dolnik, J. (2010). Tedria spisovného jazyka — so zretelom na spisovnu slovencinu [A theory of the standard
language with regard to standard Slovak]. Veda.

Dolnik, J., Orgoniova, O., Bohunicka, A., Faragulova, A., & Piatkova, K. (2015). Cudzost — jazyk — spolocnost’
[Foreignness, language and society]. IRIS.

Dolnik, J., & Pilecky, M. (2012). Koexistencia Slovakov a Mad’arov na juznom Slovensku (sociolingvis-
ticky prispevok) [The coexistence of Slovaks and Hungarians in southern Slovakia]. Jazykovedny casopis,
63(1), 3-30.

Dométor, A., Gugén, K., & Varga, M. (Eds.). (2021). Versengd szerkezetek a kézépmagyar kor nyelvében
[Competing structures in Hungarian between 1526 and 1772]. Akadémiai Kiado.

Dovalil, V. (2015). Language management theory as a basis for the dynamic concept of EU language law.
Current Issues in Language Planning, 16(4), 360-377.

Dovalil, V. (2018). Standard varieties of pluricentric languages: A language management approach. Working
Papers in Language Management, 3. http://languagemanagement.ff.cuni.cz

Dovalil, V., & Sichova, K. (2017). Sprach(en)politik, Sprachplanung und Sprachmanagement. Universitits-
verlag Winter.

Drummond, R. (2012). Aspects of identity in a second language: ING variation in the speech of Polish
migrants living in Manchester, UK. Language Variation and Change, 24, 107-133.

Dudok, M. (2002). Pluricentricky vyvin modernej sloven¢iny [The pluricentric development of modern Slo-
vak]. In J. Mlacek (Ed.), Studia academica slovaca 31 (pp. 42-50). Stimul.

Dudok, M. (2008). Zachraneny jazyk: state o enklavnej a diaspordlnej slovencine [ A saved language: Studies
on Slovak of enclaves and diasporas]. Vydavatel'stvo Ivan Krasko.

590


http://www.acta.sapientia.ro
http://www.acta.sapientia.ro
https://doi.org/10.1111/josl.12308
http://bekk.elte.hu
https://ahea.net
http://languagemanagement.ff.cuni.cz
http://bekk.elte.hu

Sociolinguistics in East Central Europe

Fairbrother, L., Nekvapil, J., & Sloboda, M. (Eds.). (2018). The language management approach: A focus on
research methodology. Peter Lang.

Fehér, K. (2020). Status-based Preference of Varieties in Bidialectal Kindergarteners: An experimental study.
https://argumentum.unideb.hu/2020-anyagok/feherk.pdf

Fenyvesi, A. (Ed.). (2005). Hungarian language contact outside Hungary. Studies on Hungarian as a minor-
ity language. John Benjamins.

Fenyvesi, 1. (2001). Orosz—magyar és magyar—orosz szlengszotar / Pyccko—eenzepckuii u 6eneepcko—
pycekuil crnogaps cienea. [Russian—Hungarian and Hungarian—Russian slang dictionary]. SYCA
Kiado.

Ferencik, M. (2018). Im/politeness on the move: A study of regulatory discourse practice in Slovakia’s centre
of tourism. Journal of Pragmatics, 134, 183—198.

Ferencik, M. (2020). Politeness and social change: The metapragmatics of Slovakia’s 2018 ‘decent revolu-
tion’. Journal of Pragmatics, 169, 165-178.

Formanowicz, M., Cistak, A., Horvath, L. K., & Sczesny, S. (2015). Capturing socially motivated linguistic
change: How the use of gender-fair language affects support for social initiatives in Austria and Poland.
Frontiers in Psychology, 6, 1617. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01617

Gal, S. (1979). Language shifi: Social determinants of linguistic change in bilingual Austria. Academic
Press.

Gyorgy, L. (2017). Slovencina a slovensko-madarska dvojjazycnost: sociolingvisticky vyskum hovorenej
slovenciny vo velkokrtisskom okrese [Slovak and Slovak—Hungarian bilingualism: A sociolinguistic
investigation of spoken Slovak in the district of Vel'ky Krtis]. Belianum.

Harlig, J., & PIéh, C. (Eds.). (1995). When East Met West: Sociolinguistics in the former Socialist Bloc.
Mouton de Gruyter.

Havlik, M., & Wilson, J. (2017). Sociolinguistic variation in loanword pronunciation in Czech. The Slavonic
and East European Review, 95(2), 181-220.

Heltai, J. I. (2020). Translanguaging instead of standardisation: Writing Romani at school. Applied Linguistics
Review, 11(3), 463-484.

Hoffmannova, J., Homola¢, J., Chvalovska, E., Jilkova, L., Kaderka, P., Mares, P., & Mrazkova, K. (2016).
Stylistika mluvené a psané cestiny [The stylistics of spoken and written Czech]. Academia.

Hornsby, M. (2015). Constructing a Lemko identity: Tactics of belonging. International Journal of Multilin-
gualism, 12(1), 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1080/14790718.2014.944185.

