COGNITIVE LINGUISTICS AND DIALECTOLOGY.
An attempt to apply the cognitive approach in #radology of regional dialects

EDIT IGLAI
Abstract

This paper attempts to show how the results of itiwgnlinguistics can be successfully used in
dialectology. The empirical data were collectednfrthe region of the three borders (those of
Ukraine, Romania, and Hungary), namely, the nogteza Hungarian dialect region. The main aim
was to identify the phenomenon behind lexical feggenerity, and to explain it with findings of
cognitive linguistics. The paper investigates narapd meanings of three kinds of traditional
Hungarian pasta whose standard names and meamagsiguely modified and become variable
in the language use of the speakers of the nottmeadialect region. The three kinds of pasta have
different regional name variants which display des&ad motivation of various degrees from a
cognitive semantic point of view. It is claimed thhe documented differences likely originate in
the possible differences of the cognitive processl in the geographical, geopolitical, language
policy and sociocultural situation of the speechmownity as regards the process of
conceptualization. The more general objective & gaper is to show howhe integration of the
disciplines of cognitive linguistics, sociolingucd and dialectology may offer new avenues for
dialect research in the future.

1. Introduction

Making use of the geographical position of theitas and the positive changes that have recently
taken place in the possibility to cross nationatdeos, the research team of the Institute of
Hungarian Linguistics at the Teacher Training Qgélef Nyiregyhdza has carried out research in
18 settlements on both sides of the Hungarian—-Udlaaias well as of the Hungarian—Romanian
border in the northeastern dialect region. Theams$e for which resources provided by grants
FKFP 0890/97 and OTKA T-025237/98 have been used, been going on since 1997. To
summarize it briefly, the research is focusing tianges that have been experienced on the two
sides of the border since the 1920s Treaty of Dnarsince people now live in allegedly similar
geopolitical but different cultural and languagditpzal circumstances. When setting up the goals
and research methods, principles of a complex Bogiastic research design have been followed.
Our examinations are characterized by a dimensi@amdroach. (For more on the term
'dimensional’ and its interpretation in German d@blogy, see Bellmann 1986 and Dingeldein
1990; on its adaptation introduced and applied img#rian linguistics, see Kiss 1998, 1999, and
Juhasz 2002). Linguistic data are processed arldaged at the crossing points of spatial, temporal
and social dimensions. A spatial dimension is [gled by the geographical distribution of the
locations of the survey, the temporal dimensiorth®y comparison of the collected data with the
findings of older surveys and with historical d@lélata, whereas the social dimension comes from
the sociolinguistic aspects used to select theggaants of the survey. It is the aim of this resha
project to produce, in the near future, a multi-eltsional linguistic atlas from the material
collected and processed so far. The electroniccessing of the data and the preparatory work on
the atlas have begun within the frame of the abueationed OTKA grant number 76239. (The
summary of research results has been publishedliak@tos ed. 2002).

Beyond the interest in new approaches, it wasptieearatory electronic processing (data
coding, filtering out of data irrelevant as fartas original research aims are concerned etc.), the
issues arising during processing (e.g. that ofghestions of the questionnaire), and the already
available partial results that prompted researcteedecide to use the existing corpus for cognitive
linguistic analysis. The processing of the lexidata that has been done so far unveiled greater
variability than was expected, and it became appatbat the methods of dialectological



investigation of change cannot be fully effectimediescribing it due to the fact that the multigiici
of the lexemes given in answer to the questionthefquestionnaire did not originate solely in
variability in a narrow sense (i.e. as the realorabf variants of a given linguistic variable as a
linguistic unit) but, in a wider sense, possiblytire differential nature of perspectives, different
approaches to designating concepts, or a diffesayt of categorization in connection with all of
these aspects. The lexemes that are not releanttfre point of view of the original research goals
and cannot be considered as variants of the gigaahle in the traditional sense, data classifosd,
agreement, as “further data” (and marked with il Hungariantovabbi“further”), however, can
be interpreted through the cognitive linguistic cept of variance, thus, opening up a range of new
possibilities for analysis. The use of a differapproach to the cataloging of regional dialectal
vocabulary may shed new light on the issues ofgasiag in dialect lexicology as well.

In this paper, then, | will seek an answer to gluestions what conclusions can be drawn
from and what avenues for proceeding open up thiramplyzing in a cognitive framework a
sociolinguistically stratified corpus collected mparily for an investigation of variability in
language; what phenomena are concealed behin@stloall heterogeneity of dialectal regions that
can be explained with the help of cognitive linges and what provides the basis of typically
noninherent variability. After an overview of theterdisciplinary background of the topic, | will
provide a brief outline of the results of Hungarlaricology so far, with a special focus on those
that bear traces of indirectly showing signs obgritive approach. In section 3.1 | will discuss th
partly differential approaches of the three intégpladisciplines to variability, and then devote
section 3.2 to introducing an onomasiological aathasiological approach. In section 4 | will
present in detail the methodology, goals, and rekeguestions of the study. Section 5 will provide
a detailed account of the theoretical background te results, whereas the conclusion will
summarize the possibilities for a new outlook onalality as well as the gains it would provide for
the interacting disciplines.

2. Background, premises and possibilities
2.1. Background and possibilities

Recent works discussing issues of linguistic thgaigo) stress that theories of language do not
simply follow each other in time but that, espdgiadince the turn of millennia, theoretical
linguistic models have offered competing explanatnd descriptive alternatives for researchers.
With the foregrounding of complex investigative misi of view, a widening of research horizons,
and emphasizing a dimensional outlook on langusge &bove), which, in Péter's words, “brings a
period of synthesis providingtegration” (Péter 2006: 407, emphasis in the original), ihenber

of approaches aiming to connect the various suipdiises of linguistics continues to increase.

As is well demonstrated by the literature, conimgcta functionally focused cognitive
linguistics with sociolinguistics has been regardsda novel approach (e.g. Croft 2009: 393-420,
Geeraerts et al. ed. 2010: 1-19). Despite the fiaat within cognitive linguistics there is
considerable interest in investigating linguistiariability (cf., e.g., Tolcsvai 1996, 2004), it
continues to be an under-researched field in flasméwork in some respects: linguistic analyses
have not ventured beyond investigating “languagea @omparison of languages, thus, ignoring
language internal (regional or social) variatioattbffers rich and complex patterns. Since, by its
nature, sociolinguistics places the societallyrcaanected richness and variability of language in
the center of its focus, cognitive linguistics canmfford, post integration, to ignore varieties
existing within subcultures (including regional ld@ communities) or to not adopt empirical
methods that allow the recording of actual varianfsthe language use of actual speech
communities. Beyond taking up an approach of sogaistic and cognitive foci, | aim to place a
third aspect, the dimension of territoriality, inet center of attention. Both sociolinguistics and
cognitive linguistics provide an outlook and an m@geh, and, as such, they can be used in
investigations of various varieties. Their applicatin dialectology means a utilization of their



