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One Grammar, Three Lexicons:
Ideological Overtones and Underpinnings in the Balkan Sprackbund

Victor A. Friedman
University of Chicago

0. Introduction

The titde of this paper refers 10 a statement made by the Slovene linguist and
Imperial Austrian censor J. Kopitar (1829:86) that is widely considered w0 be the
ﬁntfamulmonmhnnglodlecmcep(ofdleBalkanSpmchbund Hewmdm
Albanian, Bulgarian, and !a the impression that: “..mwr eine
Spraclfom herrschs, aber mit dreierlei prachma:em " Itis mmung to note

Mhemlygtveoneexmplenllusmns encralization, namely the existence
gfazllgle o definite article, as in oilowmg illustration (after Kopitar

(1) Albanian: njeri - njeriu
Balkan Slavic: Covek - Covekoft]
Balkan Romance: om - omlu~omul

person - the person

‘l‘hissamephenomenonhasbeenxdennﬁedby 1982) as possibly an original

i Katcouldbedueloamlkm
garian nationalist linguists use the isogloss for
dndaﬁnmuuclcwnthhwcmdeﬁncdmmmul claims (e.g. Miladenov
1929).2 The boundary is seen in isogloss 2 on map 1.}

1Ryl > nene- v ligheacmis reflex
20 aenthwent Hnit of postpesed
detinine asticle

Map 1
Morcover, :hegostposed definite article is one of the “classic” Balkanisms that is

not found in Greek, which is normally counted as a member of the Balkan
Sprachbund, although the Greek linguists Andriotis and Kourmoulis (1968:30)
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concluded in their plenary paper at the first intemational Balkan Congress in 1966

that: “...I'unité linguistique de nos peuples est une fiction qui n’est perceptible que

de trés loin; ... les similitudes sont ... tows 4 fait inorganiques et superficielles...” *

In the course of this paper I shall discuss how the linguistic ideologies of external

clites, intemal elites, and non-clite speakers with regard to the languages

wmmmumemmmm' of language contact in historical
nt.

In discussing ideology, I Silverstein’s (1979:193) definition “that
ideologies about language, or linguistic ideologies, are any sets of beliefs about
language articulated by the users as a rationalization or justification for perceived
language structure and usc.” By emphasizing use, Silverstein's definition can be
combined fruitfully with Friedrich’s (1989:301, 309) distinction of “threc most
valuable meanings of ideology™: 1) notional, i.c. notions or ideas that members of
amtyhoﬂabmuadeﬁn&m(e.g..m—elheevﬂmﬁouoﬁgivenhnmp
as ‘useful’, ‘beautiful’, ‘prestigious’, eic.), 2) pragmatic, i.c. a system for
promoting, perpetuating or changing a social and cultural order (¢.g., native elites

ing to establish a standard language as a ol and symbol of a nation state), and
3) critical (heaceforth hegemonic), i.c. a tissue of rationalizations and false beliefs
used to mask political domination (“underlying political economic realities” in
Friedrich’s formulation, e.g., the clites of one group seeking t0 delegitimize the
hn;ua’eofamherpoupbychiningithasnommrornovocablnnyoﬁn
own). Mdneetypuoﬂdeologymnotnecmnﬂymumallymluﬁveinmy
2.‘.’..?".11 um:ymu;mm :énmmmbyu wun:m
ly con , the appropriate one user wishing ©
achieve a desired effect.® ¢ ¢

From a linguistic point of view, Kopitar's formulation can be viewed as an
carly recognition that grammatical structures as well as lexical items can be
borrowed. From an i ical point of view, however, the statement creates a
&wehwhic&dedhnhnmesmwﬂw:vdofu:mMn;odmm

onging to ic linguistic paradigm was just beginning to dominaie
Emopeandwoulfoo?ﬁmcmdosofuﬂumofdneenm. In a sense, this
"omam"mhmdwaiennﬁzingodwnnssplojemd'mwﬂwmﬁm
inwhichmstofdedhnswusbemdmdonnmchofwhichlnpeﬁdAusuia-
Hungar('(mdodmﬁmal’owas)haddesigns.
et at the same time that Empires were maneuvering 10 extend or maintain
their hegemony ovedrn?rle Bthlk:gus. peopl:mllnlnng on the i itself were
attempting to create own hegemonies, anguage ideology was an important
aspect in all these machinations. For the rest of my preseatation, I would like 0
consider some of the most important of these ideologies and their implications for
language development, contact, and shift.

I have adduced nine ideological equations, summarized in Table One,
characterizing a number of historical developments in the Balkans. These equations
mbynomeansexhaustive.butmeycapweanumberofmemostsi'ﬂiﬁcam
cvents in the Balkan linguistic landscape. Because a complete coverage of the entire
Balkans is not feasible in a single presentation, I will concentrate primarily on
Slavic and Albanian, which provide many instructive contrasts. I shall pay
particular attention to the Republic of Macedonia, which is in any case the most
eomplexamofmeregionmdservesakindofmicmcomofmlkmhnguisﬁc
processes (cf. Hamp 1989). The first seven equations are the propertics of
(sometimes conflicting) clites who manipulated them towards varying ends. The
cighth is shared by eclites and non-cliies in the Balkans, although in some cases
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elites found themselves su'ugglin%cagainst non-clite versions of these equations.
The last equation is strictly a folk belief, albeit one that is modified by the realities
of the sociolinguistic hicrarchy (see Table 2).

1.7 unity = strength & diversity = weakness
. unity = subordination & diversity = freedom
3. nation = language = territory = state

. contact = impure = bad = illegitimate
colloquial/new = good = modern/pure
old = good = pure
autochthony = legitimacy

religion = ethnicity = language
languages = wealth

Table One

l. unity = strength & diversity = weakness

This first equation was extremely important in the development of Albanian national
Iinguisﬁcnology. which can be counted as a success, and various unifying South
Slavic linguistic ideologies, which have been ultimate failures (see Skendi 1967,
Naylor 1980, Banac 1984, R. Greenberg 1996).

From a strictly linguistic point of view, Albanian is divided into two v
divergent dialects, Geg to the north of the river Shkumbi, and Tosk to the south.
From the defeat of the Otoman Empire by Russia in 1878 until afier World War
Two, the creation and maintenance of an Albanian state was subject t0 numerous
challenges and attempts at reduction of territory or elimination vi ition among
ncighbors.” Morcover, like the Southem West South Slavs, Albanians were
divided according to religion (Islam, Orthodox Christianity, and Catholicism).'®
An i ofhngmnicunitywuthuspaceivedumudﬂinmep\gnuitqf
uﬁmﬂmwpilyandidenﬁlygﬁnma:lee_ Duﬂngﬂnmnﬁapawd.ﬂx

ity was encouraged through selective diversity, i.c. rather gislating a sin

meﬁudbwedfwﬂehbunﬁonofbomﬁegmd%skhsdw,
as well as two different Latin based ies, with a view 0 evenwal
compromise and unification (cf. Sula 1905; for further detils, sec Byron 1976,
Fricdman 1986).'" After World War Two, a Tosk bascd standard was established
in Albania, while a Geg based norm continued in SFR Yugoslavia (in Kosovo,
Macedonia, and Moatencgro). In 1968, however, Albanians in SFR Y i
adopted the Tosk based standard of Albania for the sake of a sense of national
unity. Since the so-called fall of communism, there has been a move among some
Geg speakers in Albania (especiall Shkodér, a cultural center in the northeast with
adistinct wradition) o reestablish the type of Geg/Tosk diglossia that was in effect
before the World War Two, the argument being that a monist literary language
reflects the toulitarian political system of the communist state under which it was
esublished (cf. Pipa 1989).'” “This movement, however, has not reccived the
support of the Geg speakers of FR Yugoslavia and the Republic of Macedonia,
whueithpacdveduadmatwaspw'mupn_d unity.

