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CHAPTER THIRTEEN

Language in Macedonia as an Identity
Construction Site

VICTOR A. FRIEDMAN

1. Introduction

Language contact can be understood as comprising the phenomena of lin-
guistic variation and, ultimately, change resulting from multilingualism. Such
contact can occur in an atmosphere of conflict, which implies a social and/or
political attempt to eliminate the contact by either assimilation or separation,
or it can occur in an environment of coexistence, which could be defined as
the fack of such attempts without, however, necessarily leading to different
results, i.e., coexistence does not necessarily entail stability, although such may
be the case. Thus, for example, the multilingual contact that led to the situa-
tion identified at the beginning of this century as the Balkan linguistic league
(Trubetzkoj 1923; Friedman 1997), a language group characterized by signifi-
cant shared structural innovations, could only have resulted from centuries of
relatively stable coexistence.' The past century in the Balkans, however, has
been unstable linguistically as well as politically, and the two phenomena are
not unrelated. In some areas change and shift are occurring in obvious condi-
tions of conflict and elsewhere under conditions that could be described as
coexistence. As “the world’s most famous contact situation” (Thomason and
Kaufman 1985, 95), the Balkans constitute a particularly appropriate focus for
a study of language “collision.” This appropriateness is enhanced by the abun-
dant media attention that has been focused on the region since the so-called
fall of communism and the subsequent outbreak of a series of ever-southward
moving armed conflicts (Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia-Hercegovina, Kosovo,
Preshevo Valley [southwest corner of Serbia], Macedonia). I propose, there-
fore, to examine the fate of the Balkan languages in their twentieth-century
sociopolitical context as artifacts of identity formation. As a frame for my
study, I shall take the geographic region of Macedonia (see definition below),
which has long been described as the linguistic “heart” of the Balkan contact
area (Hamp 1977, 281), as well as its geopolitical “apple of discord.”

[t is indeed ironic that this center of conflicting territorial claims that was
the main focus of the Second Balkan War in 1913 (see Map 1) was referred to
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Map 1. Conflicting Claims to Macedonia, 1912. Prior to the Balkan Wars.
(After Clissold 1968, 137; Dako 1919; Kancov 1900; lonescu 1945) Albania
did not declare independence until 28 November 1912. Aromanian claims

represent Greater Viahia.

as the “oasis of peace” for almost a decade after the outbreak of the Yugoslav
Wars of Succession.? During the course of this past century, the region has
undergone various partitions and remains a site of competing claims, among
them linguistic ones. If the very term Balkan has, since the end of World War
1, come to be associated with the notion of fragmentation, then in that same
West European (or “Furo-American”) discourse, Macedonia (or its French
form Macédoine) has come to mean the intermingling of those fragments
(apparently originally a reference to the perception of multi-ethnicity in
ancient Macedonia, see Lunt 1984, 96). It is yet another irony that the term
Balkanism, when used geopolitically, means fragmentation due to conflict
while its use as a linguistic term means precisely the opposite, i.e.,a shared fea-
ture due to linguistic contact, in other words, interpenetrating coexistence

Language in Macedonia as an Identity Construction Site 259

(Todorova 1994)." By using Macedonia as my frame, [ shall attempt to high-
light current tendencies in Balkan linguistic politics. On the one hand, lan-
guage is still in competition with religion as a site for the construction of iden-
tity; on the other, the congruence between declared mother tongue and
national identity has demonstrably increased. When language becomes an
identity construction site, the concept of dialect ceases to be a historical clas-
sificatory device and passes into the realm of sociopolitical category. In this
same context of language and dialect as foci of identity politics, minority is a
status that some groups are struggling for, while others reject it as inadequate.
Among the rights minorities demand is mother-tongue education, which, as
the vehicle of identification through both the language of instruction and
instruction in language, becomes a battleground of identity politics and even
of politics itself. Finally, the rhetoric of equality in these contexts pits groups
against one another, with their respective elites at their heads and having the
most to gain.

2. Defining Macedonia

Owing to the level of contestation, one cannot begin a discussion of language
and politics in Macedonia without first defining what is meant by Macedonia.
At the beginning of his study of the relationship of politics to the ethnographic
cartography of Macedonia from 1730 to 1950, Wilkinson (1951, 1), claims that
“Macedonia defies definition” (Brown 1995, 34), and then goes on to claim
that “[o]f all attempts to define Macedonia, that which makes its appeal to
physical geography is least profitable, and also the easiest to refute” (Wilkinson
1951, 2). On the next page, however, Wilkinson writes that he uses the name
Macedonia “as a convenient means of referring to the region which lies
between the Sar [sic] mountains in the north, the Aegean sea in the south, the
lower Mesta river and Rodopi mountains in the east, and the Albanian high-
lands in the west” (1951, 3). This is essentially the same physical definition
used since the days of classical geographers (Wilkinson 1951, 1; Barker 1950,
9), despite differences in detail at the edges and the occasional Greek or
Serbian attempt to set the northern boundary somewhere in the middle of the
region thus defined (Wilkinson 1951, 2, 4). It is the definition that has
informed most of the debate since the nineteenth century, and it the one that
[ shall utilize here.* I shall use the term Macedonia or geographic Macedonia to
refer to this region as defined by physical geography. I shall modify the term
Macedonia with the adjectives Vardar, Aegean, and Pirin, to refer to the regions
that correspond politically to the modern-day Republic of Macedonia, the
Greek province of Makedhonia, and the Bulgarian district of Blagoevgrad,
respectively. These political divisions correspond—with a few minor
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subsequent adjustments—to the boundaries set by the Treaty of Bucharest in
1913. To these three traditional regions can be added Gora-Golobrdo-Prespa,
consisting of the western mountain slopes from Shar to Fhe southern tip of
Lake Little Prespa, regions located in Kosovo and Albania.”