points of view in the study of regionally bound daiage use, since in a structural sense the standard
variety and regional dialectal varieties are ecurad do not differ in principle as far as linguistic
description is concerned (Kiss 2009: 18). Thus, ito coincidence that nearly all (new) methods of
linguistic description have been employed in di@kgy (for more, for instance, on structural
dialectology, see Goossens 1969, on a generatm®agh, see Becker 1982: 361-74), and, thanks
to a vivid interest of researchers, examples fopleging the cognitive perspective and outlook also
occur internationally (e.g. Kristiansen and Dirvesh 2008). The “inclusive” nature of European
dialectology is also evident in the way it crossedds, in the course of its history, with
ethnography, sociolinguistics, social psychologgd anthropological linguistics, among other
disciplines, bearing fruit of these connection®fifering new perspectives and results. (This is of
course true for not only the European but for theefican dialectology as well.) The fact that
different expressions are used in different rediahalects for the same concept (denotation, or
object), the investigation of dialectal vocabulagens the way to the cognitive linguistically
oriented exploration of linguistic variability in@ntext wider than that provided by investigations
of educated urban speech. With its varied nataidyfgood degree of documentation (cf. atlases
and dictionaries), regional dialectal vocabularykesinvestigation possible via conceptual coding,
that is, via cognition and possession through laggu The necessary connection between
sociolinguistics and dialectology from the pointvidw of the investigation of linguistic variabilit
has been pointed out earlier by various authorsQlcimbers and Trudgill 1998). The study of this
complex gquestion from a cognitive perspective hatsdoeen attempted yet in Hungarian linguistics.
(On the bases of cognitive linguistics in Hungarisee Baczerowskil999,Tolcsvai2005b, Kiefer

ed. 2006: 184-186, Ladangnd Tolcsvaied. 2008: 17-58, and especially 23—-33nhd&&rowski
2009.) The discussion of geographically bound dimgjaistic data in a sociocognitive framework
(for more on the term, see, for instance, Kristsanand Dirven ed. 2008: 2-7), or, in other words,
the cognitive treatment of sociodialectologicaluess, provides the possibility for combining the
dialectological, sociolinguistic, and cognitivedimstic perspectives.

2.2. An overview of the premises of the cognitivéenguistic perspective in dialect lexicological
research in Hungary

When the novelty of integrating dialectology, sdiciguistics and cognitive linguistics is
emphasized, the results of lexicological investayet achieved so far should also be mentioned,
together with those works of dialectology and onsimlagy which, although lacking the cognitive
theoretical awareness, deal with conceptual codingt is, with how various concepts can be
linguistically named (cf. e.g. K&zmér 1993, Kis88&89Muradin 1980, Péntek and Szabd T. 1976).
Péntek’s statement regarding regional vocabulamythy of notice from a cognitive linguistic
perspective as well, according to which “one of thasons why regional words exist is because
concepts and conceptual systems are of relativgenand vary by region and by linguistic layer.
The differences stem partly from the differenc&xperience and knowledge” (Péntek 1993: 155).
In several of his works, Szabd (e.g. 2007) alsospspecial attention to the background of
conceptual coding, that is, to what kind of visamd sensing of reality regional dialect speakees us
to invoke specific denotation. His focus is in pewhnected to cognitive linguistics, especially its
basic principle that linguistic depiction cannot tade independent from the process of human
cognition, and that there are differences in condepmation not just between languages but
possibly also between subcultures or regions.

In an overview of the most important results ofidelogical investigations, one of the first
to be mentioned should be Imre’s work investigatimg structure of regional dialectal vocabulary
(Imre 1987). He aims to explore the patterns amesrof regional dialectal lexical variability, to
describe the Hungarian regional dialectal onomagioal system of concepts and to provide some
word geographical background to them. Bokor (1926)ied out lexicological investigations in the
western part of the Hungarian language area, dewgjoa general checklist for a multi-layer
analysis of the contact between regional dialeatal urban vocabulary. And, among other things,



Cs. Nagy (e.g. 2003) also focuses on the exploratidexically structured systems of folk naming.
In his view, by connecting it to word geographicavestigations, differences in the linguistic
differentiation of reality, that is, the “cognitiveap” of language use becomes spatially viewable in
a dialect region.

3. Different perspectives on language variability:The onomasiological and semasiological
approach

3.1. Different perspectives on language variability

Before the discussion of the linguistic data | findiecessary to define how the three approaches |
seek to integrate interpret linguistic variatiorheTessence of linguistic variability is captured in
part differently by dialectology, sociolinguisticgnd cognitive linguistics. While classical
dialectology primarily seeks to map out the regloraieties of a language, the leveling processes
characteristic of standardized languages — thatsyschronically experienced variability or
synchronic dynamism requires the application ofidoguistic perspectives and methods.
Following Labov, the sociolinguistic literature deds a linguistic variable as a phenomenon that
can be realized linguistically differentially, wleas the variants of a given variable are its
realizations of identical function or meaning (Dapov 1972, Chambers 1995: 25, Wardhaugh
2005: 121-125). Variants of a variable are rarajya¢ sociolinguistically: they are placed on
different points of the formal-informal, standardiectal, commonly used-sociolectal continua
(cf. Lanstyak and Szabomihaly 1997: 15-16). Lingeigariability, then, means, on the one hand, a
differential way of expression of the same linggisneaning (same denotation). In contrast,
cognitive linguistics approaches variability frohretdirection of meaning (Tolcsvai 2004: 144; for
intra- and inter-linguistic differences, see Langac1987). According to its basic tenet, the
differential way of expression reflects (howeveradljndifferences of function and meaning.
Meaning is perspectivized and is the result of eptalization (i.e. of forming conceptual
structures): which of our experiences foregrounttethe creation of meaning is relative. Thus,
linguistic expressions are suitable for construgtinings and phenomena found in the world in
different ways and from different perspectives heit sematic structures, thus reflecting also the
perspective differences found between languagesvihah them.

However, it is important to emphasize that theestigation of different designations of the
same concept was regarded as an important taskgfidtics even before the spread of the
cognitive perspective (see section 2.2), the difiee in the various approaches to variants lies in
defining and describing them, as well as in exphgrtheir origin: while dialectology investigates
and explains the geographically bounded natureesigthations, sociolinguistics places an emphasis
on their dependence on social variables, wheregsitoee linguistics focuses on their origin,
traceable back to the cognitive process.

3.2. Onomasiological and semasiological approach

A differential interpretation of variability, in p& brings us to the issue of semasiology and
onomasiology. Introducing the issue based on Gihamgleet al. (2007: 988-1011), | make a

differentiation with the help of Baldinger, an elest linguist representative of European

structuralism: “semasiology [...] considers the iseta word and the way its meanings are
manifested, while onomasiology looks at the degigna of a particular concept, that is, at a
multiplicity of expressions which form a whole”. \lhthe aim of semasiology is to study concepts
belonging to “isolated words” and their interconieglmess, onomasiology approaches things from
the side of concepts and aims to study the difteakinguistic expression of concepts (meanings).
From the meaning centeredness of cognitive lingsist follows naturally that it gives preference

to the onomasiological perspective. From the poihtiew of the speaker, the basic step of
categorization is choosing the method of the liaticiexpression of the category (onomasiological



choice). Cognitive semantics has contributed tordseilts of investigations carried out along the
lines of this organizing principle on several imjaoit points: from a qualitative aspect, for insgnc

it has brought to attention several “quality” on@eéogical structures which were pushed into the
background by structuralist traditions (cf. thedstwf conceptual metaphors). It also added a
“‘quantitative” perspective into the process of stigations, for instance, in raising the issue of
whether there are categories that stand out froongrthe others, that is, whether certain categories
are more likely to be chosen by speakers than gither whether there exist methods of
conceptualization that speakers prefer from a ¢oagnsemantic perspective.