Hornsby, M. (2016). Lemko linguistic identity: Contested pluralities. In V. Ferreira & P. Bouda (Eds.), Lan-
guage documentation and conservation in Europe (pp. 13-25). University of Hawai’i Press.

Hungarian Studies, 34(1), 2020. https://akjournals.com/view/journals/044/34/1/044.34.issue-1.xml

Janurik, B. (2017). Erzya—Russian bilingual discourse: A structural analysis of intrasentential code-switch-
ing patterns [PhD dissertation, University of Szeged]. http://doktori.bibl.u-szeged.hu/id/eprint/4097/1/
Boglarka%20Janurik%?20dissertation.pdf

Jarosz, S., & Klaus, W. (Eds.). (2023). Polska Szkota Pomagania: Przyjecie osob uchodzczych z Ukrainy w
Polsce w 2022 roku [Polish School of Assistance. Reception and integration of refugees from Ukraine in
2022]. Konsorcjum Migracyjne. https://www.cebam.pl/_files/ugd/b6ce46 0f15155aa6284449bbc4d6cOe
Obff6ac.pdf

Kacala, J. (Ed.). (1979). Z tedrie spisovného jazyka [From the theory of the standard language]. Veda.

Kadar, Z. D., & Szalai, A. (2020). The socialisation of interactional rituals. A case study of ritual cursing as a
form of teasing in Romani. Pragmatics, 30(1), 15-39. www.jbe-platform.com/content/journals/10.1075/
prag.19017.kad

Kaderka, P. (2007-2019). Sociolinguistic bibliography of the Czech Republic for 2005-2017. Sociolinguis-
tica, 21-33.

Kaderka, P. (2013). Pragmatika situace [Pragmatics of situation]. Slovo a slovesnost, 74(1), 13-40.

Kaderka, P., & Prosek, M. (2014). English in the Czech Republic: Linguists’ perspectives. Sociolinguistica,
28, 173-198.

Kamusella, T. (2013). The Silesian language in the early 21st century: A speech community on the roller-
coaster of politics. Die Welt der Slaven, 58(1), 1-35.

Kamusella, T. (2016). Silesian: From gwara to language after 1989. Rocznik Polsko-Niemiecki, 24(1), 78—119.
https://doi.org/10.35757/RPN.2016.24.05

Kazmierski, K., Kul, M., & Zydorowicz, P. (2019). Educated Poznan speech 30 years later. Studia Linguistica
Universitatis lagellonicae Cracoviensis, 136, 245-264.

591


https://argumentum.unideb.hu
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01617
https://doi.org/10.1080/14790718.2014.944185
https://akjournals.com
http://doktori.bibl.u-szeged.hu
https://www.cebam.pl
http://www.jbe-platform.com
https://doi.org/10.35757/RPN.2016.24.05
http://doktori.bibl.u-szeged.hu
https://www.cebam.pl
http://www.jbe-platform.com

Miklos Kontra et al.

Kedra, J., Obojska, M., & Zhu, H. (2021). Connecting Polish families in Europe: Changing dynamics in
language and communication practices. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 42(5),
413-417, https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2021.1913499

Kietkiewicz-Janowiak, A. (2019). Gender specification of Polish nouns naming people: Language system and
public debate. Slovenscina 2.0, 7(2), 141-171. https://doi.org/10.4312/s102.0.2019.2.141-171

Kis, T. (2006). Is slang a linguistic universal? In I. Karafiath (Ed.), Revue D Etudes Francaises 11 (pp. 125—
141). Université Eotvos Lorand Département d’Etudes Frangaises. https://mnytud.arts.klte.hu/szleng/
tanulmanyok/szluniv.pdf

Ktosinska, K., & Rusinek, M. (2020). Dobra zmiana, czyli jak si¢ rzqdzi swiatem za pomocq stow [Good
change: How to rule the world by means of language]. Wydawnictwo Znak.

Kontra, M. (2001). Hungarian verbal puzzles and the intensity of language contact. Journal of Sociolinguis-
tics, 5, 163—179.

Kontra, M. (2006). Sustainable linguicism. In F. Hinskens (Ed.), Language variation — European perspectives
(pp- 97-126). John Benjamins.

Kontra, M. (2011). Language contact issues in Central Europe. Jezyk, Komunikacja, Informacja, 6(2011),
45-61. https://repozytorium.amu.edu.pl/bitstream/10593/9738/1/04-Kontra.pdf

Kontra, M. (2016). Hungary: A sham fightback against the domination of English. In P. Bunce, R. Phillipson,
V. Rapatahana, & R. Tupas (Eds.), Why English? Confronting the Hydra (pp. 234-241). Multilingual
Matters.

Kontra, M. (2018). Language subordination on a national scale: Examining the linguistic discrimination of
Hungarians by Hungarians. In B. E. Evans, E. J. Benson, & J. N. Stanford (Eds.), Language regard: Meth-
ods, variation, and change (pp. 118—131). Cambridge University Press.