In the case of the South Slavs, territorial and linguistic diversity is much

than that of the Albanians. South Slavic occupies a territory that stretches

castern ltaly and southern Austria, Hungary, and Romania across the Balkan
peninsula into Turkey and Greece.'*  Although the entire territory can be described
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as a single continuum (sec Ivi¢ 1991 for details), both historical developments and
inguistic facts make it convenient to distinguish East South Slavic (Macedonian and
Bulgarian) from West South Slavic (Slovenian and former Serbo-Croatian). Within
WeuSonmSlavic.menomundialecudmmspokenmughlyondwtaﬁuyof
Slovenia and in adj gamofluly. Austria, and Hungary can be distinguished
fo the Giaiocs of Croatia, Bosna s Femsgovins. ot PR 3 Slavic
or u via, i.c.
former Sexbo-Croatian.'*

At the beginning of the nincicenth century, virtually all of South Slavic
ﬁnguisncmmwudividedbetwmtwoeqﬁm:dn&nmnﬂmy)mdu
Hapsburg (Austria).'"® Since that time, the political history of the region has been

e i ?rfehicle : (“ﬁ?w) ld::gy '™y mmmum'
among ings, as a state-forming i in its i
sense).' During the early part of the nincteenth century, such pan-South Slavic
ideologies as yﬁmism—usenﬁnﬂya&mﬁanmmonﬂlpsm
termitory— espoused the creation of a single South Slavic literary language and
nation state. At the same time, the Serb Vuk Stefanovié Karad2ié was collecting
and publishing South Slavic folklore from Ottoman territory that would have an
enormous impact on the literature of the Southern West South Slavs. He was also
advocating a major linguistic reform that would replace the macaronic Slaveno-
Sabimdmsuvedudwwhklcofwﬁmexmﬁonfa%wiﬂuodbqﬁdly
based literary language. Slovenes and Croats were atempting to resist the
mmlmmesmofAusuimandHunpﬁnns.whikSabsmm
tofotmanslme(orst;:c)indepwdemof;dnmrkey. Althou, ::nSlovm
espoused lllyrianism, the majority opted for a separate its roots in
a brief flowering during the Reformation (see Stankiewicz 1980). In 1850, a group
ofScrbianandOudminwﬂecmalssigmdahidmifmknownudu[Bdh]
Knjizevni dogovor ‘[Vienna] Literary Agreement’, which called for the
development of a common li language based on Vuk's castern Hercegovinian

y and grammar in

for both sides was brought about by political necessity. Croatian was 100
ted dialectically, ¢.g., the cultural center, Zagreb, was in the middle of the
thvhnuu.mmhofﬂwnwdievﬂ-mﬁsamﬁuﬁmﬁuuyndiﬁmwuin
Cakavian, and Stokavian speakers constimuted the numerical majority. Vuk's
Mmusdﬂmminﬁomenmlwdmmmwhemhww
ially adopted until 1868. The Vienna t was reaffirmed in Novi Sad in
1954, but repudiated by Croatian intellectuals in 1967 (see below). Both the Serbo-
Croatian/Croato-Serbian li hnguugzandtheYugoshvm in which it served
as the lingua communis (cf. Naylor 1992) instantiated an ideology that valorized

unity for the Southern West South Slavs.'®

In the case of East South Slavic, Macedonians and Bulgarians struggled for
a common literary language in opposition to the hellenizing policies of the Greek
OlﬂwdoxChmhanddlenascmt-'Gmkmﬁommehwdshmeuﬂy
nineteenth century. The beginnings of a schism within East South Slavic were
alrcady evident by the mid-nineteenth century, however, when Bulgarian
intellectuals insisted that their emerging eastern based standard be adopted without
compromise, while Macedonian intellectuals envisioned a unified Macedo-
Bulgarian language based in whole or part on Macedonian dialects (see Friedman
1975, 1985). Bulgarian denunciations of Macedonian separatists in the popular
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press of the mid-nineteenth century make it abundantly clear that the ideology of
unity was already being chalienged during that period (see Lunt 1984).

2. unity = subordination & diversity = freedom )
Hucweseedmdlesumlinguisﬁcideologycant;cmkcpaspmgmmcor
he ic, dependin on how speakers are positioned in relation to it. From the
pommv‘i:ew of Tosts. Serbs, and Bulgarians, the unified literary languages in
which their dialects played the major role were a source of swrength. To Geg,
Croatian, and scparatists, however, such strength was perceived as
domination masquerading as unity. It is important 10 note immediately that while
the rhetoric of separatism among the three latter mentioned groups bear superficial
rescmblances, there are fundamental differences among them. )

In the case of Gegs and Tosks, the sense of a common Albanian ethno-
national identity has been successfully constructed (pace Moynihan 1993:3), so that

. linguistic swruggles are not so much over separating from Albanian identity but

over relative equality of representation or relative degree of hegemony over

that identity. ' _
Whereas the identities Geg and Tosk corres, to geographic and
linguistic differentiation, however, the terms Serb Croat do not.  While
Kajkavian and Cakavian speakers will normally heCro_aﬁanzb Stokavian speakers
can be Serb, Croat, Monicacgrin, or Muslim (Bosniac).” Morcover, in an
cthaically mixed village or region, all the inhabitants will speak the same dialect,
i.c. cthnically based dialects do not really exist (sec R. Greenberg 1995). In
a is Catholic, a Serb is Orthodox Christian, a Montenegrin is
mmmuﬂm%%wismemymmy
defined nationality case see w).
diﬁuudadngﬁmﬁm‘:yomSabim(mdnowmoBosnhnmd.em
Montenegrin, see §3) must be constructed on different bases.  Symptomatic of
(Stevanovié et al. 1967-76, Jonke et al. 1967) that began as a joint project of the
respective Serbian and Croatian cultural literary societies (matice) but ended
sbruptly with the publication of the first two volumes in 1967 and the subsequent
the joint project as Serbian hegemonization and withdrew from it, while the Serbs
went on to complese their version. Aﬁngleexampkmﬂsavepﬂlumdn
bases of the quarrel. While the cthnonym Srb ‘Serb’ has two entries — singular

Thus, the insistence upon

s only one, s e plal Hrva, and caly the snguis i

‘Croat’ occurs only once, at rvati, sin, rvat
i bt o omon o S e i Db
this difference as s i i i were

many quarrels over the exclusion of lexical items felt to be Croatian.”? ‘
Macedonian rejection of Bulgarian domination, hinted at in §1 above, is
similar t0 the Croatian insistence on cthnic and linguistic differentiation from
Serbian, but with two important differences. First, the overwhelming majority of
Mustin, oen with & scparate 1aity). Socond, Lierary Macngonian i based on &
i ith a identity). , Li is ona
mﬂmmwmawm—u#;yw—mm«m
castemn basc of Literary Bulgarian at cvery grammatical level (sce Vaillant
1938), whercas despitc more recent differential developments, the literary
languages of Croats and Serbs share the same Eastern Hercegovinian dialectal
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heritage, albeit one that was subsequently elaborated in quite different ways, and
onc whose centers have now shifted for all parties concerned.®

3. nation = language = territory = state
This ideological equation is the justification for Bulgarian claims that Macedonian is
a Bulgarian dialect (isogloss 2, Map 1), for Serbian claims that it is a Serbian dialect
(isogloss 1, Map 1), and for Greek claims that it does not exist at all, or else tha
108 This equaion & s e M e for he o pmnfms' s
- uation is also i or current iferation and
claboration of le?;cally diﬁmnﬁqmn. Croatian, and Bosnian standards (cf.
Isakovié 1992 Klai¢ et al. 1944/1992), as well as demands for a sepanaie
Montencgrin language (Nik&evié 1993a, 1993b), SandZaklian language,
Dalmatian, Istrian, Sop, Pomakci, etc. The logic begins with the assumption of the
existence of an catity (whether essentialized or construcied) called a nation, which
uphuaquudmgodmdyngsbyadisdnct and which must coincide
with a distinct territory, on which it must construct a distinct state. It follows that
aﬂdnedqbcts.ofmehngumeofamdonbelongononetaﬁuymmusinm
state. l(_hkgwnefoﬂowsﬂmtheexistenceof!wonaliomimpliutwohn
two territories, and two states. Moreover, this ideological equation is transitive.