The semasiological and onomasiological approatheassue of variability raises a number
of questions to be clarified from the ethnograpgiecspective, ranging from the term for conceptual
coding and distribution, through the synonymy, beteny, and tautonymy of regional dialectal
words, to the definition of the nominal or tautorigat value of real dialectal words (cf. e.g. Imre
1987: 8, Hegeitk 2001: 380-381, 400-402, Geeraerts and Speelnif).20

4. Methods, research questions and aims

As has been mentioned in the introduction, the amete sites were determined following
geolinguistic considerations. The focus of the stigation, Hungary’s Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg
county shares its borders with three countries: &oa) Ukraine, and Slovakia. The historic
Hungarian Szatmar, Bereg and Ung counties belonghéo same dialect area, that of the
northeastern dialect, however, the linguistic clesngf the past half a century occurred under
different societal and language policy circumstanie different parts of this area. Our earlier
investigations as well as literature relevant fag tegion and results of linguistic atlas studiageh
convinced our research team that, due to well-knm@sons, the characteristics of this dialect area
can be comprehensively described only through inmglresearch sites beyond the borders of the
historic Szatmar county. The 18 research sites fmethe project of our research team as well as
for the research reported on in this study whichba&sed on the former are as follots:
Badalé/Badalovo (Ukraine), Barabas, Batorliget, égsom/Som (Ukraine), Beregsurany,
Beregszasz/Berehove (Ukraine), Boétragy/Batragy &ila), Borvely/Berveni (Romania),
Csengersima, Kispeleske/Reli (Romania), Lonya, Mékaszony/Koszony or Koson' (Ukraine),
Nagyar, Rozsdaly, Szamosdara/Dara (Romania), Tdrsaabecs, Tiszaujlak/Vilok (Ukraine). In
the selection of the subjects of the research tethads ofThe linguistic atlas of Hungarian
dialects (Deme and Samu 1968-1977; henceforth referredsth.AdHD) were combined with
sociolinguistic ethodology. The sample of subjdws been stratified for age, gender, and level of
education. Data collection was carried out withhieé of college students majoring in Hungarian,
using primarily the questionnaire method to eliiétlectal vocabulary. Of the lexemes of the nearly
400 item questionnaire, | have selected three &dyae in the present pape@rnametélt'string
noodles”,szélesmetétwide noodles”, andyaluska“dumplings”? The choice of these items was
motivated by my observation that the shapes andchimgs of these kinds of pasta show a certain
mixing both in relation to their standard forms ameanings and to their dialectal forms and
meanings. For instance, tgaluskalexeme has, as its first meaning listed in @oncise defining
dictionary of Hungarian(Juhasz et al. 1972, henceforth referred to as I@Dihe following: ‘1.
Dough prepared by mixing or whipping, pinched toa#inbits and boiled.” In the region under
examination, howevegaluskais used for other semantic matrices and refersther objects as
well, namely, to the type of pasta calledéledmetéltin (possibly) most of the Hungarian language
area, and referring to “pasta made of kneaded damghcut to strips” (cf. standardakos metélt

! Names of places outside Hungary are referred tio thviir traditional Hungarian name plus their citfl Romanian or
Ukrainian name throughout this paper, with the sgparated by a slash.

2 Hungariancérnametéliis similar to Italiancapellini it is very thin and is used in soup. Hungar&zélesmetélis

similar to Italianfettucine it is relatively wide and is eaten with varioeppings or sauces. Hungarigaluskarefers to
dumplings of various size that can be used in smupaten as a side dish to stew. The three arddewad to be
different kinds of pastadszta. — Translator’s note.



“poppy seed pasta” vs. its dialectal variamikos galusKa Using this fact as a starting point, we
used a refined version of the relevant questioois fthe LAHD in our own questionnaire in order
to gain empirical data to clarify the issue. Thesfions we used were as follows:Mi. a neve a
hosszu, vékony, szalakra vagott (metélgjzkift tésztanak, amit a levesbe teszn@éPnametélt
“What is the name of the pasta cut to long and #iiips used in soup?’térnametélt'string
noodles”);2. Mi a neve a szélesre metélt (vagott)giftt tésztanak?Pszélesmetélt‘What is the
name of the pasta which is cut to long, wide staipd boiled?” $zélesmetétivide noodles”); 3Mi

a neve a szaggatott Kfott tésztanak®aluska “What is the name of dough pinched to small bits
and boiled?” g@aluska “dumplings”). With the precise listing of the praft, prototypical
characteristics of the kinds of pasta, these questcreate the conditions for delimiting, that is,
from the perspective of our original research gdat, listing the varied linguistic expressions
received as answers to the circumscriptions of dbgcts in question, to be used in our
sociolinguistically oriented geolinguistic study lainguage change. This way the subjects of the
study had all the information available to them ebhcontained the profiled characteristics of the
cognitive domains that play a role in shaping thegories in the cognitive sense.

Our experiences gained during the processing efd#ita are consistent with both our
previous experiences and those gained during dallacton, namely, that even though the
guestions extend to all prototypical charactersstiavith regard to all similarities and dissimiteas
between the three kinds of pasta in question —hwhould allow for the categorization illustrated
in Figures 1 through 3 in section 5 below, sthie tcorpus has turned out to contain a surprisingly
great variability in the linguistic expressions mau(cf. Figures 5 and 6). We had to face the fact
that in the great majority of cases, in the answyeosided to our questions about the kinds of pasta
the semantic matrices illustrated in section 5.Tewsot realized. Also, the data we received as
answers to several questions of our questionnamaat be systematized following reference points
of regional dialectal lexicological investigatioesnployed so far and could be regarded at first
glance as subjects’ errors. Such a multifacetedreadf data from real language use provides
empirical support for the previous claim that theamings of the examined kinds of pasta display a
unique mixing in the region in question. But whahde behind such “variability”? My supposition
is that the answer should be sought in deeper sausd#ed in variety, well beyond variety of
naming (see section 5.2.1) originating in direé¢emence to the cognitive domains of the meaning
matrix.

In the analysis part of this study | will firstggent, in a cognitive linguistic framework, the
standard forms and semantic matrices of the exahe@mes (section 5.1). Thus, the comparison
of standard semantic matrices against empiricajlage use data makes it possible to grasp the
surplus and deficiency which characterizes a Id@déect in relation to educated urban speech as far
as the lexical-semantic aspect of its vocabulary cancerned. In accordance with the
onomasiological and semasiological aspect, | veiiagately present, in the phase of data analysis,
the perspectives of designation and meaning, aldten, discuss (in section 5.3) the conclusions
that can be drawn from the matrix that the two addo. My aim is to shed light on the possible
cognitive reasons behind variability on the bagidaia from real language use (section 5.2), more
specifically; on the reasons of modification, ire thortheastern dialect region, in the semantic
matrices defined by the questions and discussedegtion 5.1; on the system of semantic
interrelatedness of the variable linguistic expi@ssin relation to each other and the differennes
categorization marked by these expressions. Thearels questions which the current study has
generated and which | will seek to answer in theiriare as follows: are there categories that
stand out in a cognitive sense from among the sthiérat is, that are chosen with greater
probability than others by the speakers of the emadiregion? If so, to what extent do they
correspond to the categorization of the possiblgontya of Hungarian native speakers? What
factors govern such differential categorizationAm connection with the data, my question is
whether these choices can be related, as far aprteess of cognition is concerned, to the
sociocultural situation of the speakers; and, as$danguage contact effects are concerned, to the
geographical position of the region or the withégtion regional differences.