Kontra, M. (2022). Hungarian sociolinguistics in the Carpathian Basin, 1985-2022. Hungarian Studies Year-
book, 4(2022), 33-65. https://sciendo.com/it/article/10.2478/hsy-2022-0003

Kontra, M., & Borbély, A. (Eds.). (2021). Tanulmanyok a budapesti beszédrdél a Budapesti Szociolingvisztikai
Interjui alapjan [Studies on Budapest speech, based on the Budapest sociolinguistic interview]. Gondolat
Kiado.

Kontra, M., Nekvapil, J., & Kietkiewicz-Janowiak, A. (2010). Sociolinguistics in Hungary, the Czech Repub-
lic and Poland. In M. J. Ball (Ed.), The Routledge handbook of sociolinguistics around the world (pp.
359-371). Routledge.

Kontra, M., & Vargha, F. S. (2014). Are there speakers of the /e/ vs. /e/ dialect in Budapest? In A. Barysevich,
A. D’Arcy, & D. Heap (Eds.), Proceedings of Methods XIV: Papers from the fourteenth international
conference on methods in dialectology, 2011 (pp. 14-24). Peter Lang.

Kopecky, J. (2014). Prechylovani ptijmeni v Cestiné jako pfipad jazykového managementu [Derivation of
feminine surnames in Czech as a case of language management]. Slovo a slovesnost, 75(4), 271-293.
Kovacs, T. (2018). Code-switching and optimality: An optimality-theoretical approach to the socio-prag-

matic patterns of Hungarian—English code-switching. I’ Harmattan Publishing.

Kozminska, K. (2021). Scaling diasporic soundings in the globalised world: A study of Polish stops in the UK.
Language and Communication, 77, 17-34.

Kozminska, K., & Hua Z. (2021). ‘Dobra polska mowa’: Monoglot ideology, multilingual reality and Pol-
ish organisations in the UK. International Journal of the Sociology of Language, 269, 73-98. https://doi.
org/10.1515/ijs1-2020-0010

Kraus, J. (1971). K sociolingvistickym prvkim ve funkéni stylistice [Sociolinguistic aspects of functional
stylistics]. Slovo a slovesnost, 32(3), 271-278. A revised version in Chloupek & Nekvapil (Eds.). (1986).
Reader in Czech sociolinguistics (pp. 83-93). Academia.

Kubanik, P. (2012). Détsky registr romstiny [The baby talk register in Romani]. Romano dzaniben, 19(1),
61-80.

Kubanik, P. (2020). Romani in child-directed speech. In Y. Matras & A. Tenser (Eds.), The Palgrave hand-
book of Romani language and linguistics (pp. 489-514). Palgrave Macmillan.

Kul, M., Zydorowicz, P., & Kazmierski, K. (2019). The Greater Poland Spoken Corpus: Data collection,
structure and application. In M. Wrembel, A. Kietkiewicz-Janowiak, & P. Gasiorowski (Eds.), Approaches
to the study of sound structure and speech (pp. 198-212). Routledge.

Kushko, N. (2007). Literary standards of the Rusyn language: The historical context and contemporary situ-
ation. The Slavic and East European Journal, 51(1), 111-132.

Laakso, J., Sarhimaa, A., Spiliopoulou Akermark, S., & Toivanen, R. (2016). Towards openly multilingual
policies and practices: Assessing minority language maintenance across Europe. Multilingual Matters.

592


https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2021.1913499
https://doi.org/10.4312/slo2.0.2019.2.141-171
https://mnytud.arts.klte.hu
https://repozytorium.amu.edu.pl
https://sciendo.com
https://doi.org/10.1515/ijsl-2020-0010
https://mnytud.arts.klte.hu
https://doi.org/10.1515/ijsl-2020-0010

Sociolinguistics in East Central Europe

Labov, W. (1984). Field methods of the project on linguistic change and variation. In J. Baugh & J. Sherzer
(Eds.), Language in use: Readings in sociolinguistics (pp. 28—53). Prentice-Hall.

Laihonen, P., Bodo, C., Heltai, J. I., & Fazakas, N. (2020). The Moldavian Csangos: The Hungarian speaking
linguistic minority in North-Eastern Romania. In L. Grenoble, P. Lane & U. Royneland (Eds.), Linguistic
Minorities in Europe Online. De Gruyter Mouton. https://doi.org/10.1515/lme.12543347

Lanstyak, I. (2002). Mad’ar¢ina na Slovensku — §tudia z varia¢nej sociolingvistiky [Hungarian in Slovakia: A
study in variationist sociolinguistics]. Sociologicky casopis / Czech Sociological Review, 38(4), 409-427.

Lanstyak, I. (2018). On the strategies of managing language problems. In L. Fairbrother, J. Nekvapil, & M.
Sloboda (Eds.), The language management approach: A focus on research methodology (pp. 67-97). Peter
Lang.

Lanstyak, I. (2021). Language problems, language related social problems, metalinguistic activities. Forum
Social Science Review / Forum Tarsadalomtudomanyi Szemle, 23(5), 61-72.

Lanstyak, 1., Mucskova, G., & Tancer, J. (Eds.). (2017). Jazyky a jazykové ideoldgie v kontexte viacjazycnosti
na Slovensku [Languages and language ideologies in the context of multilingualism in Slovakia]. Univer-
zita Komenského v Bratislave.