3. The Languages of Macedonia

Turning now to the Jinguistic situation, one can, without fear of any accusa-
tion of lack of objectivity, identify the following linguistic groups as preser_lt
among significant numbers of people on the territory of geog.rap.hlc
Macedonia: Albanian, Hellenic, Romance, Slavic, Turkic, and Indic (e,
Romani). The moment one attempts to become more specific at the taxo-
nomic, distributional, or statistical levels, however, one is immediately con-
fronted by contestation. At the taxonomic level, one encounters contestation
over the distinction between language and dialect for Slavic and Romance,
dialect competition for Albanian and Indic, and competition betwe_en .lan-
guage and religion for Hellenic and Turkic. Nor do these ch‘aracterlz.atlons
exhaust the possibilities, but they will suffice for our purposes of focusing on
those conflicts that are most salient. Distributional and statistical contesta-
tions are interrelated, albeit separate. The former is concerned with absolute
presence, the latter with relative presence. I shall begin with the taxonomy of
Slavic, which is arguably the most contested of the above mentioned language
groups at that level. For the purpose of our focus here, the main question 1s
the relationship of Macedonian to neighboring Bulgarian and, to a lesser
extent, Serbian.

The classic debate about the distinction between language and dialect
{Haugen 1966; Lunt 1984, 91; Posner 1996, 189-226) continues to be w'aged
with a vehemence that has continued more or less unabated since the middle
of the nineteenth century, with the exception of a brief hiatus between 1946
and 19486 The classic, but to the best of my knowledge apocryphal, adage
attributed to Max Weinreich (except by some Scandinavians, who attribute it
to Otto Jespersen; Jens Allwood, University of Goteborg, p-c. 1995) t_hat alan-
guage is a dialect with an army,” while equally applicable to the _vanous stan‘—
dards that have developed or are developing among South Slavic speakers, 1s
nonetheless only selectively applied not only by numerous politicians, jour-
nalists, and diplomats, but also by some linguists, historians, and other acade-
mics. Some of these, while not motivated by national interests, nonetheless
present uneven accounts of the role of construction in identit'y fo.rrilatl.on,
reifying one identity vis-a-vis another. It is thus that Macedonian 1s objec-
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tively” or “linguistically” presented as a dialect of Bulgarian, which is equiva-
lent to describing Dutch as a dialect of German (or perhaps more exactly,
Frisian as a dialect of either Dutch or German). Since this debate cannot be
properly understood without some sense of the historical background, [ shall
outline its main contours (for greater detail see Friedman 1975, 1985, 1998a,
2000, 78, 312; Lunt 1984, 115).%

4. The Development of Macedonian Linguistic Identity

If we take the years at the end of the eighteenth and beginning of the nine-
teenth centuries as the point of departure, the position of language as an iden-
tity marker in the Ottoman empire, including Macedonia and adjacent
regions, was not particularly salient.” Religion was a far more important
source of identity,”” and the majority of the population was either (Greek
Orthodox) Christian or Muslim, for which the labels Greek and Turk, respec-
tively, were commonly used.! This is to say that at that time the term Greek did
not necessarily refer to a speaker of Greek (which language in any case was
then referred to as Romaic, i.e., Roman—a reference to Christian Byzantium
rather than the pagan Hellenes [Herzfeld 1993, 199-200]), and Turk did not
necessarily refer to a speaker of Turkish. Rather the terms meant ‘Greek
Orthodox Christian’ and ‘Muslim, respectively."? At the same time, none of the
literary languages then in use were vernacular-based. To the extent that Slavic
was used in writing at all, it was restricted primarily to monasteries—and
insofar as literacy existed in Macedonia outside ecclesiastical circles (and often
even inside them), Greek had to a large extent supplanted Slavic, especially in
the south. As vernacular-based Slavic literacy emerged in the course of the
early nineteenth century to compete with both Greek and late varieties of
Church Slavonic (including here for general purposes Slaveno-Serbian), two
centers of literacy emerged on Macedo-Bulgarian territory, one in what is
today southwestern Macedonia and the other in what is now northeastern
Bulgaria. During this same period, Vuk Karadzié¢ was laying the foundations
for what would become literary Serbo-Croatian based on the dialects spoken
between northwestern Montenegro and southwestern Serbia, i.e., eastern
Hercegovinian neo-§tokavian (see Naylor 1980 for details). That linguistic
boundaries had not yet been conceptualized in modern terms can be seen in
the fact that as late as 1822, Vuk found it necessary to argue that Bulgarian was
not a dialect of Serbian (de Bray 1980, 78, 312; Lunt 1984, 115).
By the middle of the nineteenth century, a conflict had arisen over what was
to serve as the dialectal base for the emerging Bulgarian literary standard. It is
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clear from the attacks in the Constantinopolitan Bulgarian-language press on
the language of textbooks based on western Macedonian dialects that the dif-
ferences between the Balkan Slavic dialects of northeastern Bulgaria and those
of southwestern Macedonia were sufficiently salient to native speakers that
they could, and ultimately did, serve as the bases of separate literary languages
and separate identities.”* The following quotation from an 1851 editorial is
iMlustrative: “As concerns the language of Mr. Jordan [HadZi Konstantinov-
Diinot of Veles, in western Macedonia}, anyone can see that it is so different
from our written and spoken language, so that to a person reading it for the
first time it will appear not only incomprehensible but completely different.
[...]it can be more easily learned and spoken correctly by a foreigner, and
not by a native Bulgarian. May the residents of Skopje forgive us, along with
those who speak a similar language; since they do not understand our lan-
guage nor can they speak it.” (Carigradski vestnik no. 55, 6 October 1851; cited
in Dimitrovski et al. 1978, 23.)