5. Theoretical background and results
5.1. Cognitive semantics: theoretical framework angbractise

| base my train of thought on the cognitive lingigisiescription of the individual as well as relati
standard semantic matrices of three kinds of pagteh | hold to be prototypical things, that is,
physical objects of delimited size existing in spaatemporal and made of a specific material
(Figures 1, 2 and 3, based on Langacker). In cdimmewith the cognitive semantic description of
nouns, | want to refer to relevant chapters of laakgr (1987, 1991a) as well as to papers by
Tolcsvai Nagy (2002: 239-240, 2004: 146-147, 20@8&0: 50-56).

complex matnx
Gestalt size process used as
fine cutting used in
soup
domain 1 domain 2 domam 3 domain 4

Figure 1. The semantic representatiocémametéltstring noodles”

complex matnx
Gestalt size process used as
thick cutting One-Course
dish
domain 1 domain 2 domain 3 domain 4

Figure 2. The semantic representatioszdlesmetéltwide noodles”



complex mainx
Gestalt size process used as
i,
Lo varied pinching nsed In soup
C} or as side dish
domain 1 domain 2 domain 3 domain 4

Figure 3. The semantic representatiogaiuska“‘dumplings”

Cognitive grammar describes the meaning and semardtrix of a linguistic unit in terms of a
matrix composed of several semantic domains, defiepicted content as spatial relationships of
entities and demonstrates it through concepts asgberspective, prominence, trajector-landmark
relations, visibility within the cognitive domaimnd profile within the cognitive domain. In the
schematic diagrams of the semantic matrices (enassipg the cognitive domains) of the linguistic
tokenscérnametélt szélesmetéland galuska the outer quadrangle symbolizes the border of the
semantic matrix, the smaller quadrangles insidsyihbolize the cognitive domains, while the
figures or descriptions inside the latter stand tfe profiled characteristics. (There are further
domains within the matrix besides the schematizaghitive domains, see, for instance, Figure 4,
but | do not discuss these in detail in the pregapter.) In the cognitive domain a prototypical
characteristic of a prototypical thing (physicajjeat) is profiled against the background of other
characteristics. In the size domain of the seman#trix of a noun denoting a physical object such
ascernametélt'string noodles” the prototypical size has a basthree-dimensional space; in the
shape domain the thinly cut, long shape of thegtnioodles has a base in other shapes, that is, in
relation to all other possible shapes.

We can make a differentiation between semanticicest illustrated in Figures 1-3 on the
basis of profiled prototypical characteristics Imgimg to the cognitive domains (shape, size, agtion
function) — that is, we categorize (intwérnametélt szélesmetéltand galuskg. We cannot
differentiate on the basis of method and matesimice all three are boiled and are made out of
dough. A partial differentiation can be made by dloenain of action sincgaluska“dumplings” is
pinched, whilecérnametélt‘string noodles” andszélesmetéltwide noodles” are cut. A clearcut
differentiation can be achieved by introducing tleenain of size sincezélesmetéls wide, while
cérnametélis thin, and this difference is illustrated by #ize domain depicting the Gestalt itself.
The three also differ in their function, sinoé&rnametélis used in soupszélesmetélwith a topping,
while galuskacan be used in soup or a side dish (Figure 4).

material | method action size shape function
cérnametélt | + + + - - -
szélesmetélf + + + - - -
galuska + + - - - -
Figure 4. The relative semantic matrices@fmametéltszélesmetéindgaluska(“+” refers to shared, while “—* to

different cognitive domains)



The description of the semantic matrices discusbede is motivated by both methodological and
content considerations as well. With regard tortteghodology of data collection, the questions of
the questionnaire have to clearly contain thoséufea belonging to the cognitive domains that
provide the semantic matrix of each investigategeabso that the semantic differences of the
dialectal region under investigation can be thohtyigexplored. Through a comparison of the
standard semantic matrices with the empirical d#ie, reasons underlying variability can be
scrutinized, as we will see in the next section.

5.2. Possible cognitive reasons of variability

The same entity or thing can be interpreted diffdye— this can be related to various cognitive
processes. From among these operations of intatjgnet in the following sections, | will deal with
the focus of attention and with categorization e ight of the collected data. In addition to
analyzing the data (n=767) provided to the threestjans by the 240 subjects (subjects were
provided with the option of giving alternative aresa), | will also refer to the relevant data from
LAHD and The linguistic atlas of Hungarian regional dialeats Subcarpathia(Lizanec 1992,
henceforth referred to as LAHS).

5.2.1. Indirect reasons of the variability: profiling in designation

Now, let us see how the cognitive domains of thevaldiscussed semantic matrices are interpreted
in the linguistic expressions in designation byitheestigated speech community.

N=303

%

metélt'noodles® A 16.83
tésztanoodles’ [ 4.95
eperlevelesstrawberry leaf shaped noodlesim 0.39
cérnatésztastring noodles’ = @ 0.99
hosszutésztdong noodles’ O @ 1.37
zabszemtés: ‘risoni’ = @ 0.39
huslevestésztaeat soup noodles’ + 0 :

The cognitive domains
levestészt&soup noodles’ + 0 5.94 occurring in the naming:
cérnametéltstring noodles’ " A 24.7%
szélesmetélvide noodles’ O A 1.65
vastagmetélthick noodles’ O A 0.64 " shape
hosszimetéltong noodles’ O A 0.94 le) size
metélt tészt&cut noodles’ A O 6.27 A action
szaggatott tésztainched noodles’ A O 6.93 ° material
fott tészti ‘boiled noodles’ V @ 2.97 + function
berakott tésztdayered noodles’ V @ 0.33 v method
vikonlaskdthin noodles’ o - 1
vastaglaskathick noodles’ o - 1.98
aprélaska'small noodles’ o - 0.33
cérnalaskastring noodles’ " - 0.66
laskatésztgpasta noodles’ - @ 17.82
szaggatott galuska/haluskainched dumplings’|A - 0.99
felvertgaluska/halusk&dbeaten dumplings A - 1.6%
nyogs tésztadmoaning noodles’ - @ 0.39

100%

% The English meanings given to variants are taakert as approximate equivalents of the Hungariaigdations. The
word metéltis grammatically a participial for of the ventetél“cut” in Hungarian. — Translator’s note.



Figure 5. The interpreted cognitive domains inlthguistic expressions given as answers to quesdina questions
(In the N=tokens column the rows with “—* are dtam LAHS, which provides no frequency figureseirgretable in
percentages.)