Lanstyak, 1., Samko, M., & Sebdk, S. (Eds.). (2022). Jazykové a komunikacné problémy na Slovensku a
ich manazment [Language and communication problems in Slovakia and their management]. Univerzita
Komenského v Bratislave.

Lanstydk, 1., & Szabomihaly, G. (2009). Hungarian in Slovakia: Language management in a bilingual minor-
ity community. In J. Nekvapil & T. Sherman (Eds.), Language management in contact situations (pp.
49-73). Peter Lang.

Leudar, 1., & Nekvapil, J. (2022). Dialogical networks: Using the past in contemporary research. Routledge.

Magocsi, P. R. (1993). Historical atlas of East Central Europe. University of Washington Press.

Magocsi, P. R. (2018). The Rusyn language: Recent achievements and challenges. Slavic Eurasian Studies,
34, 83-101. https://src-h.slav.hokudai.ac.jp/coe21/publish/no34_ses/pp.83-101.pdf

Majewska-Tworek, A., Zasko-Zielinska, M., & Pezik, P. (2020). ‘Polszczyzna Mowiona Miast’ — kontynuacja
badan z lat 80. XX wieku z wykorzystaniem narze¢dzi lingwistyki cyfrowej [Spoken Polish of cities’: A
continuation of research from the 1980s with the use of digital linguistics tools]. Forum Lingwistyczne, 7,
71-87. https://doi.org/10.31261/FL.2020.07.06.

Matocha-Krupa, A. (2018). Feminatywum w uwiktaniach jezykowo-kulturowych [Feminativum at the inter-
section of language and culture]. Oficyna Wydawnicza ATUT.

Marriott, H., & Nekvapil, J. (Eds.). (2012). Language management approach: Probing the concept of “not-
ing”. Special issue of Journal of Asian Pacific Communication, 22(2).

Marx, Ch., & Nekula, M. (2015). Constructing a cross-border space through semiotic landscapes: A case
study of a German-Czech organization. In M. Laitinen & A. Zabrodskaja (Eds.), Dimensions of sociolin-
guistic landscapes in Europe: Materials and methodological solutions (pp. 149-167). Peter Lang.

Misad, K. (2020). The use of Hungarian as a minority language in municipal offices in Southern Slovakia.
Hungarian Studies, 34(1), 133-146.

Misiek, S. (2021). Niebinarnos¢ ptciowa w jezyku polskim: Badanie pilotazowe [Non-binary gender in Pol-
ish: A pilot study]. Etnolingwistyka. Problemy Jezyka i Kultury, 33, 287-303.

Molnar Satinska, L., & Valentova, L. (Eds.). (2016). Prechylovanie: dano — nie? [Feminization of surnames:
Yes or no?]. Veda.

Mucskova, G. (2017). The ideology of bourgeois nationalism and its reflections on language planning in the
development of standard Slovak. Rasprave, 43(1), 125-141.

Miillerova, O. (2022). Dialog a mluvena cestina: Vybor z textit [Dialogue and spoken Czech: Selected
papers). NLN.

Muransky, J. (1971). Vyslovnost’ I'-1 v hovorenej podobe spisovnej slovenciny vo vychodoslovenskych mes-
tach [The pronunciation of ' vs. 1 in spoken standard Slovak in eastern Slovak cities]. Jazykovedné studie,
X1, 232-240.

Murénsky, J. (2007[1965]). Hovorena podoba slovenciny na vychodnom Slovensku [Spoken Slovak in east-
ern Slovakia]. In S. Ondrejovi¢ (Ed.), Hovorend podoba spisovnej slovenciny (pp. 61-73). Veda.

Nabélkova, M. (2008). Slovencina a cestina v kontakte: Pokracovanie pribehu [Slovak and Czech in contact:
A continuation of the story]. Veda & Filozoficka fakulta Univerzity Karlovy v Praze.

Nabélkova, M. (2014). The Case of Czech—Slovak language contact and contact-induced phenomena. In J.
Besters-Dilger, C. Dermarkar, S. Pfiander, & A. Rabus (Eds.), Congruence in contact-induced language
change: Language families, typological resemblance, and perceived similarity (pp. 61-92). De Gruyter.

593


https://doi.org/10.1515/lme.12543347
https://src-h.slav.hokudai.ac.jp
https://doi.org/10.31261/FL.2020.07.06

Miklos Kontra et al.

Nabélkova, M. (2016). The Czech—Slovak communicative and dialect continuum: With and without a border.
In M. Nomachi, T. Kamusella, & C. Gibson (Eds.), The Palgrave handbook of borders, identity and lan-
guage in the modern Slavic world (pp. 140—184). Palgrave Macmillan.

Nekula, M. (2021). Varieties of German in the Czech Republic. Wiener Slavistisches Jahrbuch: Neue Folge,
9, 69-103.

Nekula, M., Sherman, T., & Zawiszova, H. (Eds.). (2022). Interests and power in language management.
Peter Lang.