. One of the most problematic realitics "erased” by this equation (cf. Gal and
Irvine 1995) is the fact that territories arc rarely monolingual. The result is
overlapping claims and sometimes war. The second Balkan War of 1913 was
fouﬁt over such territorial claims, which were bolstered, among other things, by

g linguistic claims (cf. Map 1, also see Fricdman 1996a). Yugoslav
WlpofSucoemonhavedsomadeuseofdniseqmdnninideo{)‘icd

justifications.

or hegemonic purposes, this same equation can also be negated, e.g. if
Mwedonqn is not a “veal” language (but, ¢.g., an “idiom’, cf. Andriotes 19‘57).
then there is no Macedonian nation and therefore no legiti claims o territory or
statchood (cf. §4 below). This logic was especially evident in writing about
Macedonia prior to the end of World nr()nemdwufmofﬂnjusﬁﬁamfu
territorial partitions such as the Treaty of Bucharest (1913; cf. Lunt 1984).

4. contact = impure = bad = illegitimate

This equation has a varicty of manifestations, some of which are related
t0 §3. Thus, for example, if a language is portrayed as not having a distinct lexicon
owing to being hopelessly mixed as the result of prolonged contact and
subadxnm.dwnumbeuuwdunabeinga‘&ul"lmmmdmu
unwo;}hynd;gchnmaisﬁcohmﬁon,-whichinmmhunoﬁghtwwﬁmaa
state.™ The nineteenth-century notion that Albanian consisted almost entirely of
loanwards with no native i pport denials of the
lcgmnn‘ﬂigt: claims no.lAlbanian nm:‘enhood mg ls(t’at.‘nehootl (cf. Meyer 1891:ix).

) 30 supports the view o words as pollution, especiall
ﬁdmuwuﬂl?:lggomacmqm.e. . dw'l‘mtsinllncueofthemlhnz
Hence, throughout the Balkans there have been comscious policies aimed a
climinating Turkish loanwords (but cf. §5 below). In a review of a Greek puristic
work, Kazazis (1977:302-303) paraphrases the attitude most eloquently:

“... depending on their origin, loanwords differ as to the degree to
which they defile a language. Thus, the Romans, the l?:nks

- Serbian and Auttirk’s of Turkish. In Greek it was the ideology behind the
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(‘(mediacval) West Europeans’), the Venetians, all left their
linguistic (read: lexical) imprint on Greek. Those were, however,
civilized nations, so that their loanwords into Greek are not much of
a disgrace and do not wound the ‘linguistic dignity' of the Greeks as
Turkish loanwords do (6ff. and im). The latter are a shameful
reminder of the centuries-long abject subjugation of the Greek nation
to a culturally undistinguished people, the Turks.”

The same logic can also work in the opposite direction in studies atempting to
demonstrate that a subordinate language has borrowed all of its vocabulary the
language of a group seeking to exert political and temitorial dominance (e.g.
Lazarou’s 1986:259 claim that Aromanian is a type of Romanized Greek).

This i is evident in the rejection of nincteenth century attempts o
hseUmyBulgmnonMacedaﬁandnlectsormmascpaanmdaﬁm
literary language.® Thus, for example the Macedonian based language used in a
nineteenth-century textbook by Kuzman Sapkarev was denounced in an
anonymous letter to the November 30, 1870 issue of the Constantinople periodical
Pravo as “.. Ohrid dialect that stinks of Albanianisms and Hellenisms.”
A y the writer of the anonymous letter was the owner of the bookstore in
Veles which had to take back the Bulgarian textbooks retumed by the citizens of
Resen (Koneski 1967:223-31).%

Denials of the existence of a Balkan Sprachbund, or rejection of

ip in such an entity (cf. Andriotis and Kourmoulis 1968, cited above, as
well as note 4) can also have such ideological motivation. If loanwords are seen as
“defiling” a language, then other types of borrowings such as the structural
borrowings that are chamacieristic of a Sprachbund, (sometimes called “intimase
borrowings”) are even worse. The delegitimizing effect of language contact can
also affect historical analyses of specific phenomena. Thus, for example, atempts
10 demoanstrate that grammaticalized expressions of status (also called evidensiality,
of. Friecdman 1994) in Albanian and Balkan Slavic, which are sometimes adduced
as examples of structural borrowings from Turkish, are in fact the result of native
developmen respective lan (cf. KazandZiev 1943:210-11,
Deminaj 1971, Yili 1989) can sometimes this type of underlying ideological
motivation.”’
§. colloquial/new = good = modern/pure
This is the type of linguistic purism that was at the basis of both Vuk’s reform o

LN

colloquial-based demotic (Dhimotiki) in its opposition to the archaizing puristic
(Katharevousa). Such ideologics often take on explicit political identities. Thus,
for example, in Greece, the demotic has been associated with the political left while
the puristic has been associated with the political right, extreme neologism in
Turkey is associated with secularism, while in many countries, ¢.g. Nazi 'y
Min&mdmg::ppﬂm.ithubeenumilwdwidlﬁgm-wingmdomﬁm(c.
Friedman 1986). ) ) ) )
This ideology has interacted in a complex manner with §4 in Macedonian
linguistic debates and -usages conceming Turkisms. During the carly years of
coﬂaﬁon(cilulm ), there was a curent of thought among some
Macedonian inteliectuals that maintained that Turkisms should be encouraged and
preserved because they were characteristic of folk speech and also emphasized
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Macedonian’s differentiation from the other Slavic languages. The predominant
current, however, continued the nineteenth century tradition of ing Slavic
or "intemational” (i.c., Western) replacements for Turkisms. The was that
Turkisms were stylistically lowered 10 uial registers, ironic, rural, dialectal,
:r;hldlwaig‘:sue.ew.(ml(:gzjsolfﬂz). i llnsama::\ohm:;dmllw
cighties, a linguistic effect of political pluralism in -'89 uphcavals
was the rise of Turkisms in serious public discourse. 'lhepmlii::ionof urkisms
mmcptmandodumediu:dinemminwhichthemmmexpecwdmbe
secn as an atiempt 10 “democratize” Literary Macedonian via uialization. The
chofmhluldencywould.hedmsinceﬂwlimy of the 1944-90
pamdmngledmesclanmﬁminfamlemmwhnkdwymﬁnmdew
mqoﬂoqmalspeech.mdsincemelmwpaiodwchm:edbyaom-m
political system, the eschewing of Turkisms is a characteristic of monism. Thus the
te tendency, i.c. the use of Turkisms in formal contexts, becomes a marker
‘democracy” (see Friedman 1996b).*
Croaan neoiogzing puism has bocn o ot bt sy St
purism a major force in to differentiase
Croatian from the rest of Southern West South Slavic. While there has been &
certain amount of lexical resurrection (see §6 below), a significant amount of the
current lexical change in Croatian (a kind of “linguistic cleansing”), has invoived
meaumnofneolopm.mdmwim&hepedim Thus, for example,
 the v strong, firm' the form oporba (using the old Slavic abstract
nominalizing -ba) has been created 1o mean ‘opposition’. The new formation
uclumduammecwdmhﬁsm.winhaitnaneobﬁm Such phony
archaisms are popularly know in Croatian as Tudmanice Tudjmanisms' (afeer
Frmpl\nd]mn.lheluda'ofmemlingomﬁmmﬁomliupoﬁualpmymd.u
of this writing, still head of the Croatian state), which is a play on fudice
‘forcignisms’ (<tud ‘foreign’). Such ncologisms in Croatian are sometimes
parodied, one of the best known examples being the. expression okolotrbuln
blatedrza¢ ‘circumventral trouserholder’ for ‘belt’, since the Turkism kai is now
associated with Bosnian while the Slavic pojas is associated with Serbian. (In point
of fact, Croatian uscs the Germanism girtl or the Slavic remen 'sap).®

6. old = = pure

This is the ideology that resulted in Greek diglossia by means of the creation of the
atticized demotic gown as Katharevousa (cf. §5 above). Similar ideologies were
deployed in w0 introduce Church Slavonic during the formative stages of

atempts

dwmdanSaﬁmandBulwimmnduds,hutheneedsforpopuhrsuppmfa
the nascent political movements combined with i of the “untainted” or
“natural” peasant as the pure expression of the "nation” militaed against such
:fchnﬂng(d‘.ﬁiedmnlmit In Greece, however, the of the construct

antiquity as legitimizing nation statc was i y stronger, and
moreover had overt su from the Western Great Powers (cf. Herzfeld 1982,
1987). This same i is nsible for the adoption of Sanskrit words -- on
occasion without phonological
for Latin borrowings in Romanian (cf. Friedman 1986).