Only about half of the data can be used to dematesthis synchronically, since those tokens
whose motivation is unclear cannot be used in tkeménation — cf. dialectal loanwords and
expressions that fossilize as a result of contfietts. In the collected data (cf. Figure 5) im®st
often the profiled characteristics of the cognitidemains of materiab (23.76%) e.g.tészta
“noodles”; shape and actiaa (24.75%) e.gcérnametélt'string noodles”; actiom (19.47%) e.qg.
metélt“noodles”; and action and materiale (13.53% e.gmetélttészta“cut noodles”) that are
reflected in the designations. The designation$owf frequency in the data are those focusing
solely on shapa (0.9 % e.geperlevelesstrawberry leaf shaped”); solely on size(2.31% e.g.
vastaglaska‘thick noodles”); shape and materiale (1.32% e.g.cérnatésztd'string noodles”);
function and materiabe (5.94% e.glevestésztdsoup noodles”); size and actiam (3.3% e.g.
szélesmetéltthick noodles”); size and materiale (1.32% e.ghosszutésztdong noodles”) and
method and materiale (3.3% e.gfdtt tészta“boiled noodles”). An overview of the above data
from a cognitive linguistic perpective suggestst thariability seems to stem solely from the
following: which given or profiled characteristiosentioned in the instructions were foregrounded
in the designation given in the answers, and tlaeatheristics belonging to which cognitive domain
the speaker wanted to emphasize and mark in thd waation. [Naturally, complex profiling
occurs in the process of construction even if iwtivation is nontransparent, that is, if in the
designation of the linguistic unit it does not ajwaget manifested uniequivocally, erpkedli
“dumplings”, Bavarian and Austriamockal “small dumpling” (<: Bav.- Austr. nokk™, nok “sare
cf. Benks 1967-1984.]

The data presented above is in accordance witholiservation of cognitively focused
descriptions according to which within the conceptframe there is a possibility to focus on
various elements of the frame and certain charattey of the given thing in order to construct
different linguistic expressions depending on whetdment is foregrounded. The importance of the
focus of attention (cf. Talmy 2000, Langacker 1987Hungary e.g. Kovecses and Benczes 2010:
145-149, Tolcsvai 2010: 32) was first emphasized &lyny, who referred to it as one of the main
aspects defining both notion based semantic stegtand the dynamic formative characteristic of
language. According to Langacker, a linguistic esgion is based on a conceptual construction of
a thing or process, which is always done from acifipeconceptual perspective (defined by
conceptualization), that is, through a linguistimlaonceptual filter. Langacker holds that, when it
comes to observing the world, every language wagksuch a filter. His point of departure is that
the same thing or process can be constructed ity wiffierent ways conceptually, and, therefore,
semantically as well. In his view, differences inguistic structures indicate differences of
perspective: it is the embeddedness of each largmagulture that defines what conventionalized
cognitive schemata are used to express meaningi$fenent languages, and how the encountered
experiences are structured and constructed. Thdtaisgacker does not simply emphasize the
central role of semantics but, at least in pastlahguage- and culture specific character. Through
the great variety of designations, the presentedectal examples also bring up the issue of
language variety and subculture specificity of setica as well, namely, that the process of the
conceptual construction of things and the convealiaed cognitive schemata can be different not
only across languages but also across languaggtieari

5.2.2. Direct reasons of variability: experience athcategorization

In this section | will go beyond the reason foriahility discussed above and point out deeper
seated reasons of profiling as well as those stagunfiom it: experience> profiling »>
categorization—> (different) designation& different categorization& different profiling <
different experience.



Our ability to categorize is innate, we assigmgisiwe find around us to meaningful groups,
i.e. categories. The most important question of theory of science in connection with
categorization is whether categories exist objettivor subjectively, that is, independently of
humans or as products of the human mind. Expeaiintenclined cognitivists have devoted
numerous works to this issue, in which they sttessanthropocentrism of cognition, and the fact
that the the most important organizing principle tbé experience that serves as the base to
language as knowledge is categorization carriechotrding to the prototype principle (cf. e.g. E.
Rosch 1977, Langacker 1987, Lakoff 1987, Taylor119®r summaries in Hungarian, see e.g.
Tolcsvai 2005a, 2010: 24-29, Baerowski 2000, 2002). According to this view, peogo not
talk in closed categories and tokens entirelyniiitcategorial criteria but classify linguistic tolse
into types following the center—periphery principlehey see a sufficient reason to do so. It is
important to stress that, in this view, objectsobgl under categories in a scalar and gradual way,
with fuzzy boundaries between them. Developinggh@otype model (cf. Berlin and Kay 1969)
further, several authors (Barsalau 1993, Gibbs ph@ge pointed out that categories are not always
represented by constant, abstract prototypes eadsit is more likely that category structures are
flexible, temporal, and basically dependent onagitun or, in a wider sense, on subculture and
culture. It is dependent on what characteristicthef category (thing or entity) a speaker (the
subject) profiles in a given speech situation, thatvhat characteristic they consider importaft (c
Figure 6). Accordingly, everyday categorizationwhich are closely related to designations — can
differ from culture to culture, speech community 9peech community, and even individual to
individual. In terms of variability of linguisticata and standard semantic structures this means tha
the profiled and prototypical characteristics ittased in section 5.1 can be considered to be
prototypical characteristics generally only frone fherspective of a majority of the native speakers
of Hungarian, and the possibility has to be takdn account that these characteristics can change
from culture to culture, speech community to spesmhmunity, and even individual to individual.
And this, in turn, shows that categorization ané thotion of prototype can be interpreted
subjectively. The data presented in Figure 6 exdynmuch different, cognitively based
categorization on a community level. The questiohghe questionnaire, in a way, define the
boundaries “hypothetically”, in a sense, by pronglthe supposedly prototypical and characteristic
features of entities. It is my hypothesis that frim variability of the linguistic representatioh o
certain entities and from the comparison of theylistic expressions provided to “category
delimitations” of entities through questions it p@ssible to draw conclusions about regional
dialectal subjects’ (or, through the measuremenfreduency, about the speech community’s)
differential “vertical” and “horizontal” categorizian, i.e. the specific vs. generic categorizatowl
mutually overlapping categorization of differeninis, respectively. Taking this as a starting point
| will examine the community level data on lingigséxpressions.

5.3. The onomasiological and semasiological aspect

Whereas the vertical axis of Figure 6 reflects adhemasiological, its horizontal axis reflects the
semasiological arrangement of the data.

The columns show that, for instance, the meanpasgta cut to long and thin strips used in
soup” (1) is assigned to the linguistic unita@gzta‘'noodles”,laska“noodles”,laskatésztanoodle
pasta’, metélt “noodles”, cérnametélt“string noodles”, metélt tészta“cut noodles”, levestészta
“soup pasta’ and hosszumetéllong noodles”. The meaning “pasta which is cutlaag, wide
strips and boiled” (2) occurs with the former asliwas with fétt tészta “boiled noodles”,
galuskdhaluska “dumplings”, szélesmetélt“wide noodles”, vastaglaska “thick noodles”,
vastagmetéltthick noodles”. The meaning “dough pinched to dnhétls and boiled”occurs with
the linguistic unitgészta‘noodles”, laska “noodles”, fitt tészta“boiled noodles” galuskahaluska
“dumplings” as well as withszaggatotttészta “pinched noodles”,felvert haluska “beaten
dumplings” andnokedIinokelli “dumplings” as well (Figure 6). The variety in dgsations is
connected, on the one hand, with how generallyecifically speakers name something as a result



of categorization within the framework of human eiign. Despite the fact that the questions of
the questionnaire refer to specificities, the sanmey can have several generic designations within
the examined corpus, efg@szta‘noodles”, fétt tészta‘boiled noodles” metélttészta‘cut noodles”,
andlevestésztdsoup noodles”. Cognitive approaches draw our &tiarto the fact that things of
the world are not simply categorized but also camgpao each other based on genericness and
specificity. The examples just mentioned also ptorthe fact that scalarity and gradualness is also
manifested in terms of category hierarchies.