Nekvapil, J. (Ed.). (2002). Sociolingvistika a sociologie jazyka [Sociolinguistics and the sociology of lan-
guage]. Special issue of Sociologicky casopis / Czech Sociological Review, 38(4).

Nekvapil, J. (2008). Recent sociolinguistic research in the Czech Republic. In S. Mislovicova (Ed.), Jazyk a
Jjazykoveda v pohybe (pp. 51-54). Veda.

Nekvapil, J. (2012). O internich a externich kontextech varia¢ni sociolingvistiky (Doslov k ¢eskému vydani)
[On internal and external contexts of variationist sociolinguistics: An afterword to the Czech translation].
In L. Milroyova & M. Gordon (Eds.), Sociolingvistika: Metody a interpretace (pp. 225-236). Univerzita
Karlova v Praze.

Nekvapil, J. (2016). Language management theory as one approach in language policy and planning. Current
Issues in Language Planning, 17(1), 11-22.

Nekvapil, J. (2020). O kontinuité¢ a diskontinuité sociolingvistického vyzkumu: Jazyk, jazyky a interakéni
procesy v Hradci Kralové [On the continuity and discontinuity of sociolinguistic research: Language,
languages and interaction processes in Hradec Kralové]. Jazykovedny casopis, 71(2), 247-268.

Nekvapil, J., Kaderka, P., & Smith, S. (Eds.). (2021). The changing shape of media dialogical networks. Vir-
tual special issue of Discourse, Context and Media, 44.

Nekvapil, J., & Ondrejovi¢, O. (1993). Basic information on sociolinguistics in Ex-Czechoslovakia. Socio-
linguistica, 7, 257-262.

Nekvapil, J., & Sherman, T. (2013). Language ideologies and linguistic practices: The case of multinational
companies in Central Europe. In E. Barat, P. Studer, & J. Nekvapil (Eds.), Ideological conceptualizations
of language: Discourses of linguistic diversity (pp. 85—117). Peter Lang.

Nekvapil, J., & Sherman, T. (Eds.). (2015). The language management approach: Perspectives on the interplay
of bottom-up and top-down. Special issue of International Journal of the Sociology of Language, 232.
Nekvapil, J., & Sherman, T. (2018). Managing superdiversity in multinational companies. In A. Creese & A.
Blackledge (Eds.), The Routledge handbook of language and superdiversity: An interdisciplinary perspec-

tive (pp. 329-344). Routledge.

Németh, A. (2010). Dialekt, Sprachmischung und Spracheinstellungen: Am Beispiel deutscher Dialekte in
Ungarn. Narr Verlag.

Németh, M. (2008). Nyelvi valtozas és valtakozds tarsadalmi és miiveltségi tényezdk tiikrében: Nyelvi val-
tozok a XVIII. szazadban [Linguistic variation and change in 18th century Hungarian]. SZTE Juhasz
Gyula Fels6oktatasi Kiado.

Németh, M., Kontra, M., & Sinkovics, B. (2015). Two fieldworkers’ effects on a respondent’s language
use in Szeged, Hungary. Studia Linguistica Hungarica, 30, 73-83. www.academia.edu/36108029/
Two_fieldworkers effects on a respondent s language use in Szeged Hungary

Némethy, J. K. (Ed.). (2015). 21st century Hungarian language survival in Transylvania. Helena History
Press.

Neustupny, J. V. (1999). Sociolinguistics and the Prague School. Travaux du Circle linguistique de Prague,
3,275-286.

Newlin-Lukowicz, L. (2015). Language variation in the diaspora: Polish immigrant communities in the U.S.
and the U.K. Language and Linguistics Compass, 9(8), 332-346.

Newlin-Lukowicz, L. (2016). Co-occurrence of sociolinguistic variables and the construction of ethnic identi-
ties. Lingua, 172—173, 100-115. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2015.12.002

Ondrejovié, S. (2008). Jazyk, veda o jazyku, societa: Sociolingvistické etudy [Language, the science of lan-
guage, and society: Sociolinguistic études]. Veda.

Orgonova, O., & Piatkova, K. (2015). Muzi su z Marsu, Zeny z Venuse? Diskurz manzelskych parov na Slovensku
[Are men from Mars and women from Venus? Discourse of married couples in Slovakia]. In J. Pekarovi¢ova
& M. Vojtech (Eds.), Studia academica slovaca 44 (pp. 330-349). Univerzita Komenského v Bratislave.

Orosz, O. (Ed.) (2012). A hely nevei, a nyelv helyei: a kisebbségi nyelvi jogok Szlovdkidban 19182012
[Names of places, places of names: History of minority language rights in Slovakia, 1918-2012]. Féorum
Kisebbségkutato Intézet [with parallel texts in English, French, Hungarian and Slovak]. https://adatbank.
sk/digitalis-tar/digitalizalt-konyvek

594


http://www.academia.edu
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2015.12.002
https://adatbank.sk
http://www.academia.edu
https://adatbank.sk

Sociolinguistics in East Central Europe

Ozbrencik, H., & Hromadova, M. A. (2018). Between implementing and creating: Mothers of children with
plurilingual family background and the Czech Republic’s language acquisition policy. In M. Siiner, F.
M. Hult, & T. Kupisch (Eds.), Language policy and language acquisition planning (pp. 33—54). Springer
International Publishing.