It was precisely this type of rejection that helped lead to the formation of a
separate Macedonian linguistic and ethnic consciousness. Such a formation
took place, however, under extreme political duress. During the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries, national movements in Albania, Bulgaria,
Greece, and Serbia all crystallized in such a way that Macedonia was (and is)
at the edge of their overlapping territorial claims (see Map 1 above)." In both
Serbia and Bulgaria, language was used as one of the bases of those claims.”
Since the Slavic dialects of Macedonia are located on the South Slavic contin-
uum in a region between Bulgaria and Serbia, linguists in both camps chose
shared features in one direction or the other to justify territorial expansion, as
illustrated in Map 2 and the following quotation from Vaillant (1938, 195-96,
197, 208): “Some bring up Bulgarian traits of Macedonian, others Serbian
ones: They battle fiercely, brandishing the postposed article [isogloss 2] or the
treatment of ¢ [isogloss 1], delivering blows with jers or the nasal vowels; the
battle is confused and unmethodical [ . . . ], and it demonstrates that
Macedonian furnishes arms to both camps. { ... ] At the time of the first his-
torical data from the ninth and tenth centuries [ ... ] Macedonian was close-
ly allied with Bulgarian, and its subsequent evolution was parallel to that of
Bulgarian; still it was sufficiently independent that it is difficult to make of
Macedonian a simple dialect of Bulgarian, and it is more accurate to attribute
to it a separate place in a Macedo-Bulgarian group.”

It is clear that by the beginning of the twentieth century (when Macedonia
was still a part of Turkey, but independent Bulgarian, Greek, and Serbian states
were already in existence) a separate Macedonian consciousness was well-
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Key to Map Two
(The forms cited in the table are those used in the modern standard languages.)
{1] shoulders

[2}women/the woman

Serbian pleci Zena
Macedonian  pleki Zena/Zenata
Bulgarian plesti Zena/Zenata

Map 2. Differing isoglosses used to support conflicting territorial claims [1] the reflex
of Common Slavic *1j, [2] the presence of a definite article. These representations are
highly schematic. The precise distribution of features is complex but irrelevant to the
basic point. See Ivi¢ (1958, 25-49) and Alexander (2000, 17-18).

established not only among some intellectuals (Misirkov 1903) but even in
some rural areas. The following example, from a British philhellene, is illus-
trative:'¢

On the second day of my stay in Vodena {Greek Edhessa—VAF] [ made an excur-
sion with Mr. Kalopathakes to two villages. [ . .. ] Vladova, the first village, was
reached after a two-hours’ ride. { ... ] I sent out for a man who seemed to be a
leading spirit in the place, and he came into the guard-house and answered my
questions freely in the presence of the Turkish captain. { . .. | I asked what
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language they spoke and my Greek interpreter carelessly rendered the answer
Bulgare. The man himself had said Makedonski! 1 drew attention to this word,
and the witness explained that he did not consider the rural dialect used in
Macedonia the same as Bulgarian and refused to call it by that name. It was
Macedonian, a word to which he gave the Slave {sic!] form Makedonski. (Upward
1908, 202-4)

Nonetheless, the lack of any sort of state, ecclesiastical, or other govern-
mental type of structure together with the propagandas (and organized vio-
lence) of the already existing Balkan states that were seeking to extend their
territorial rule to include Macedonia contributed not only to a retardation of
the process of the development of a Macedonian standard language but also to
the development of Macedonian ethnic consciousness. The result was a sense
among many Slavic-speakers in Macedonia that the only choices for identity
were those supported by established power structures, i.e., Greek, Bulgarian,
or Serbian. (Moreover, the entire identity question was felt by many Muslim
speakers of Macedonian to have nothing to do with them, an attitude that per-
sists in some areas into the present day.) Thus people’s choices for identity
were often motivated by factors other than language, and situations arose in
which three brothers could each have three different national identities
(Danforth 1995). The partition of geographic Macedonia in 1913 among
Greece, Serbia (later Yugoslavia), Bulgaria, and Albania increased this sense of
limitation among many Macedonians. Thus, for example, Krste P. Misirkov,
who in 1903 had written an articulate program for Macedonian self-determi-
nation and a literary language (Misirkov 1903), ended his life in the 1920s
advocating Bulgarian identity for Macedonians as a choice preferable to
Serbian (Nihtinen 1995).