* Numbers in this row refer to the number of thegjjiom in the questionnaire in the case of our datd, page number

in the case of the linguistic atlases.

I\gz. What is the name of the pastla
1. What is the name of the pasta cut to lopghich is cut tdong, wide strips ar§y 3. What is the name of dough pinched
and thin strips used in soup? boiled? to small bits and boiled?
CERNAMETELT SZELESMETELT GALUSKA
our data [N=271 LAHS LAHD our data N=226§ LAHS our data |N=270 LAHS
SZT/28 % 1./278 410 SZT/31 % 1.1277 SZT/30 % 11276
tészta tiszta
“noodles” | 0.37| “noodles” tésztd'noodles” | 4.42 - tészta'noodles”| 1.48
haluska
haluska galuska, haluska “dumpling Jgaluska,haluska
“dumplings” | 0.37 - “dumplings” 4424 s” “dumplings” | 22.22
laska laska laska laska
“noodles” §29.89 “noodles” “noodles” laska“noodles” | 8.85] “noodles” Jlaska“noodles”| 0.37
laskatészta laskatészta | laskatészta]
“noodle “noodle “noodle |Jlaskatészt&noodle
pasta’ 15.87 pasta’ pasta” pasta” 4.87 | laskatészt - - -
metélt
“noodles” []14.02 - metélt“noodles” | 5.75] metélt - - -
cérnametélt
“string cérnametélt'string
noodles” 26.2 - noodles” 1.77 - - -
metélt tészta metélt tésztdcut
“cut noodles”| 3.69 - noodles” 3.98 - - -
levestészta levestészta
“soup “soup levestésztésoup
noodles” 4.8 noodles” noodles” 2.21 - - -
hossz( meté
“long hosszumetéltiong
noodles” 0.74 noodles” 0.44 - - -
fott tésztd'boiled
- - noodles” 3.1 fott tészta 0.74
felvert felvert
galuska/haluska galuska/haluska felvert haluska
“beaten “beaten “beaten
- - dumplings” 0.44 dumplings” 1.48 dumplings”
szaggatott szaggatott
galuska/haluska galuska/haluska szaggatott haluska
“pinched “pinched “pinched
- - dumplings” 0.44 - dumplings” 0.74 dumplings”
nokedli nokedli, nokelli nokedli
- - “dumplings” 3.54 - “dumplings” § 57.78] “dumplings”
grizgaluska grizgaluska
“semolina “semolina
- - dumplings” 0.44 - dumplings” 0.37 -
nydgvenyaf,
nyégvenya¥ Iny6gs “moaning
- - “moaning noodles”| 0.44 - noodles” 4.07 -
cérnatészta
“string
noodles” | 1.11 - - - -
hossz(tészts
“long noodles| 1.86 - - - -
makos tésztg
“poppyseed
noodles” | 0.37 - - - - -
vikonlaska
- - | “thin noodles” - - - -



huslevestészta
“meat soup
- - noodles” - - - - - - -
hosszitészth
hosszUtésztg  “long
- - |“long noodles’| noodles”

szélesmetétivide

- - - - noodles” 2.21 - - - -
vastagmetéltthick

- - - - noodles” 0.88 - - - -
vastaglaskdthick

- - - - noodles” 2.65 - - -

zabszemtészta

- - - - “risoni” 0.44 - - - -

eperleveles

“strawberry leaf

- - - - noodles” 0.44 - - - -

laskara vagott tész
- - - - “cut noodles” 0.44 - - - -
makaroni
- - - - “macaroni” 0.44 - - - -
berakott tészta
- - - - “layered noodles”| 0.44 - - - -
csusza
- - - - csuszdnoodles” | 1.33 | “noodles” - - -
szaraz tésztary
- - - - noodles” 1.33 - - - -
haluskatészta
- - - - “dumpling noodles] 0.88 - - - -
kaposztas laska
- - - - “cabbage noodles| 0.44 - - - -
krumplihaluska
- - - - “potato dumplings’| 0.44 - - - -
aprolaska‘small
- - - - noodles” 0.44 - - - -
nyujtott tészta
- - - - “rolled noodles” | 0.44 -

szaggatott tész

“pinched szaggatott tészt
R - - - - - - noodles” 7.78 |“pinched noodles”
csipkedli
- - - - - - - “pinchies” 0.37 -
nyogitészta

“moaning

- - - - - - - noodles” 0.37

12

felvert tészta
- - “beaten noodles|

Figure 6

The comparison of the same linguistic expresstbas were given in answer to different
guestions to designate different denotations,ithdhe listing of the various meanings belonging t
each linguistic expression, provide further podisies for the “horizontal” interpretation of
cognitively based categorization (cf. the data giue boldface in Figure 6). Thus, for instance,
tészta laska andgaluskahaluskacan all mean long cut, wide cut, or pinched boieddles, just
like, for instancenokedlj fétt tészta felverttésztaandszaggatotgaluskahaluskameans wide cut,
boiled, or pinched noodles as a denotation, acagrth the illustrated data from subjects. And,
similarly, e.g. the linguistic unitetélf metélttészta cérnametélthosszumetélr levestészthave
been found to mean thinly or thickly cut noodlebe3e overlaps between categories often arise, in
connection with the degree of genericness, fromspeaker referring to a characteristic belonging
to a cognitive domain, in the process of constnggton the basis of which we do not differentiate
between the denotations in question, &) tészta“boiled noodles” vsitészta“noodles”. (The
possible reasons behind the genericness of thgrdggins are discussed in the second part of this
section.) With these examples in mind, using therlaps between categories as a starting poing, it
is important to decide whether cognitively basetegarization is what occurs at the individual
level, whether it depends on the speech situatimhpsycholinguistic reasons etc., or whether it is
generally present in the language use of the rafispeech community. My research question
connected to this issue has been whether thereategories which stand out, from a cognitive



perspective, from among the rest, that is, whiéhmaore likely chosen by the language users of the
region than others. Is there categorization thi¢rmdi from regional speech community to regional

speech community? If we accept the claim that caiezgtion uses a human perspective, then we
have to accept the fact that it is not exclusivelgognitive process but, due to the biological,

psychological and social nature of humans, is desdisshaped by the wider context, i.e. culture or

subculture as well. And if the differently expered and, thus, differently profiled characteristics

of things become often used, and, depending onfilegjuency, possibly become conventionalized,

then they can be regarded as generally acceptbée ianguage use of the given speech community.
Whether categorization of such different kind isallye generally accepted within a speech

community, however, can only be decided adequatelhe basis of frequency data.