Pakuta, L., Pawelczyk, J., & Sunderland, J. (2015). Gender and sexuality in English language education:
Focus on Poland. British Council.

Patras, V. (2016). Theoretical and applicative insights into the dynamics of spoken communication. Belianum.

Pauliny, E. (1964). Zprava o vyskume hovorenej podoby spisovnej slovenciny [A report on research into
spoken standard Slovak]. Slovenska rec¢, 29(6), 351-357.

Pezik, P. (2020). Budowa i zastosowania korpusu monitorujacego MoncoPL [Design and applications of MoncoPL
as a Monitor Corpus of Polish]. Forum Lingwistyczne, 7, 133—150. https://doi.org/10.31261/1.2020.07.11
Podhorna-Policka, A. (2009). Universaux argotiques des jeunes: Analyse linguistique dans les lycées profes-

sionnels frangais et tchéques. Masarykova univerzita.

Podhorna-Policka, A. (Ed.). (2015). Expressivité vs identité dans les langues: Aspects contemporains des
argots. Université Masaryk.

Presinszky, K. (2020). Digital methods in researching Slovakia Hungarian regional dialects. Hungarian Stud-
ies, 34, 98-107. https://doi.org/10.1556/044.2020.00009

Przepiorkowski, A., Banko, M., Gorski, R., & Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk, B. (Eds.). (2012). Narodowy Kor-
pus Jezyka Polskiego [National Corpus of Polish]. Wydawnictwo PWN.

Radkova, L. (2016). Beeinflussen das Alter und der Bildungsgrad von Angehdrigen der Drogenszene ihr
Bestreben, mitgeteilte Inhalte (nicht) geheimzuhalten? Zeitschrift fiir Slawistik, 6(2), 369-379.

Radkové, L., & Rausova, J. (2015). Mluva uzivatelii a vyrobcii drog [Speech of the drug users and producers].
Universitas Ostraviensis.

Sandor, K. (2005). The Csang6s of Romania. In A. Fenyvesi (Ed.), Hungarian language contact outside Hun-
gary: Studies on Hungarian as a minority language (pp. 163—185). John Benjamins.

Satinska, L. [Molnar Satinska, L.], 2016. ZneviditeI'nenic a zjemnenie: Reflexie verejného pouZzivania
mad’ar¢iny u bratislavskych viacjazy¢nych trojgenera¢nych rodin [Invisibilisation and softening: Reflec-
tions on the public use of Hungarian in three-generation multilingual families in Bratislava). Slovensky
narodopis, 64(1), 32-46.

Sherman, T. (2020a). Researching language management in Central Europe: Cultivation, social change and
power. In G. C. Kimura & L. Fairbrother (Eds.), 4 language management approach to language problems:
Integrating macro and micro dimensions (pp. 69—88). John Benjamins.

Sherman, T. (2020b). Differing interests in the management of multilingualism in Czech higher education.
Sociolinguistica, 34, 89—106.

Sherman, T., & Homolag, J. (2017). “The older I got, it wasn’t a problem for me anymore”: Language broker-
ing as a managed activity and a narrated experience among young Vietnamese immigrants in the Czech
Republic. Multilingua, 36(1), 1-29.

Sherman, T., & Homolag, J. (2021). Evolving private labor markets and the (non-)acquisition of language.
In K. Gongalves & H. Kelly-Holmes (Eds.), Language, global mobilities, blue-collar workers and blue-
collar workplaces (pp. 164—186). Routledge.

Sikra, J. (1991). Sociolingvisticky vyskum jazykového vedomia [Sociolinguistic research on language aware-
ness). Slovenskda rec, 56(5-6), 257-262.

Slancova, D. (Ed.). (2018). Desat studii o detskej reci: lexika — gramatika — pragmatika [Ten studies on child
speech: Lexicon, grammar and pragmatics]. PreSovska univerzita.

Sloboda, M. (2009). State ideology and linguistic landscape: A comparative analysis of (post)communist
Belarus, Czech Republic and Slovakia. In E. Shohamy & D. Gorter (Eds.), Linguistic landscape: Expand-
ing the scenery (pp. 173—188). Routledge.

Sloboda, M. (2016). Transition to super-diversity in the Czech Republic: Its emergence and resistance. In M.
Sloboda, P. Laihonen, & A. Zabrodskaja (Eds.), Sociolinguistic transition in former Eastern Bloc coun-
tries: Two decades after the regime change (pp. 141-183). Peter Lang.

Sloboda, M. (2020). Demarcating the space for multilingualism: On the workings of ethnic interests in a
‘civic nation’. Working Papers in Language Management, 4. http://languagemanagement.ff.cuni.cz

Sloboda, M., Laihonen, P., & Zabrodskaja, A. (Eds.). (2016). Sociolinguistic transition in former Eastern
Bloc countries: Two decades after the regime change. Peter Lang.