5. Macedonian Outside the Republic

Vardar Macedonia, which was given to Serbia by the Treaty of Bucharest in
1913, became the People’s Republic of Macedonia within the Yugoslav
Federation in 1944 and the independent Republic of Macedonia in 1991. It
was only here that a Macedonian literary language was allowed to develop. In
Pirin Macedonia, except for the brief hiatus of 1946-48, Macedonian was con-
sidered a dialect of Bulgarian, and, after 1958, Macedonian ethnic identity
became an unrecognized minority category, which it remains to this day.””
Similarly in Aegean Macedonia, except for the Abecedar of 1925 that was pub-
lished in accordance with article 6 of the Treaty of Sevres but never distributed
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(Andonovski 1985b) and a few brief efforts during the Greek Civil War, which
were discouraged even by the Greek communists (Risteski 1988; Rossos 1997),
Macedonian has been a proscribed language. During the 1930s mothers were
jailed for speaking it to their babies, and schoolchildren had their tongues
pierced with needles and rubbed with hot pepper for speaking it in school
(Risteski 1988, 97-102). Persecution of Macedonian is considerably less vehe-
ment in Greece today, but on-going. In addition to police harassment (Smiger
1998, 21-22), the Greek government continues to refuse to recognize that
Greece has any national minorities at all (a Reuters press release cited by Greek
Helsinki Watch 23 July 1999 gives a typical example, as does the ethnographic
map of the Balkans published as a supplement to the February 2000 issue of
National Geographic {Vol. 197, no. 2]). In mid-1998, according to the
researchers involved, the first EU-1funded minority language research project
in Greece was stopped by the government because the project concerned
Macedonian. The Greek government did permit the development of a second
EU-funded minority language project dealing with Arvanitika, a group of
Albanian dialects spoken in central and southern Greece since the Byzantine
period and successfully driven during the course of this century to the brink
of extinction, so that they can now serve as a permitted topic of investigation
and thereby legitimate Greece as a “European” country.'* In Albania education
in Macedonian is supported only through grade four and only in the south-
ernmost of the three Macedonian-speaking areas (Lower Prespa). Members of
the Albanian government have occasionally made public statements siding
with Bulgarian claims and questioning the legitimacy of Macedonian identity
(e.g., a statement made by then-president of Albania Sali Berisha reported in
MILS 6 March 1995). In the course of the 1990s, Serbian extremist politicians
such as Voislav Sedelj occasionally made statements to the effect that
Macedonians are Serbs, and the Serbian government did not cooperate with
the Macedonian government in the counting of Macedonians living in Serbia
during the 1994 census. Macedonian language schools in Serbia ceased to
opcratc shortly after Macedonia declared independence.

Such, then, is the situation of Macedonian in the various Balkan countries
in which it is spoken. Within the Republic of Macedonia, however, there are
five officially recognized minority (“nationality”) languages: Albanian,
Turkish, Aromanian, Romani, and Serbian.”® As such, the Republic of
Macedonia represents a kind of Balkan microcosm. While a complete history
of the standardization of all these languages is obviously beyond the scope of
this paper, a few salient facts on each will be essential to our main points.
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6. Albanian

Albanian has two main dialects, Geg, spoken north of the river Shkumbi
(which runs through central Albania), and Tosk, spoken to the south. The
Albanian dialects of Montenegro, Kosovo, and most of Macedonia are Geg.
Those of Greece and the southwestern corner of Macedonia are Tosk.* During
the first half of this century, there was no official attempt at legislating a unified
Albanian literary language, although a Literary Committee met in Shkodér in
1916 and agreed to elaborate a standard based on Elbasan Geg with some con-
cessions to Tosk. In practice, both literary Geg and literary Tosk continued to
be elaborated in Albania until after World War 11 (Pipa 1989, 3-4), when the
communist regime succeeded in imposing a Tosk-based unified standard on all
of Albania, taking the dialect of Korgé as the basis.”! This standard was official-
ly adopted by the Albanians of what was then Yugoslavia—thus replacing the
Geg-based standard they had been elaborating prior to that—in a process that
began in 1968 and culminated in the first unified Albanian orthographic hand-
book and dictionary agreed upon in 1972.%* With the so-called fall of commu-
nism and the upheavals of the past decade, the question of reintroducing liter-
ary Geg as a co-equal variant with the current Tosk-based standard was raised
at a conference in the fall of 1992 and has remained a salient issue ever since
(e.g., Celiku 1995, 215-16). The Gegs of Shkodér, the town in northwest
Albania with an old, independent literary tradition as well as a university, have
proposed the revival of literary Geg, and the Tirana establishment and Tosks of
the south have opposed it. The Kosovars favor a single standard but declined to
define how that standard should be determined (Bajginca 1995). They do not
want to support a diglossic situation from their perceived need for (trans-
Jnational unity, but neither do they wish to abandon the possibility that their
dialectal base (which is northeastern Geg and thus significantly different from
the northwestern Geg of Shkodér) could be more represented.??