Within Southern West South Slavic, Croatian looks to the renaissance
literary tradition of Dubrovnik and other Dalmatian centers as sources of lexical
replacements. As indicated above in §5, this ideology sometimes takes the form of
pseudo-archaisms. In the case of- Croatian, the perceived need to eswablish

ljustment -- in Romani language publications and .

1 ]

‘the past century, the territory has been lingui
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differences from the rest of Southern West South Slavic has led to the coexistence
of ideologics §5 and §6, in contradistinction 10 Greece, where the two ideologies
came into conflict and led to diglossia. In the case of Croatia, diglossia is also a
poseatial outcome, if the combination of archaism and neologism is not successfully
gated and accepted, resultin inasm\betweenthepmchmnﬁauof
planners and actual usage. homun guxeplmm have concentrated
on resurrecting the Ottoman (Arabo-Persian-Turkish) vocabulary of the period
when Bosnia was of the Ouoman Empire, since it was during these centurics
the Southern West South Slavs who now identify as Bosniacs
adopted Islam and established a separate identity (cf. §8 below). This strategy
thereby makes a virtue out of lexical contact, while explicitly eschewing, however,
structural borrowing (cf. note 27).

A related strategy in language planning is the use of already established
related languages for vocabulary enrichment, ¢.g. Russian for Buigarian, French or
ltalian for ian, Hindi for Romani (cf. Friedman 1986). Here the logic is that
dnmﬂhhedﬁuuyhn%iss)omhowpum.mdinmymamesuinue
. ve).

7. autochthony = legitimacy
This is a key issue in Albanian historical linguistics, where there is a genuine

ion of the relationship of Albanian to lllyrian on the one hand and Thracian on
other (see Fine 1983:10-11, 1994)."' According to the logic of this
ical equation, which is o §6 in that it also valorizes putative

i , & given ethnic p has a greater right to the territory on which it is
mmhnmpis&\dedMMo carlier inhabitants. This logic is
also an important motivation in Greek claims to Macedonia (and at times 10 the
entire territory of the former Byzantine Empire). In a sense, this is a kind of racist
gencticism, in that it assumes that linguistic descendants are coterminal with
physical descendants, despitc the fact that it is well established that languages, like
uhmxm.mmmaﬂyinhaiudndmvempopuhﬁmnindiﬂqcm
ways.

lndwinmnoeofAlbmim.dwdebuwovu‘mncim.vmus Dlyrian
pweuancehuiubuisinsaiunevidem,mdinmy’gmmﬂeumﬁvdmp
claiming descent from cither of these two languages.” However, the logic of
y based contestation would argue that if Albanian is of Thracian origin
then the Albanians arrived in northern Albania at around the same time as the Slavs
and in southern Albania afier the Greeks, and that therefore their current claims w©
sovercignty are somchow less legitimate, whereas if they are descended of the
Hlyrians then their claims are somehow more legitimate. . .
In the case of Greek linguistic claims to Ancient Macedonian, the evidence
is inadequate (sec Dicvki 1997),* but in any case the motivations for the debate are
y hegemonic. The argument is that if the Ancient Macedonians spoke
meyﬁmkchhmndwmﬂm(nndwum)ofwm
legitimate. Such arguments were accepted by the Great Powers at the beginning of
this century, and as a result territorics where the majority of the population had been
Slavic-speaking for well over a thousand years were nonetheless assigned to the
Greek state, which at the time was less than a century old. During the course of
. 9g4hgglemzcd 0 a large extent,
often by force (see Human rights Watch/Helsinki 1994). The current debate seen
in the press over Greek claims to the exclusive use of the name Macedonia have
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that has accepted Greek p anda and drawn from this the conclusion that si
only the descendants ofmti’;g ient Macedonians i sders

fucled by the equation of autochthony with legitimacy. In Turkey, the Hittites are
sometimes presented in this same manner. The naming of the Illyrian movement ia
Croatia, mentioned above, involved a similar equation of modem lan with
cthnoayms of classical antiquity.’* This type of ideology also relates 1o §4 insofa
as borrowings are noa-autochthonous.

8. religion = ethnicity = language
Ofmdw@eolqgieswehavecmsiduedsofu.thisisdwﬁmmbeshnwbyeﬁm
and noa-clites, i.e. it is not exclusively a upon
education and for i tation.”” Rather it is a y i

between religion, language, and self-ascribed identity is
paper, and 30 we will touch on only a few manifestations here.
] As indicated above, the ethnic division within Southern West South Slavic
13 essentially religious (Serb = Orthodox Christian, Croat = Catholic, Bosniac =
Mushm).andumonduebnsesthudwﬂmﬂuuyhngummbeingbdaﬂy
claborated. Mmunmbaofoﬂ:aShvic-spelﬁngMudimidcnﬂﬁa(Gmn.
Pomak, Torbes, SandZakli, eic.), but these need not concern us here.

. It was also indicated above that Albanian shares with Southemn West South
Slavic the wipartite religious division without, however, having developed
corresponding ethnic division. It is interesting w0 note, however, that in

» where Southern West South Slavic speakers are associated with the
xc!mgchwhﬂennnyAlbanimspukmwaeRommCmolic.
dueygsmammbetmnmﬁgionmdhnmmhthnmmn
Catholicism (known there as arbanadka vjera 'Albanian faith") became Albanian
speakers, while converts to Orthodoxy ended ing a in vari
Souther West South Slavic.* y P spealdng ey of

. There were also Muslim speakers of Albanian and Southern West South
Slavic in Montenegro as well as elsewhere in the Balkans. According to the millet
system, all Muslims were Turks, the meaning of Turk being ‘adherent of the stase
reli 'aMnotu;slmka of Turkish'.*" Since the Orthodox Christian i
T was con by the Greek patriarchate, Orthodox Christian citizens of the
Ouoman Empire were Greeks by this same definition. The millet system led to the
creation of an independent Bulgarian church (the Exarchate) in' 1870, and an
Amnnnnn(th)chuxcbml?OS. During this period, a term such as Bulgarian
could mean, among other things, ‘speaker of Bulgarian’ or ‘adherent of the

Exarchate’
majority of Albanians in former Yugoslavia are Muslim, the

Montene
Serbian

Since the
Albuﬁanhnguagehasusobecomassociawdwithlshmondmmzim. As a
result, Orthodox Christian Albanians in Macedonia frequendy assimilate to

language and identity, while in Kosovo, Catholic Albanians have

|
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sometimes chosen o identify as Croats and emigrate to Croatia.** On the other
hand, Macedonian and Bulgarian speaking Muslims have demanded Turkish or
Albanian schools for their children by this same process, believing that Muslim
religion requires or corresponds to a Muslim-identified language (see Friecdman

1996a).