Looking at the columns in Figure 6, we see thewans given most frequently in cells
marked with thicker borders. Their frequency ioaspported by data from and notes in LAHS as
well as by data from LAHD. According to these, abnbalf of the subjects (45.76%) associate the
formslaskaandlaskatésztavith the meaning “pasta cut to long and thin stripoiled and used in
soup” (1), and only slightly fewer of them (44.24%ssociate the forngaluskaandhaluskawith
the meaning “pasta cut to wide strips and boil&)’ The meaning “pinched and boiled pasta” is
associated with the linguistic unit®kedliandnokelli by a surprisingly high, approximately 60%
proportion of the subjects. In connection with thesue it is also important to examine to what
extent the collected linguistic data correspondtamdard forms and meanings, and also, to what
extent the categorization of the speakers of tleméxed dialect region corresponds to that of the
majority of Hungarian native speakers. The standatdgorization corresponds to that provided by
the dialect speakers to a proportion of 26.2% m fitst case, a mere 2.21% in the second, and
22.22% in the third. In the remaining cases we btiter linguistic expressions, that is, cognitively
speaking, different meanings — that is, we areidgalith cases of different “vertical” or of
different “vertical” and “horizontal” categorizatnoat the same time: in the examined speech
community, the meaning “pasta cut to thin stripd aoiled” is associated with formaskatészta
andlaska (45.76%) rather than witbérnametéltalthough the forrmetélt stressing the cognitive
domain of actionis also used (14.02%). The standard categorizésipelesmetéltcorresponds to
the empirical findings least (2.21%) in the casépaista cut to wide strips and boiled”, the questio
asking about which was answered, in the largegigrtion, withgaluskahaluska(with a combined
rate of 44.24%), followed by answers, in a decrepsdrder, such aaska and laskatészta
(13.72%). Together with the answeokedlinokelli (57.78%), the answeszaggatott tészta
stressing the cognitive domains of action and nadfevas also often given (7.78%) to the meaning
“pinched and boiled pasta”. From the above it dlsoomes apparent that in the examined region
the use of linguistic units for parallel designasas not uncommon. The data provided in the same
rows in Figure 6 which do not correspond with theegtion to which they were given is most
frequent in the cases laskg laskatésztametélt andgaluska@haluska Thus, we can conclude that,
on the basis of cognitive schemata conventionalingtie semantic structure tz#ska laskatészta
and metélt,in the northeastern dialect region no differeidiatis made, at the level of speech
community (), between widely cusZélesmetéltvs. thinly cut ¢érnametélt boiled pasta in terms
of function either (i.e. whether it is used in saupeaten as a side dish). The case of the emipirica
findings for galuskahaluskais similar, since no shape, action, size or fumctiifferentiation is
made between the semantic structureszélesmetélindgaluskaas far as the semantic structures
described in section 4 are concerned. On the basiee data we can also conclude that the parallel
use of the linguistic items under discussion ctuigts a characteristic of the language use norm of
the speech community under investigation. Through it can be demonstrated on the basis of
language use data that in the northeastern diedgabn the wordyaluskais used, unlike in the
standard where it refers to “pinched and boiledgiaas the designation of “pasta cut to wide strip
and boiled” (the rate of correspondence betweenc#tegorizations of the dialect data vs. the
standard was only 22.22%, whereas the dialectalyoatzation was used almost exactly twice as
often, 44.24%).



Laskaandlaskatésztare used for both long, thin and wide boiled pdstd frequency rates
show that the former meaning is used almost thieest as often (45.76% vs. 13.77%). In
conclusion we can say that the categorizationngfuistic tokens given in bold in Figure 6 diffens i
the northeastern dialect region at a community |l@fespeech community (!) from the usual
categorization. Categorization, and, as a consegé¢he linguistic form created, depends on how
the given linguistic token is perceived by the streeommunity, which characteristic of it is
profiled (independently of whether this, then, aods in the linguistic form or not, cf. dialectal
loanwords), and how it is then assigned to a cayedde continuity of categories (the principle of
continuity) is manifested even more strongly at lgwel of regional varieties: as far as the base
domains of the semantic structures provided ingiestions are concerned, no differentiation is
made, they are assigned to the same category. dtkgarization that can be put forward on the
basis of the profiled characteristics given in tiigestions does not always correspond to the
categorization put forward by the dialect speakpeéch community), that is, to the characteristics
foregrounded and profiled by them. Differential exipnce and differential profiling, then, result in
differential categorization both at the level ofetlelassification of things by specificity vs.
genericness and at that of different things oveitagpeach other.

In previous sections the question of what is belwariability has been answered. But what
factors determine differential categorization ire texamined region? Even though a broader
discussion of this is certainly beyond the limat of the present paper, examples indicate tleat th
geolinguistic characteristics of the region, spealfy, the meaning modifying effect of language
contact, need to be taken into accountgeafuskahaluskaandlaska/laskatészt&or more on their
origin, see Koétyuk 200Menks 1969-1984 Lizanec 1992; for more on the cognitive backgboh
meaning variants of loanwords, see e.g.B2004). In these cases it might be the insufficyenic
the cognitive process, the lack of experience,ifogpu like, the consequence of the process of
“non-acquisition” that causes, at the communityelethe use of more generic categories that
overlap with more than one standard category.tf@ way the linguistic uniteskaandlaskatészta
are used at the community level with the meanirigpasta cut long and thin, then boiled and used
in soup” and “pasta cut wide and boiled”, as wslltlae use of the linguistic urgtluskahaluska
with the meanings “pasta cut wide and boiled” apasta pinched and boiled”.)

Besides categorizations accepted generally bgglbech community, we have also recorded
other similar examples, but those are mostly intiale and in their cases construction depends on
what characteristic of a thing a speaker consitierbe important in a given situation. Beyond
individual psycholinguistic reasons as factors lgya role in the cognitively based creation of
categories, another important factor is whethemiog abilities required for categorization are
fully employed or not, for instance, in how and hoften a certain thing is encountered or
experienced. Sociolinguistic factors, i.e. indeparidvariables (indispensable in dialectology as
well) can be of assistance in exploring this. | dustrate this only with a few examples. In Figur
6, the lexemes with differential categorization enduestion 1 are as followgszta“noodles”
(young woman from Hungarymetélttészta“cut noodles” (middle aged and older men); under
guestion 2:vastagmetélt‘wide noodles” (older man from outside Hungargsusza“noodles”
(younger woman from outside Hungargperlevelesstrawberry leaf noodles” (middle aged man
from Hungary);szaggatothaluska“pinched dumplings” (older man from Hungar§glverthaluska
“beaten dumplings” (older man from Hungarggrakotttészta‘layered noodles” (younger woman
from outside Hungary). The basis for the quantiatvaluation of the incidentally occurring data
was taken to be frequency below 10%. In the ansteetpasta cut long and thin, then boiled and
used in soup” more than twice as many individuagyliistic expressions were provided by young
people (22.07%) than by the elderly (14.87%), dnubat four times as many than by the middle
aged (6.11%). A similar tendency appears, althaumghas strongly, in the case of “pasta cut wide
and boiled”: again, young people provided 19.7%haf tokens, the middle aged 9.76%, and the
elderly 16.38%. Level of education as an independanable produced similar correlations. In the
case of two meanings the university educated sthjmovided the highest proportion of special
linguistic expressions marked by individual catézmiion, with the exeption being the data



referring to “pinched and boiled pasta”, where ensity educated subjects provided the general
linguistic units. Of the independent variables usedhe analysis, gender provides a clearcut
correlation: in all three of the examined casesn mpwvided more situationally influenced data.
Even though the presented percentages suggest Itz of experience and knowledge of the pasta
making process is associated with the independantbles of gender and age in providing
differentially categorized answers, more detailesearch would be necessary for a stronger claim
on this issue.