Sloboda, M., Molnar Satinskd, L., & Nab¢lkova, M. (2018). Language planning in Slovakia: Nation-building
in the context of European integration. In E. Andrews (Ed.), Language planning in the post-communist era
(pp- 261-286). Palgrave Macmillan.

595


https://doi.org/10.31261/fl.2020.07.11
https://doi.org/10.1556/044.2020.00009
http://languagemanagement.ff.cuni.cz

Miklos Kontra et al.

Sloboda, M., Szab6-Gilinger, E., Vigers, D., & Simi¢i¢, L. (2010). Carrying out a language policy change:
Advocacy coalitions and the management of linguistic landscape. Current Issues in Language Planning,
11(2), 95-113.

Smakman, D., Nekvapil, J., & Fedorova, K. (2022). Linguistic choices in the contemporary city: Postmodern
individuals in urban communicative settings. Routledge.

Szabd, D. (2004). L argot des étudiants budapestois: Analyse contrastive d'un corpus d’argot commun hon-
grois. L’Harmattan/ADEFO. https://mnytud.arts.unideb.hu/szleng/szabod_argotbp.pdf

Szabomihaly, G. (2020). Jazyky a aktéri v jazykovej krajine obci na slovensko-madarskom etnicky
zmieSanom uzemi na Slovensku [Languages and actors in the linguistic landscapes of municipalities in
the Slovak—Hungarian ethnically mixed area in Slovakia]. Jazykovedny casopis, 71(3), 297-320.

Szabomihaly, G., & Lanstyak, 1. (Eds.). (2011). Magyarok Szlovakiaban, VII. kétet: Nyelv [Hungarians in
Slovakia, vol. VII: Language]. Forum Kisebbségkutatd Intézet.

Szalai, A. (2014). Ideologies of social differentiation in Transylvanian Gabor Roma communities. Acta Eth-
nographica Hungarica, 59(1), 85-112.

Szpyra-Koztowska, J. (2019). Feminitives in Polish: A study in linguistic creativity and tolerance. In A. Bond-
aruk & K. Jaskuta (Eds.), A/l around the word: Papers in honour of Bogdan Szymanek on His 65th birth-
day (pp. 339-364). Wydawnictwo KUL.

Szpyra-Koztowska, J. (2021). Nianiek, ministra i japonki. Eseje o jezyku i ptci [ Nianiek, Ministra and Japonki:
Essays on language and gender]. Universitas.

Téanczos, V. (2012). Csang6 Language Ideologies. In V. Tanczos & L. Peti (Eds.), Language use, attitudes,
strategies: Linguistic identity and ethnicity in the villages of the Moldavian Csangos (pp. 203-232).
Romanian Institute for Research on National Minorities.

Thomason, S. G., & Kaufman, T. (1988). Language contact, creolization, and genetic linguistics. University
of California Press.

Téth, P. P. (2018). A magyar népességfejlodés torténeti vazlata [Hungarian demographic changes: A historical
sketch]. Korunk, 2018(4), 85-96.

Téth, S. J. (2019). Sociolingvistika v slovensko-madarskom kontexte [Sociolinguistics in Slovak—Hungarian
context]. Univerzita J. Selyeho.

Trudgill, P. (2000). Review of Jeffrey Harlig and Csaba PI¢h, eds. When East Met West: Sociolinguistics in the
former Socialist Bloc. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 1995. Multilingua, 19(1-2), 190-195.

Trudgill, P. (2003). 4 glossary of sociolinguistics. Edinburgh University Press.

Uhrinova, A. (2011). Sui¢asnd slovenska jazykova situacia v Mad'arsku [Current Slovak language situation in
Hungary]. Vydavatel'stvo Ivan Krasko.

Valdrova, J. (2018). Reprezentace Zenstvi z perspektivy lingvistiky genderovych a sexualnich identit [Presenta-
tion of femininity from the perspective of gender and sexual identity linguistics]. SLON.

Vanco, 1. (Ed.). (2011). Language policy, dialect, and bilingualism: A focus on Hungarian language use in
Slovakia. Laszlo A. Arany Civic Association, Gramma Language Office & Faculty of Central European
Studies, Constantine the Philosopher University in Nitra.

Vanco, 1. (Ed.). (2012). Language policy, dialect, and bilingualism: A focus on Hungarian language use in
Slovakia 2. Institute for Minority Studies, Centre for Social Sciences, Hungarian Academy of Sciences.

Vanco, I., Muhr, R., Kozmacs, 1., & Huber, M. (Eds.). (2020). Hungarian as a pluricentric language in lan-
guage and literature. Peter Lang.

Vargha, F. S. (2018). The impact of phonetic information in dialectometry: A case study of Hungarian dialect
atlases. Dialectologia, 21, 185-208. http://real.mtak.hu/86299/

Vasiljev, I. (2011). Zivot s vice jazyky: Jazykovd autobiografie. [A life with several languages: A language
autobiography]. Nakladatelstvi Lidové noviny.

Vukovi¢, P. (Ed.). (2015). Jezicna kultura: Program i naslijede Praske Skole [Language cultivation: The
agenda and heritage of Prague School]. Srednja Europa.