, the Greek practice of referring to Macedonian and Bulgarian
wm n& m;ks Greek state as slavogehone Greefks. or to Albanian mﬁm ‘;
as r might appear to be a way of combining a recognition o!
linguistic difference with the old millet system of ethnic identification or possibly
even the newer concept of nation-state citizenship (Greek thus meaning ‘Greek
Orthodox Christian’ or, conceivably, ‘Greek citizen’). That this is not actually the
casc, however, and that this policy is aimed at assimilating non-hellenophone
minorities is seen in the fact that, aside from the history of oppressive government

- policies that have never allowed the usc of the languages of non-hellenophone
Christians in any public sphere and have"during some periods, even gone so far as
10 prohibit these languages in private,” Greek govemments never refer o the
Greek-speaking minority of southern Albania as hellenophone Albanians or

Greck-speakers in Turkey (regardless of religion) as hellenophone Turks. The

identity of religion with ethnicity was the basis of an enormous exchange of
ions between Greece and Turkey after World War One and the subsequent
Turkish war (sec Ladas 1932 for a Greek view). As a result, approximately
onc and a half million Orthodox Christians were deported from Turkey 1o Greece
and haif a million Muslims were sent from Greece 10 Turkey. The Orthodox

Christians were called Greeks although linguistically they were often monoglot

Turkish speakers, while the Muslims were called Turks although their native

language could have been ing other than Turkish, e.g. Albanian,

Aromanian, Megleno-Romanian, Macedonian, Bulgarian, or Romani.
These populations were subsequendy linguistically assimilated by the nation-states
in which they found themselves.

9. langua

= wealth .
Ofllldleiglogiuheinxooasidaedhue.dﬁsisd\eonlymedmis strictly
notional in a Balkan context, i.c. it has its origins in local conditions and is reflected
in wraditional sayings.** In its cveryday form, it is a valorization of the type of
muliilingualism that resulted in the Balkan Sprachbund as a linguistic phenomenon.
Thus, for example, in the course of my fieldwork I have frequently encountered the
Macedonian version of this i asasayinf.:njazici se bogaisvo ‘languages arc
wealth’, meaning that the knowledge of many languages is an asset. A Southem
West South Slavic version is the following: Koliko jezici govoni$, twliko ljudi
vr{j]edi¥ ‘The number of languages you speak is the number of people you arc
worth.’’ The point here is that the more languages you know, the more people
you can communicate with and the more s you can be.**

This is not to say, however, that all languages are equally valued. On the
contrary, socio-cultural and/or political prestige determine hierarchies of knowledge
and desirability. Table Two is an atempt 10 map some of these hierarchics during
thecouseq't; is century for the territory that currently constitutes the Republic of
Macedonia.
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schematic linguistic socjalipolitical hierarchies in Macedonia

‘ Jafulaane, margiaal te the hieraedy
’ Table 2

3

Each of the years chosen represents a different in the social
political situation on the territory of the current Republic of Macedonia during
course of this century. In 1900, this territory was part of the Ouoman Empire
divided among the vilayets of Uskilp (Skopje), Manastir (Bitola) and Selinik
(Salonica). In 1930 it was part of the Vardar banovina within the Ki
Yugoslavia. In 1970, it comprised the Socialist Republic of Macedonia i
Socialist Federated Republic of Yugoslavia.*® Although the geopolitical
the territory was the same in 1985, sociopolitical conditions in the S
chmgedximﬁcandy: There had been a major federal constitutional
1974, Tito had died 1n 1980, and in 1981 martial law had been declared
time since the Second World War when the Albanian population
autonomous region of Kosovo within the Republic of Serbia
demonstrations demanding republic status for their region. These
affected the sociolinguistic hicrarchy in the SR Macedonia.
sociolinguistic changes resulting from the independence of the i
Macedonia at the end of 1991 were clearly visible.*'

F«Madmhhlm.Tmﬁshwudwhnguageofdwm.huGluk
had considerable prestige among the Orthodox Christian population of European
Turkey as the language of the Church and of ecclesiastical administration.’? For the
Orthodox Slavic-speaking population, Serbian and Bulgarian were the languages of
neighboring states and autocephalous churches which, moreover, both laid claims
to the language and loyaltics of the majority Slavic population. Although a
mtfahmﬁondamedmhnhngmpuﬂmm(m
Friedman 1975), Macedonian dialects, together with Albanian and Viah, lacked any
sort of organized political prestige. Romani, as the language of the most
marginalized population, remained at the bottom of the social hy, while
Judezmo, like the Jews who spoke it, was outside the Christian/Muslim social
hicrarchy (see Friedman 1995). The lines indicate directions of relative prestige and

i
o8i2g
MSTrE
ﬁggsagzgég Eg

E
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assimilation, based in part on religion (cf. §8). Thus, for example, since the
majority of Roms were Muslim, Albanian and Turkish were the main routes of

v F::;ige and assimilation. Vlahs looked directly to Greek, whereas Macedonians

competition among Serbian, Bulgarian, and Greek. The lower down a
hnlfuagelsond\esocialhiemchy.memelikelynmaspeakcrofdmhn ge
will know the languages above it. Thus, for example, a Rom would w
Albanian and Turkish, while an Albanian would be likely to know Turkish but not
Romani. The division of mulilingualism was not sirictly religious, however.

ing this period Macedonians and Viahs would know Turkish, and if they Lived
inwesmeedoniachmocsmthgwouldknowAlbmhnuwell.bm
Albanians were less likely to know Viah.

In 1930, Serbo-Croatian was the official language of the state that included
the territory of the modern day Republic of Macedonia, but it was always the
Serbian variant that was spoken and taught in Macedonia, and moreover the
language was commonly referred to simply as Serbian. Turkish was no longer an
official lan, but still had prestige among the lation. The drawing of
political ics combined with movements of populations had essentially
climinated Bulgarian and Greek from the hicrarchy. Although Albanian was by
Kingdom. of Yogoulavia, sogoer wits the. pocioen of o, acodogia in the

ingd ugoslavia, together wi ition other

ged.

BylW&M!cedmhnwnmofﬁcialmdcodiﬁedsnndudhn e, but i
was still subordinate to Serbian in the larger context of the swase in which the
Republic was located. Turkish and Albanian were official es at the republic
but not the national level. The number of Judezmo speakers been reduced to
almost zero by the Nazi deportation and murder of almost all of Macedonia’s Jews
in 1943, although a few speakers do remain.  Although it is not indicased in the
table, it should notedﬂm(iteekwnszonnuaseconda.onmoccum‘ X
first language by many refugees from the Greek civil war who came to Macedonia
in 1948. Many other languages (including Bulgarian) were also recorded by the
post-war censuses as being spoken in Macedonia, but their numbers were not

ient t0 warrant inclusion in this schematic table. The remaining status
relations did not change significandy.

By 198S, a combination of political and hic factors had put
Alhmianonaparwithorabove'l‘mtishindwc:sﬁgc i y, and moreover
Viah and Romani had received ition as the ges of cthnic in the
1974 constitution. In 1995, ian was the official language of a sovereign
stae. lts position, however, was being challenged by Albanian, mhou
speakers there are political actors demanding an officially binational and bili
state. Serbian is no longer officially relevant 1o Macedonian national life, and while
the older ion continues to follow news from Belgrade, the younger

i ing increasingly out of touch with the lan e, which is no
e T 150, Sy o e

-y stige, ish is sti an ially
g s o by of by oo, epeily
Romani have received increased official recognition and have been used in official
documents such as the forms for the 1994 census.

10. Conclusion .
' icti gideologicsindlelBalkanAshtvcled.umngodmmings.todwwdwnon
Py SR O W R PSS L P I Y T T Y Y T
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of standard languages that appears to be an on-going trend. The very concept of the
linguistic leaguc as the arcal-based aliemative 10 the genetic linguistic fum'ly
continues to come under attack (cf. Reiter 1994), while at the same time “Europe”
continues to view the Balkans as a linguistic as well a socio-political “Other”,
Although the folk ideology that “Languages are wealth” continues to be heard from
the older generation, if the younger gencration has any similar feelings, they are
directed udiﬁmmhngul&eesﬁmdmseutﬂustoodbydwireldm. Perhaps the
greatest linguistic irony in the Balkans today, is that Kopitar’s original formulation
concerning Balkan Slavic, Balkan Romance, and Albanian, which to the extent that
it was true was the reflection of centuries of multilingualism, has in the course of
this decade been realized in a far more literal sense with the break-up of former
Sabo&mmbypdlucnnsandhnmplmminmmwuymie
convergence.