In the remaining part of this section | will, ie@rdance with my own research questions,
examine briefly whether there are geographicalsibvis within the region under examination as far
as the designations are concerned, and, also, ameth the basis of the frequency data, the
national border can be said to influence languageftom a cognitive perspective as well. In the
parts of the region that fall outside Hungary, tbken cérnametélt'string pasta” did not occur
(except in Beregszész/Berehove, Ukraine), datska “noodles” andlaskatésztd'pasta noodles”
being the most widely used, with a result of ovél%6 at every research site, and with

Beregsom/Som, Ukraine (95%), and Kispeledkelisor, Romania, standing out especially. As far
as the research sites inside Hungary are concemmedost of them (Beregsurany, Csengersima,
and Batorliget) the use @érnametélt'string pasta” is more frequent, about twice axjfrent as
that of laska and laskatésztaTheir use is approximately equal in Tiszabecs Bodsaly: in the
former, which lies close to the Ukrainian bordémwit use is at 38.64% and 40%, respectively,
while it is 26.67% for each in the latter, closeth® Romanian border. Barabas constitutes an
exception: even though it is in Hungary, the ocenice oflaskaandlaskatésztas higher than that
of cérnametélt(47.05% and 35.29%, respectively), which is likelye to a contact effect of
Ukrainian on the cognitive process as well.

As | have already pointed out above, standardyoaiteation was met in the data the least for
“pasta cut wide and boiled’stélesmetéltwide noodles” was given in 2.21% of the cases) a
only at research sites within Hungary, specificaily Beregsurany and Tarpa. Besides
galuskdhaluska the itemdaskaandlaskatésztavere also used at almost all of the sites — with t

exception of Nagyar, Hungary, as well as Kispel#&ksor and Szamosdara/Dara, Romania. The

rate of occurrence of the former varies: it is legthalong the Ukrainian—Hungarian border (and

especially high in places on the Ukrainian sidé,ah Beregszasz/Berehove and Botragy/Batragy),

which is the result of language contact. Besidesetkceptions mentioned, at all research sites, the
frequency of the rate of occurrencegafluskahaluskais several times higher in most places than

that oflaskaandlaskatészta

The designation for “pinched and boiled pasta” wamsarily galuskahaluska‘dumplings”,
while nokedlinokelli “dumplings” and, even more rarelyzaggatottészta“‘pinched pasta” (which
stresses the cognitive domains of action and nadXenvere secondary. Even though
galuskahaluskaoccurred everywhere except in two sites in Hungliagyar and Rozsaly) and one
in Romaniai (Szamosdara/Dara), in most cases teeofabccurrence afiokedlinokelliwas several
times higher than that of the standard form.

As | have stressed above, it is important to kieemind that the conclusions that can be
drawn from these data are valid at the level ofc®munity. In order to get a more precise picture
of tendencies of differential categorization, theults need to be looked at in more detail reggrdin
how the designations given to the three meaningsraerconnected in the answers of individual
subjects. In terms of the examined lexemes, faam=, if “pasta cut long and thin, then boiled and
used in soup” is callethska andlaskatésztathen, is there a different designation that isdufor
“pasta cut wide and boiled” or is the same used@&, Amilarly, if “pasta cut wide and boiled” is
calledgaluska then, is the name for “pasta pinched and boitad’same, or is nokedliin exactly
this case, or is yet another linguistic unit us@tiese results as well as a comparison of findings
presented in this paper would provide further insigto the investigation of the applicability of a
cognitive approach in dialectal lexicology.

6. Conclusion



The present paper provides a first attempt, orotieehand, to show the viability of a new
approach to a somewhat difficult set of issues, amdthe other, to enumerate the possible gains
from such an interrelationship of disciplines. ®inthe approach presented here has few
antecedents, it is not without questions that stijuire answers in regard to both its details and
terminological issues — these will need to be dedh elsewhere. Despite the fact that integrative
tendencies are growing stronger in linguisticssunnstances that make them difficult should not be
ignored either. They include the highly differetdich nature of linguistics, the fact that differesice
of perspective are in some cases incompatible,tli@dexpectation of complex competencies as
well, since integration requires a high level ahfkarity with the disciplines to be integrated eve
if they are relatively far from each other.

Beyond the common tasks of the two disciplinesl{sas the emphasis on the usage side of
language and the objective analysis of actual laggwse), the basis of the necessary intersection
of cognitive linguistics and sociolinguistics isettpossibility of mutual renewal of the two.
Accordingly, cognitive linguistics needs to adopimarily empirical methods and to emphasize
sociocultural aspects, involving independent vdeisbas well as to broaden the examination of
variability to include language varieties in ordersituate several of its basic principles in aewvid
context of interconnectedness and to be thus aftirfinom the other discipline. In exchange, its
rich, bottom-up theoretical framework can contréoub a better understanding of variation
phenomena.

The issue of assigning several designations tedhge notion has interested dialectologists
for a long time, at least since the “Worter und I&s approach, and since the beginning of
geolinguistic thinking. The new perspective canuon the reasons lying behind variability and
provide new impetus for dialectology through theefrounding of semantics. Being well-
supported by data (cf. atlases and dictionarieg)ravides primarily language use data for such
research, and, through the use of the notions ghitige linguistics (such as conceptualization,
categorization, profiling, the continuum-principland the dialectological interpretation of the
theory of meaning, it can demonstrate the applitpbof the cognitive framework in other
disciplines. The theoretical framework of the atiga perspective can provide dialectology with
new aspects to consider. Some of the variantsetteas erroneous data under the “traditional”
approach can be reinterpreted within a cognitiwnt. The already mentioned conclusion that
guestions need to include all the profiled charésties of the cognitive domain that provide the
semantic structure of the expected lexeme dravestaih to the necessity to word questions with
precision and in such a way that they induce thsirelé data, and also, possibly, further
differentiate it semantically. By connecting theustured analysis of the system of notion
designations with the cognitive perspective anddageographical investigations, it might become
possible to present the differential linguisticusturing of reality following at the same time both
the cognitive and geographical, a basically “cdgaitnap’-like structure.

It is plausible to expect that, beyond the nanfgsastas, other elements of the given corpus
of data: for instance, lexemes referring to kitchigmsils such aserpeny “saucepan”labas“pot”
/bogracs“pot that can be hung'lét “kettle”, and seats such g@&d “bench” A6ca “small bench”
/zsamoly‘footstool” — can also be analyzed. Future exammma should be broadened (i) in such a
way as to be able to investigate what cohort grdbgsage, gender, and level of education) are
more likely to use geographically bound linguigtipressions that cover differential categorization;
(i) to include the individual level, in order teeginformation on differences between idiolects in
this sense as well; and (iii) to include the inieiettal level. In addition to these it would alse
important to consider following the discussed issaéong in time as well in the form of an
investigation of language change or that of a diawic analysis.
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