Walkowiak, J., & Wicherkiewicz, T. (2019). Tangled language policies — Polish in Lithuania vs. Lithuanian
in Poland. In H. F. Marten & S. Lazdina (Eds.), Multilingualism in the Baltic states: Societal discourses
and contact phenomena (pp. 153-202). Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-56914-1

White, A. (2018a). Developing an ‘inside-out’ approach: A transnational sociology of sending countries. In A.
White, I. Grabowska, P. Kaczmarczyk, & K. Slany (Eds.), The impact of migration on Poland: EU mobil-
ity and social change (pp. 227-231). UCL Press.

White, A. (2018b). The impact of migration into Poland by non-Poles. In A. White, 1. Grabowska, P. Kac-
zmarczyk, & K. Slany (Eds.), The impact of migration on Poland: EU mobility and social change (pp.
213-226). UCL Press.

596


https://mnytud.arts.unideb.hu
http://real.mtak.hu
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-56914-1

Sociolinguistics in East Central Europe

Wicherkiewicz, T. (2018). Minority languages of Poland: Dynamics of contacts and changes after 1989. Acta
Slavica laponica, 39, 45-70. http://src-h.slav.hokudai.ac.jp/publictn/acta/39/%2045%E2%80%9369.pdf

Wicherkiewicz, T. (2021). Letters of freedom and captivity: Scriptal planning and language ideologies in
Baltic Central-Eastern Europe. Acta Slavica laponica, 42, 37-54. https://src-h.slav.hokudai.ac.jp/publictn/
acta/42/index.html

Wilson, J. (2010). Moravians in Prague: A sociolinguistic study of dialect contact in the Czech Republic.
Peter Lang.

Wilson, J. (2018). Salience and second dialect acquisition. Slovo a slovesnost, 79(1), 3-26.

Wstepne wyniki NSP 2021 w zakresie struktury narodowo-etnicznej oraz jezyka kontaktow domowych [Pre-
liminary results of National Population and Housing Census 2021 on the national and ethnic structure of
the population and the languages spoken at home.] (2023). Statistics Poland 11.04.2023. https://stat.gov.
pl/spisy-powszechne/nsp-2021/nsp-202 1-wyniki-wstepne/wstepne-wyniki-narodowego-spisu-powsze-
chnego-ludnosci-i-mieszkan-2021-w-zakresie-struktury-narodowo-etnicznej-oraz-jezyka-kontaktow-
domowych,10,1.html

597


http://src-h.slav.hokudai.ac.jp
https://src-h.slav.hokudai.ac.jp
https://stat.gov.pl
https://src-h.slav.hokudai.ac.jp
https://stat.gov.pl
https://stat.gov.pl
https://stat.gov.pl

THE ROUTLEDGE
HANDBOOK OF
SOCIOLINGUISTICS
AROUND THE WORLD

Second Edition

Edited by Martin J. Ball,
Rajend Mesthrie, and Chiara Meluzzi

rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr



Designed cover image: © Getty Images | Ailime

Second edition published 2024
by Routledge
4 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon, OX14 4RN

and by Routledge
605 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10158

Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa business

© 2024 selection and editorial matter, Martin J. Ball, Rajend Mesthrie and
Chiara Meluzzi; individual chapters, the contributors

The right of Martin J. Ball, Rajend Mesthrie and Chiara Meluzzi to be identified
as the authors of the editorial material, and of the authors for their individual
chapters, has been asserted in accordance with sections 77 and 78 of the
Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988.

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or
utilised in any form or by any electronic, mechanical, or other means, now
known or hereafter invented, including photocopying and recording, or in any
information storage or retrieval system, without permission in writing from the
publishers.

Trademark notice: Product or corporate names may be trademarks or registered
trademarks, and are used only for identification and explanation without intent
to infringe.

First edition published by Routledge 2009
British Library Cataloguing-in-Publication Data

A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library
Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Names: Ball, Martin J. (Martin John), editor. |
Mesthrie, Rajend, editor. | Meluzzi, Chiara, editor.

Title: The Routledge handbook of sociolinguistics around the
world/edited by Martin J. Ball, Rajend Mesthrie, Chiara Meluzzi.
Description: Second edition. | Abingdon, Oxon ; New York, NY :
Routledge, 2023. | Includes bibliographical references and index.

Identifiers: LCCN 2022061696 | ISBN 9781032056128 (hardback) |
ISBN 9781032056135 (paperback) | ISBN 9781003198345 (ebook)
Subjects: LCSH: Sociolinguistics. | LCGFT: Essays.
Classification: LCC P40 .R69 2023 | DDC 306.44 — dc23/eng/20230104
LC record available at https://Iccn.loc.gov/2022061696

ISBN: 978-1-032-05612-8 (hbk)
ISBN: 978-1-032-05613-5 (pbk)
ISBN: 978-1-003-19834-5 (ebk)

DOI: 10.4324/9781003198345

Typeset in Times New Roman
by Apex CoVantage, LLC


https://lccn.loc.gov
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003198345