Notes
‘lunusingthe:dnivclymumtumuhﬁomﬂa&auSlavicMBa&mkomutaKnpi&'s
original Bulgarische and Walachische, since in modem terms Kopitar drew his examples from
WBMMW(MM).MM(MW

Zicle und Wege der Balkanlinguistik, West Berlin, 1981).
anmw(e.pMIM)mmmmmmumm
of Balkan Slavic termitory.
Wmmwymwmmm“muunwm By
mh@mmdmknmmdmmsmic'ﬁkﬁm
MWWMWwMWMMuMWd
this contury (see Friedman 1975).
'lthnjwﬁmda“m'ukymevkmdtumuM(ct.
¢.g. Todorova 1994, Bakic -Hayden 1995). A recent example is soca in the following ncws
item: -:..mmgummwmum'waommu

atiempis (o merge Crostis with any Yugosiav or Balkan staie or federation.’ ... Tudjman ssid
thwﬁmimmwﬁhmmwywhnhmamau
EU and could act together with its EU parters.” (Patrick Moore, OMRI Daily Digest, No.
16, Part 11, 23 January 1997)

'\\{oohﬂ(l992:238),(ﬁlin¢nishes the negative use ideology in Friedrich’s sense of “false
ideology” from the use of ideology as a tool of domination. 1 would argue, however, that these
MMuMycbulymumuwymbemw{aw
purposes, since they both invoive masking and domination. 1 shall use the term Aegemonic for
this type. anumdwmcydwamm&wahuwm.u
Woolard and Schieffelin (1994). _

CI. the existence of such contradictory proverbs as “Great minds run in the same paths” vs “All
foohﬂlhkdike‘.“AbidinduluMilwalhmoinmcbush'vs“Nomingmnd.
nothing gained™, “Beticr a day as an eagle than a lifetime as a worm” vs “The bowed head is not
cut off”, eic. (I wish to thank Salikoko Mufwene of the University of Chicago for this
observation.)

These ideologics are primarily pragmatic or hegemonic due 10 the natre of the events to which
they relate. Kovalscik (1996) provides excellent examples of other notional ideologies such as
my language = wrush and my dialect = correct. -
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*The Shikumb runs through Elbasan (sec Map 2 at the end of this paper). The diaspora dialects
oﬂuly.Gwe.Bulmey.aMUkninemleoak.whikmeMolmvillued
Arbanasi, ncar Zadar, Croatia, is Geg. The dialects of FR ‘Yugoslavia are Geg, as are those of
the Republic of Macedonia, except for the Tosk dialects of the extreme southwest (southwest of
Bitola on Map 2). :

*As Jelavich (1983:275) points out, even during the lialian invasions of Greece and Albania
during World War Two, Albanians and Greeks were unable 10 cooperate with one another due 10
their desires (0 annex each others’ ierritory (see Epirus/Camési on map 2). .

“Although the majority of Albanians are of Muslim background, the concentrations of Catholics
mmmmmmumwmmnyummﬁwmm
of Christians. Similarly, among the Southern West South Slavs, which I am using here as a
cover term for speakers of former Serbo-Croatian (additional explanation given shortly in the
body of the paper), Orthodoxy predominates over Catholicism and Islam in terms of otal
numbers, but not nccessarily at the regional or local level.

"mmumcmoummmaimmmmmmmmmum
of Latin as opposed 10 Greek or Arabic orthography on the grounds that while the latier two
were religiously identified (with Orthodox Christianity and Islam, respectively), the first was
oricnted toward the type of wesiem nation-siste for which Albanian clites were suriving.
However, the Congress could not decide between the Istanbul orthography, which used
diacritics, and the Bashkimi orthography, which used digraphs, and s0 both were adoped (see
Skendi 1967:366-404). Modern Albenian orthography represents a compromise between these

two principles.
‘%ka&MMum&ngﬂlw&gmmu

most formal occasions. Geg is never writien except for specific regional or colloquial effiect
(cf. Friedman 1993). Throughout the eatire period under discussion, Albanian has never had
any official status in Greece, excopt as the object of occasional inserdiction, and thus the
speakers and dialects of Greece have remained catirely outside these processes (see Trudgill and
Tzavaras 1977, Tsitsipis 1995).

"It is important 10 noic that this linguistically defined population is not everywhere compact, nor
everywhese monogiot. The border areas contain South Slavic speoch islands, while the
heartland contains significant non-South Slavic populations. Moreover, discussions of the rise
of individual standard Languages in the Balkans of necessity “erase™ (soc Gal and Irvine 1995)
the fact that much of the population was in fact bi- or multilingual.

“The names of the theee dialects of Southern West South Slavic are based on the respective
words for ‘what', viz. ca, kaj, svio. Within SOwkavian, a major diagnostic of differentiation
is symbolized by the different reflexes of Common Slavic *z, viz. i, e, or [ije, e.g. lipo - lepo
- lijepo ‘nicely’. Along the entire South Slavic continuum, the boundarics between Slovenian
and the adjacent Kajkavian and Cakavian dialects of former Sesbo-Croatian, as well as berween
Macedonian and Bulgarian and the adjacent SOtokavian dialects of former Serbo-Croatian, s
See Map 3 at the end of this paper for schematic representations. (See M. Greenbarg 1994,
1996, R. Greenberg 1995, Brozovic® and Ivic® 1988, Vaillam 1938 for details) These
distinctions should not be viewed as essentialized or reified, but rather as convenient labels for
complex phenomena whose gradations and transitions involve cross-cutting classifications.
(See Vidoeski 1986 and also Brozovic’ and Ivic’ 1988 for an example of the recent
reassignment of a dialect spoken on Serbisn temmitory 10 the Macedonian group on linguistic

"Monene:m. however, became de jure independent in 1799. See Magocsi (1993:73-86) for
details.

'*The literature on the history of Southern West South Slavic is enormous and ofien polemical.
See R. Greenberg (1995) for a number of useful references.

"The agrecment was also signed by the pioneering Slavic linguist Franz MiklosVicV, who was a
Slovene.

“Under Tito, this ideology had the label bratsivo i jedinstvo *brotherhood and unity’. It applied
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inptinciplenotoalyloﬂn_eSoudemSoudnSlavsbu&mallciﬁmolYmhvil.
”Muhmmmdymmmm.mhlm.mmwunde&iumofumﬂm
south against the loyal or at least less rebellious north. Thus, for example, there wese
roadblocks in the south at which armed bands siopped cars and demanded Fol shqip! *Speak
M'.#WW%M&:?@»WWNMMd
dislect (Larim N. Kaminskaja, versity L. Petersburg, personal communication).
Albanisns generally insistod, however, that the conflics was political, not ethaic. )
'mmaom:ummmuuum(mw«msmicmm).m
Bosnian refers 10 snyone from Bosnia (or Bossia and i i i
however, does not cover the Southern West South Slavic j

region that siraddics Monicnegro and Serbia (see Map 2). The Sandzvak Muslims have aiso

scparaiencss,

"This has not prevented hegemonists of various stripes from ing W0 Catholic Serbs, Musli
Croats, Serbian Catholics, Muslim Scrbs.‘:’.“ 'l\emm i n e
ummsﬂtmcmmmamwwmawdmhm
:o:l.wyymm “MyMwnCMMhemeMy.aol
mnmmmn.mmmmﬁmmwmumwmum
MhmMummwmmCmMWBh

sm).mmcmwmmmuuwmmmkm.mh
maumdmmwu)mmmm
'robane,m-ewmwmmuwommmmmm
are Bulgarian dialects while ing those same West Central Macedonian dislects that serve
as the basis of Liscrary Macedonian. However, it i i ing linguistic
diffescatiation that was cenral 10 the gencsis of Modern Macedonian identity, whereas the
m«mmummmnmm»m
‘mwml'nmu'md.
hmmmhhhqﬂﬂwkmte.g.cmmwnmaw
Mnmhhhmmaﬂumw. Here the question is not 30 much
one of state formation as identity legitimation. (A recent example is Wexler 1996). Thus, for