Aside from the Albanians of Albania and former Yugoslavia, there are three
distinct groups of Albanians in what is now Greece. One group calls their lan-
guage arbérisht (in Greek Arvanitika) and emigrated from southern
Albania/Epirus to Thessaly, Central Greece, Euboea, the Peloponnesos, and
various islands during the Byzantine and early Ottoman periods, at which
time these dialects separated from the main body of southern Tosk.?* These
Albanian-speakers are Christians and Greek-identified. Many of the leading
figures in the Greek independence movement of the nineteenth century and
subsequent politics were in fact native speakers of Arvanitika.® A second
group are the Gams of southern Epirus (Gaméri), most of them Muslim.
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Although exempted from the compulsory exchange of populations between
Greece and Turkey following World War I (Ladas 1932, 380-88)—itself the
largest act of “ethnic cleansing” in the twentieth century—most of them were
driven into Albania at the end or World War 11 (ASHSH 1998, 47). These
speakers represent a geographic extension of the southern Tosk dialects of
Albania proper, the division being the political boundary between Greece and
Albania established by the Protocol of Florence in 1913, which corresponds
more or less to the current border. A third group consists of northern Tosk
speakers who emigrated during the Ottoman period and live in village
enclaves such as Lehovo (Florina district) and Mandres (Kilkis district).*

7. Serbian and Turkish

Of the remaining four languages, Serbian and Turkish on the one hand and
Vlah and Romani on the other represent striking contrasts. Both Serbian and
Turkish have well-established norms that are based in other states, and their
modern-day standardizations took place far from Macedonia. Interestingly
enough, both languages also have made inroads on speakers of Macedonian
dialects, but in different ways. Among Macedonian-speaking Muslims in the
Debar region of Western Macedonia, an association between Macedonian
identity and the Macedonian Orthodox Church has alienated Macedonian-
speaking Muslims to the extent that some communities have demanded that
the government provide Turkish-language elementary schools for their chil-
dren (MILS 17 February 1998; also Nova Makedonija 91/05/13). The situation
is exacerbated by both some Turkish ethnopoliticians who, in an attempt to
increase their power base, have claimed that Macedonian-speaking Muslims
are linguistically Slavicized Turks (although the historical record shows that
they are in fact descendants of Slavic-speaking converts to Islam) and by the
emphasis of some Macedonian nationalist politicians on the connection
between the Macedonian Orthodox Church and Macedonian nationality
(MILS 23 October 1996).” During the 1994 census, there were numerous cases
in certain Macedonian-speaking Muslim villages in which monolingual
Macedonian Muslim families would demand a bilingual Turkish form with an
interpreter but then have to have the Turkish translated into Macedonian
(Friedman 1996). These incidents are part of a larger pattern of conscious lan-
guage shift based on religion (Fraenkel 1993).* This issue of schooling is par-
ticularly fraught with complications. On the one hand, the purpose of minor-
ity-language schooling is to facilitate children's learning by teaching them in
the language they know from home. This purpose is defeated if the language
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of instruction is one the children do not know. On the other hand, framed as
a human rights issue, representatives of organizations such as the OSCE (p.c.,
Skopje, 1995) interpret Article 26, Section 3 of the U.N. Universal Declaration
of Human Rights (10 December 1948) as giving parents the right to choose the
language in which their children will be schooled (and demand that the state
supply the schools), even if that choice is detrimental to the children’s progress
in school.® In the case of Serhian—leaving to one side those who came to
Macedonia in the relatively recent past—there are speakers in the northern
Macedonian dialect area, e.g., some villages on Kozjak and Skopska Crna
Gora, who identify as Serbian on the basis of religion or national feeling and
whose dialects in no way differ from those of their Macedonian-identified
neighbors (Vidoeski 1998, 10).