ﬁm(ms)mmmmmammmwdmsm
Slavic resistance (0 hellenization.
:VchEMyuMdniMRmmMnmmdBmuqua.
'Cf. the following quotation about Bosnian: “Not a single grammatical category of our language
was damaged by pressure from Turkish linguistic clements, nor did it lose its Slavic structure,
m_am@mm.mmammmsmm:smsmy 1970, p. 9,

[ bum'k(t’uﬂ'ﬁ;ht'isotwauumdwlmimmofmﬁomﬁmw
issues such as economics. In Greece, for example, when the socialists came 10 power and in

: who had fought on the side of the communists
during the Greek civil war (1946-49), the decree specifically applied only 10 those who wese
“Greek by genus” (i.c. ethnically Greek; Human Righus Waich/Helsinki 1994:68). This was in
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contravention of international law, as was the official Greek defacing of Macedonian visas in
the passporis of foreign nationals eniesing Greece during the 1990's (author’s personal
experience). Smhpoliciuhvehwnconsiuendybllwedwawhwumemin

power was “lefk” or “right

®The fact tha this reasoning is essentially syllogistic docs not change its ability 10 affect change

in linguistic usage. A similar rise of Turkisms also ooccurred in Albanian, Buigarian, sd
Romanian, as well as Bosnian Southern West South Slavic (cf. Fricdman 1996b).
”ImeVmM’dduUﬁvuﬁlyofm’fadwminlh'npngm)h. ‘
“mnluymu&unawmumdwmmﬂnwﬁuydm
Albbania and parts of modem former Yugoslavia around the time of the Roman Empire. (It may
in fact have been a cover term used by the Romans in much the same way that American Indian
or Australian Aborigine do not refer 10 single languages but whole groups of not necessarily
related languages.) There is evidence that suggests that the linguistic ancesiors of Albenian
mnummﬂmm.mmmmmmd
the Romanian, Bulgarian, and Serbian borders, but there is also evidence to support a direct
descent of Albanian from Hlyrian (whaiever the reference). Given the paucity of lexical isems
and the complete absence of texts, these speculations remain in the realm of conjecture.
“Consider ia this light the following sextbook cxample: Bulgariar wirkidr, bunlarx [Tsldv yopan
dildir "The Bulgarians are Turks, it is the language which makes them Slav' (Lewis 1953:81).

Me%ymuowmﬁuhbd. must be considesed somehow genetically Turkic (cf.

Barth 1969).

This same type of logic motivaies conflicting claims to the history of Transylvania, where the
majority of the population is Romanian-spesking but there is also a very large Hungarian
minority. According 0 the Romanian argument, Romanian-speakers are descended from
mmmhummmmum:‘uumwuﬂm:
argument, Transylvania had bocome depopulated by the time Magyar invasions at
beginning of the tenth century, and Romance speakers migratod there from south of the Dasube

. ot some later dae (cf. Fricdman 1986, Verdery 1983:79-125). There are linguistically basod
arguments 10 support both scenarios, but insufficient histosical evidence 10 prove cither (soe Du

1977).

”ﬂ&wdaﬂ&cmﬁmhwdh&&uemekMM,nhnm
Ancieat Macodonian texts, only a handful of isolated lexical items. The cvidence of these
lexical items is ambiguous. _wmemmammuuammu
of obvious Greek origin 0 have been loanwords, then ecither Ancient Macedonian split from the
rest of Hellenic at an extrmeely carly daie, or it belonged (0 a group that was already a scpare
dialect within Indo-European before the formation of Hellenic as such.

%MM“WMWUMD‘WMYMVM.
Bulgaria, snd Albania, none of whom had any inicrest in promoting a separate Macedonien
language and identity and all of whom atiempeed (0 assimilate the populations on the ierritory
they reccived ia the various relcvant treaties. ic Macedonis is defined roughly by a
scries of mountaing and rivers from Mount Olympus and the Pindus range 10 Mounis SOar snd
Rila and the lower course of the Mesta (Nestos) river (see Fricdman 1983, 1996a).

*During this same period, Albanian was refesred 10 as Epirotic. Westora maps of the Balkans did
not begin (10 use contemporary toponyms ia place of those of antiquity until the middic of the
sixtcenth century (PetrusVevaki 1992:46). . _

"To some cxient §4, §5. and §6 operate notionally as well as pragmatically or hegemonically,
but they are not genenlly self-consciously manipulaed by clitcs. In the case of §8,
however, popular feeling interacts with elite manipulations.

®Sece Braude (1982) on quesiions of the antiquity of the millet sysiem.
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ec Verdery (1983:79-125) on the interaction of the Romanian, Hungarian, and Gemman
anguages and identitics with religion in Romania. o ]

e concept of a Montenegrin identity distinct from Sesbian is complex. Moniengrins belong
0 the Serbian Orthodox Church, and the Slavic dialects of Montengro do not form a single
unit. Noncthless, Moniencgrin constitutes a distinct identity based on a complex of
geography, language, religion, and kinship. o

“epenkov (1972:132-35) gives ninciecnth century Macedonian anccdoies in which the usage of
Turk 0 mean ‘Muslim' rather than ‘Turkish speaker’ is an object of bumor. These anccdotes,
which have as their target Macedonian-speaking Mulsims, depend on linguistic jokes that
involve Macedonian-Turkish interlinguistic puns or various forms of code mixing. Such
swrics demonstraie a cenain type of cognitive dissonance between the millet system and
[he maltreatment of Albanians in FR Yugoslavia is t00 well documented 10 require further
comment, but it is not well known that within the Albanian community the Catholic minority
umﬁmmbjeawaddiﬁmnlprem(pumdmmwmgmh)..
Simuumdmumwmumammmmfam.m
demands raisc scrious questions aboul government requirements 0 provide schooling as
demanded by parents. SomMudTMeMdMummMM
speaking Muslims are Slavicized Albanians or Turks, although historical evidence does not
suppart these claims (sec Fricdman 1996a for details and additional references). )

Me Albsnian dialects of Greece are known as Arvanitika, and the speakers as Arvanises (sec
Trudgill and Tzavaras 1977 and Tsitsipis 1995 for details). .

See Fricdman (1996s) and Human Rights Waich/Helsinki (1994:38-.44). for additional lem
In recent years, these languages have been permitted in very limited spheres. The basic
oppressive policics remain in place, however. i

Mhis does not mean, however, that a version of it has not been hamessed by clites. In the
Mdmnuiwmummmwn;d&u.mw
(cspecially English, but also German, Freach, ltalian, and Russian, depending on the location
and arientation of the statc and/or individual) is sccn as a source of advancement (i.c. “wealth”)
while the nced for linguistic minositics within a Balkan nation-state 10 study the national
whwummmmmum-mqm
by native speakers of that language (sce Friedman 1993). In this way, cven this notional
linguistic ideology is wtilized pragmatically or hegemonically and encourages the climination
of waditional Balkan multilingualism, which iself, however, was the result of pragmatic
lnMﬂmeM'NﬁvuﬁudM)fammwdmm.
w(nmuﬁ)m.ﬁmmwmu.mmmuuw
(amummmmmnunmmm:pdyﬂmm
mmmmm“mqmmmfammmm.
but at the same time, this tale is addressing the existing notional ideology. )

A compleie mapping would be considerably more complex and would have (o take into account
more factors than can be conveniendy displayed here, ¢.g. local variation, minority religious
identification within a linguistic group, eic. Nonctheless, the mapping as it is presented here
gives a reasonable overview of the main aspects of the situation. . ) .
mmuwww:mumwmmmumm
memandm“qewvdyms«bmuﬁewoluwy
See Woodward (1995) for a cascful analysis of the break-up of Yugoslavis, which led to0
Macedonian political independence. Seedsomwm(!”ﬂ.

Under the millet system, the Orthodox Christian hicrarchy had significant autonomy and power,
especially in matiers that did not involve any Muslims. o _

'Urben dwellers were more likely 10 be multilingual than villagers (except in mixed villages) and
men were more likely to be multilingual than women (except in mixed marmisges). These
conditions reflecied the relative opportunities for contact with strangers.
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See Verdery (1983:79-125) on the intcraction of the Romanian, Hungarisn, and German
languages and identitics with religion in Romania. - ]
The concept of a Monicaegrin identity distinct from Serbian is complex. Montcagrins belong
10 the Serbian Orthodox Church, and the Slavic dialects of Moniengro do not form a single
unit. Nonethless, Monienegrin constituies a distinct identity based on a complex of
Cepeuhovy(l972:l32-35) gives nincieenth century Macedonian anecdotes in which the usage of
Turk 10 mean ‘Muslim’ rather than ‘Turkish speaker’ is an object of humor. These anccdoies,
which have as their target Macedonian-speaking Mulsims, depend on linguistic jokes that
involve Macedonian-Turkish interlinguistic puns or various forms of code mixing. Such
stories demonstrate a cerain type of cognitive dissonance between the millet sysiem and
mmammnvummumwwmmndwmw
comment, but it is not well known that within the Albanian community the Catholic minority
hmﬁmswbjeamnddiﬁuulme(pamﬂmmk&hmdpmh)._
'Given that the purpose of minority language education is to facilitase leaming for children, such
mmmmmmwan;y
demanded by perents. SWMMTMMMEWmMSW
mm«snmm«rmmwmmm
suppont these claims (see Fricdman 1996 for details and additional refcrences). )
mmum-emn”a;f:‘m&;.uumumu
Trudgill and Tzavaras 1977 and Tsitsipis | details). ]

Friedman (1996a) and Human Rigius Watch/Helsinki (1994:38-44) for additional references.
In recent years, these languages have boen permitied in very limited spheres. The basic
oppressive policics remain in place, however. .

is does not mean, however, that a version of it has not been hamessed by cliccs. In the
context of minorsity resistance in Balkan siacs, the leaming of Great Power languages
(cspecially English, but also German, Freach, lialian, and Russian, depending on the location
and orientation of the state and/or individual) is scen as a source of advancement (i.e. “wealth”)
while the need for linguistic minorities within a Balkan nation-state 10 study the national
lnmhmuduudmmhhwuﬁmﬂmaddmﬁnamqmm
by native speakers of that language (sce Friedman 1993). In this way, cven this notional
inguistic ideology is wtilized pragmatically or hegemonically and encourages the climination

(1muu)m.ﬂm«mwuhm'mmmukw
(lmmmcmmquhyppdsmabgamm.pdymm
wi&mquﬂiqgmds.hmm“mthqmqwmhwdwﬂsm.
but at the same Lime, this tale is addressing the existing notional ideology. )
Ammmumymmﬂmupyem@bmw
more factors than can be conveniendly displayed here, e.g. local variation, minority religious
identification within a linguistic group, eic. Nammupmuuuwm
gives a reasonable ovesview of the main aspects of the sitation. ) ) )
deﬂWrMMuﬁmwmmBﬂwumm
wmmmmmm.mvdy.wmuumqmwy.
"Sec Woodward (1995) for a cascful analysis of the break-up of Yugoslavia, which led 0
Macedonian political independence. SeeahoChininmlDriu_a(!”Z!).
“Under the millet system, the Orthodox Christian hicrarchy had significant sulonomy and power,
especially in matiers that did not involve any Muslims. o )
SUrban dwellers were more likely 10 be multilingual than villagers (except in mixed villages) and
men were more likely to be multilingual than women (except in mixed mamiages). These
conditions reflecied the relative opportunities for contact with strangers.
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Dishonorable Honorifics: Changes in Japanese Verbal Honorifics and
the Linguistic and Cultural Ideologies of ‘Standard Average
European’ Speech Communities.

Wataru Koyama
The University of Chicago

1. History and/of linguistics

Along with many other conceptual schemes we owe 10 the um-of-the-centry
German ‘Mandarin intellectuals,’ the twin notions of ‘Namur-' vs. ‘Geistes-' or
‘Kulturwissenschafien’ (Dilthey, Simmel, Gadamer; and Rickern, respectively),
‘nomothetische  Gesetze-' vs. ‘idiographische Geschichiswissenschafien’
(Windelband, Rickert), ‘Erkidren’ vs. ‘Versiehen’ (Droysen, M. Weber, Apel),
loom large both in our discursive stereotypes about various academic disciplines

and practical ‘hybridization’ of our institutions by what cultural an ogists

call (positvist) ‘Science’ and (learned) ‘Culture’ (cf. Ringer 1969, Kusch

1995). Note that, in this order of words-and-things, where ‘physics’ and ‘history’
constitute a diametrical polarity, some disciplines appear cross-over discourse
enres: biology, geography, psychology, economics (cf. Methodenstreir), and
anxnisdcs (ahistoric vs. historic): i.e., ‘soft sciences,” which have been the
obsessions of French epistemologists, from Canguilhem t0 Dagognet, Foucault,
and Latour. In our academic cultures, however, linguistics, ever since its
discipli institutionalization at mid-century and the Bloomficldian integration of
itinto the ian program of ‘unified (positivist) science’ (cf. Hymes & Fought
1975), has kept gravitating towards the positivist pole, cleansing itself of its cultural
and historic (philological, hermeneutic, Kantian) past, and marginalizing historic
and amhr?lpuloginl inguistics (cf. ‘meta (i.c., beyond) linguistics’ of the mid-
century). To be sure, during the third quarter of the century, there was a hope,
especially amo:? Neo-Kantians (of the critical school), cultural anthropologists,
scmiologists (cf. Cassirer 1945, Lévi-Strauss 1945, Barthes 1967), that there
would emerge a unified science of the non-positivist, interpretive kind, centering
around linguistics as a human science. But Lévi-Strauss not only was an ahissoric
idealist and Romantic (cf. Demrida 1974, Geertz 1988), but also thoroughi
confused symbolic structures with indexical discourse and other practices (cf.
Koyama 1997a). On the other hand, the allure of ‘rigorous’ scientism was such that
e&miendst:fgemﬂyfolbwedd\epuhofdweﬁodﬁnguisdcs. putting aside
the problems of discursive context, textuality, history, practice, interpretation, eic.,
only o be cogently criticized by Geertz 1973, who explicitly re-introduced
hermeneutics (of I;Ram in particular) mto(culmnl ax; rop gy. Many cultural
anthropologi ve come (0 in t (ideologize as a progressive
epimm\oralg‘lmworpuadipn shift, and call it ‘the hermeneutic mm.?fvhich
was to be followed by another progressive tum-taking, ‘the historic tum’ towards
Gadamerian (and sometimes Heideggerian and Derridean) hermenecutics,
Foucauldian archeology/gencalogy, Jamesonian, Williamsian and Critical Theories’
versions of Marxism, etc., in the self-reflections of many a practitioner of this
discourse genre. Observers of such disciplinary self-reflections might find some
ironics here: this determinedly anti-positivistic, in ive-historic cultural
m& curiously ‘Comiean’ when it comes 10 its lincarly progressive self-

istorici , and that it has ‘forgotten’ its own history in interpreting its
‘structuralist’ past as the result or continuation of the misguided ‘linguistic tum’
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