8. Romani and Vlah

The situation for Vlah and Romani is quite different. Both of these languages are
transnational, not fully standardized, and not associated with a nation-state. In
the case of Vlah, there are those who would make of it a dialect of Romanian (see
Tviinescu 1980, 30-46 for a summary of the debate in Romania) just as there are
those who treat Macedonian as a dialect of Bulgarian, while in the case of
Romani, some post-modern literary critics—writing as historians-—have argued
that Romani is not an ethnicity but rather some sort of Western construct and
that Romani is not a language at all (Willems 1997).* With the Vlahs, as with
the Macedonians, the distinctness of their identity and language is based in their
own perceptions combined with an ontologically distinct linguistic base (in the
case of Vlah, one that separated from Daco-Romanian about a thousand years
ago)."! The distinctness and coherence of the Romani language (despite dialec-
tal diversity) is obvious to anyone who has done fieldwork with Romani or
Roms in Eastern Europe. It is only those who have worked exclusively in coun-
tries where Roms have assimilated linguistically or those who have done no
fieldwork at all that can maintain—on the basis of their lack of experience—that
Romani is not a distinct language and a member of the Indic linguistic group.
On the other hand, the phenomenon of assimilation affects both Roms and
Vlahs, albeit in different directions. The majority of Macedonian Roms are
Muslims, and as a result there have been tendencies among them to assimilate to
Albanian or Turkish language and nationality, although some have assimilated
to Macedonian. In the case of the Vlahs (including Megleno-Romanians), most
of those who were Muslims went to Turkey, while Christian Vlahs in the
Republic of Macedonia tend to assimilate as Macedonians.*
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Within the context of standardization in the Republic of Macedonia, there
is dialectal competition within both Romani and Vlah. Most of the Roms in
Macedonia speak a variant of the Arli dialect, which belongs to the Balkan
group, but a significant number also speak DZambaz, which is closer to the so-
called Vlax group.”® The emerging standard is based on Arli, but with certain
compromises in the direction of Vlax group, to which the native dialects of
some of the main activists belong. Similarly in the case of Vlah, there is an
East/West division, with the western dialects being somewhat more prestigious
because they are associated with urban Vlahs, but the emerging standard is
influenced by the fact that those producing the texts are from the East.*

9. Language and Other Determiners of Ethnicity

While most of the ethnic or “nationality” categories of Macedonia correspond
to linguistic categories, there are several that do not and should be mentioned
here. The two most salient are Muslim (Musliman) and Egyptian (Egipganin
or Eguptin, plural Egipgani, Gupci). The category Muslim is religiously rather
than linguistically defined and is most often declared by Macedonian-speak-
ing Muslims (sometimes called Torbes) who consider Macedonian to be a
Christian category. Most others who declare Muslim nationality speak some
variant of the former Serbo-Croatian (Southern West South Slavic), although
some of these now declare their nationality as Bosniac. (The category Bosniac
is problematic for the Sandzak Muslims, who speak Southern West South
Slavic but live in a historically distinct region—the former Sandzak of Novi
Pazar—which is now divided between Serbia and Montenegro.) Egipgani are
mostly Albanian-speakers, although some speak Macedonian (see Table 3). On
the basis of their ethnonym and physiognomy they are assumed by most oth-
ers in Macedonia and elsewhere to be linguistically assimilated Roms, but they
do not identify as Gypsies. Although as late as the early 1970s I knew Gupci
who told me “we don't know where we come from” and who rejected being
identified with Gypsies, by 1981 members of this community were declaring
themselves as Egyptians (Friedman 1985) and claimed descent from Egyptians
either who had been brought to the Balkans by Alexander the Great or who
had migrated there during the Byzantine period (Risteski 1990, 11). Although
not recognized as a separate nationality category in the 1981 census, in the
1991 and 1994 censuses they were so recognized.*

The old manipulation of religion also intersects with the more recent con-
cept of citizenship in Greece in various official attempts to separate minority
language from identity formation. Thus, for example, while the Albanian-
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speaking Orthodox Christians of Albania are referred to as Albanophone
Greeks (Ruches 1967) on the basis of religion, Turkish-speaking Mustim Greek
citizens in Greek Thrace (who identify themselves as a Turkish minority) are
referred to as Muslim Greeks on the basis of citizenship.* The term Slavophone
Greek is sometimes used for Macedonian-speakers, with the basis being either
religion or citizenship. However, members of the Greek-speaking minority of
Albania are never referred to as Hellenophone Albanians mor are the Greek-
speakers of Turkey ever labeled in Greek sources as Hellenophone Turks.” The
relation between religion and nationality among Albanians and Greeks con-
tinues to be sensitive, as the following news item demonstrates: “Democratic
Party leader Sali Berisha told journalists in Tirana on 9 November that the
Socialist-backed draft constitution will lead to a ‘process of massive changes in
Albanian [nationhood]” and ‘a quiet and soft ethnic cleansing, not through
massacres, hunger, or diseascs but through visas, baptisms, money, and jobs’
He added that the draft ‘destroys Albanian (nationhood]’ because it allows cit-
izens to change their declared nationality and religion. He suggested this will
enable ethnic Albanians to declare themselves ethnic Greeks in order to
improve their chances of emigrating to and finding a job in Greece” (Fabian
Schimidt, RFE/RL NEWSLINE, Vol. 2, No. 217, Part 11, 10 November 1998).
Another deployment of ethnicity as a category of legitimacy that utilizes
language as both a legitimizer and a delegitimizer ina double-standard type of
hegemonistic discourse is the practice in various sources of information (print
and other news media, official and NGO reports, etc.) of referring to
Albanians in Macedonia (and elsewhere) as ethnic Albanians while in these
same sources Macedonians are not referred to as ethnic Macedonians but
rather as Slav Macedonians, Macedonian Slavs, Slavo-Macedonians or some
variant thereof. The argument that has been offered is that since the Republic
of Macedonia is a multi-ethnic society, the term Macedonian by itself is poten-
tially unclear. The underlying discourse, however, is one that recognizes
Albanian as a language and an ethnicity as well as a citizenship category (for
the Republic of Albania) while denying the same possibilities to ethnic
Macedonians. The implication is that the language spoken by ethnic
Macedonians is Slavic (Slavic being a linguistic category) but not necessarily
independent (Macedonian being deployed as a geographic or political catego-
ry), and that Macedonian does not constitute an ethnic identity. This discourse
in turn leaves room for questioning the legitimacy of the Macedonian state
and its territory (see note 14) and also helps delegitimize claims for recogni-
tion on the part of ethnic Macedonian minorities outside the Republic of
Macedonia. The nature of this discourse is exposed by comparison with
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Table 1. Conflicting Census Figures for Macedonia: 1889-1905
Sources: d’Estournelles de Constant (1914, 28-30) and Saral (1975, 75)

ethnic Source

group Bulgarian % Serbian % Greek % Turkish %
Bulgarians 1,181,336 52.31 57,600 2.01 332,162 19.26 896,497 30.8
Serbians 700 .03 2,048,320 71.35 0O 0 100,000 3A'
Greeks 228,762 10.13 201,140 701 632,79% 37.8% 307,000 106
Albanians 128,711 5.70 165,620 577 0 0 0 0
Turks 499,204 2211 231,400 8.06 634,017 36.76 1,508,507 51.8

Other* 219,571 9.72 166,540  13.86 105,844 6.13 99,000 3.4

Total 2258224 100.0 2,870,620 100.00 1,724,818 100.00 2,911,004 100.00
*Vlahs, Roms (Gypsies), Jews, Circassians, etc.

Russia, which is also a multi-ethnic society. When it is necessary to specify
Russian as referring to Russian-speakers inside or outside of Russia the term
ethnic Russian is used, never Slave-Russian, Russian Slavs, Slav Russians, etc.”

10. Censuses, Languages, and Nationality Categories

While religion, language, and nationality (or ethnicity) compete as sites for the
c.onstruction and reproduction of identity, numbers also compete as legitima-
tions of status and even as justifications for territorial claims. It was during the
late nineteenth century that nationality was introduced as a category for cen-
suses, a move supported by self-defined nation-states such as France and
resisted by multinational states such as Austria-Hungary (Gal 1993, 344-45).
The manipulations of such census figures were used by competing nation
states in their claims to Macedonia during the period leading up to the Balkan
Wars and again in connection with the Yugoslav Wars of Succession. Table 1
reproduces claims from four different sources (each with a specific national
interest) made for the population of Macedonia while it was still part of
Turkey.

These discrepancies are not entirely arbitrary. Rather, at least to some
extent, different authors selected criteria that would support their point of
view. Thus the Greek and Turkish figures used religion as the criterion of
ascription, resulting in the complete elimination of the Albanians, who were
counted as Turk if Muslim, Greek if Orthedox, or Other if Catholic. The Serbs
were likewise eliminated from Greek figures because the Greek definition of
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Table 2. Numbers Declaring Albanian and Turkish Nationality in Yugloslav
Censuses 194871, (After Tanaskovi¢ 1992, 143; Kovacec 1992, 45—46)

1948 1953 1961 1971 1981
Albanian 750,431 754,245 914,733 1,309,523 1,730,878
Turkish 97954 259,535 182,964 127,920 101,291

Macedonian territory stopped short of the northern districts included in the
jurisdiction of the Serbian church. Bulgarian and Serbian figures used linguis-
tic criteria, but chose different isoglosses (see Map 2) to justify the claims for
the territorial extent of Bulgarian or Serbian.

During the decades following the end of World War II, declarations of
Albanian and Turkish nationality were directly influenced by political events
as illustrated by census figures in Table 2.

When the 1948 census was conducted, relations between Yugoslavia and
Albania were good while those between Yugoslavia and Turkey were not. By
1953, Tito had broken with Stalin and in the wake of that split Yugoslavia had
broken with Albania while improving relations with Turkey. The subsequent
decades saw both emigration to Turkey (sometimes for economic reasons, but
see also Akan 2000, 81-119) by those declaring Turkish nationality (some-
times declared on the basis of Muslim religion rather than Turkish mother
tongue) as well as rising Albanian nationalism and pressure on Muslims in
Kosovo and Western Macedonia to declare Albanian nationality (Tanaskovic
1992, 143-44; Akan 2000, 179-221). The 1981 census was the last uncontest-
ed census conducted in former Yugoslavia.

By 1991 the situation had deteriorated to the extent that Albanians boycotted
what would be the last census of the SFRY (former Yugoslavia), arguing they
would be unfairly undercounted. An extraordinary census was conducted in the
Republic of Macedonia in 1994, primarily in response to Albanian claims of
under-representation in the 1991 census (for which the number of Albanians had
been estimated owing to their boycott).® In the 1994 census, which was funded
and overseen by the Council of Europe and the Furopean Union, 22.7 percent of
the total population declared Albanian nationality."! Nonetheless, despite the fact
that it was at the urging of ethnic Albanian elites that Albanians in Macedonia
boycotted the 1991 census, the Albanian Academy of Sciences claimed:

For almost 20 years, Macedonian authorities have not announced the exact num-

ber of Albanians. Officially they claim that Albanians represent about 23% of the
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population of the Republic. [ ... } But other sources speak of a larger number of
Albanians. One can say without fear that they represent not less than 35% of its
[Macedonia's] population. As a consequence, the Macedonians represent only
55% of the population, including here those who consider themselves Bulgarian
(the others are Serbs, Turks, and Roms). With such a significant importance, the
Albanians cannot in any sense be considered as a minority but as participants,
equal to the Macedonians, in their common state. (ASHSH 1998, 44 )*

The Albanian state itself is well aware of potential challenges to its own
hegemony from its minorities, as indicated by the fact that in its 2001 census
it omitted questions concerning the religion and ethnicity of its population, a
move that was protested by Greek and Macedonian minority organizations in
Albania (MILS 12 April 2001, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty NEWSLINE
Vol. 5, No. 72, Part 11, 12 April 2001).

11. Linguistic Constituencies

Although these “other sources” are not named and no concrete basis is given
for the figure 35 percent, the rejection of the term minority is itself not a mat-
ter of mere arithmetic, since cven if the proportion were in fact 35/55,
Albanians would still be a minority and Macedonians a majority in numerical
terms. The question is rather one of constituency, i.e., the demand for the sta-
tus of constitutive nation, a concept based on the notion of the nation-state
and one used to determine language policy in former Yugoslavia (Kovacec
1992), in which Macedonian, Serbo-Croatian, and Slovenian, as the languages
of constituent nations, were official at the national level, while all other lan-
guages, as the languages of national minorities (changed to nationalities in the
1974 constitution for all languages except Roms and Vlahs, who were given the
status of ethnic groups), were official at a local or other smaller level.

The phrase equal participant; however, calls to mind the use of equal in the
following statement, taken from the Serbian Academy of Arts and Sciences’
Memorandum: “Without the equal participation of the Serbian people and
Serbia in the entire process of the determination and realization of all vital
decisions, Yugoslavia cannot be strong; its very existence as a democratic and
socialist union would come into question” (SANU 1986, 146). A complete
analysis and comparison of the 1986 SANU document and the 1998 ASHSH
document are beyond the scope of this article, but we can note here that the
apparent similarities do not encourage optimism, given the role of the SANU
Memorandum in heralding the open rise of Serbian nationalism. It is worthy
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of note that the Albanian demand is not for a state without a national basis nor
for one in which all possible nationalities are constitutive, but rather for a bi-
national state.

Burg (1996, 150-57) critiques the role of ethnic elites in dismantling multi-
ethnic states, and it is worth noting that the oft-cited success stories of
Switzerland and Belgium are not without current problems. Thus Grin (1999,
13) writes of Switzerland that it appears to be faced either with an “‘economi-
sation’ of linguistic and cuitural differences, in the sense that these differences
translate into unequal access to socio-economic success” or “an ‘ethnicisation’
of socio-economic inequality, which would no longer manifest itself along the
usual lines of education, socio-economic background, occupation, or more
generally, social class, but along linguistic, cultural or quasi-ethnic lines. Either
way, this can only be deeply divisive and would not bode well for the long-
term cohesion of the country” As for Belgium, politicians have long been
accused of attempting to dismantle the state, and the following newspaper
quotation is typical: “Some observers say [the victory of the Liberal Party] may
be the last chance to hold Belgium together as a single country, with the
extreme Vlaams Blok, which also scored well in the election, eager for a split”
(Herald Tribune 13 July 1999, p. 7).

12. Language and Identity as Non-Isomorphic

A final example of the extent to which language has come increasingly to stand
for identity since World War 11 is given in Tables 3 and 4, which quantify
degrees of non-correspondence between declared nationality and declared
mother tongue in the 1953 and 1994 censuses in the Macedonian republic.
Table 3 gives a detailed breakdown of declared mother tongue and declared
nationality. These are summarized in Table 4, where in each of the two charts,
the top figure is the total of those whose declared nationality differed from the
corresponding declared mother tongue (Non-co), followed by a figure indicat-
ing the percentage of the total of those declaring the mother tongue in ques-
tion that the non-corresponding number represents. The lower figure gives the
numerical total of those declaring the relevant mother tongue. In each chart
an overall total is given below the language-by-language totals. While it is clear
from these figures that declared nationality does not always correspond to
declared mother tongue, it is equally clear that in all cases except the former
Serbo-Croatian there has been an increasing tendency toward such congru-

ence, in many cases a dramatic one.*
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Table 3. Difference between declared nationality and declared mother tongue for
the six main languages of the Republic of Macedonia: 1953 and 1994
Sources: Savenzi zavod za statistiku 1959, Republi¢ki zavod za statistika 1996

1953

Declared
Nativnality
Macedonians
Albanians
Turks
Roms
Vlahs
Serbs
Muslims
Yugoslavs
Others

Total

1994

Declared
Nationality
Macedontans
Albanians
Turks
Roms
Vlahs
Serbs
Muslims
Bosniacs*
Bulgarians
Egyptians
Others
Total

*Not Specified
x Under 10

Macedontan
853971
2152

32392

1040

137

3945

2152

322

896651

Macedonian
1289868
2063
10885
5974
1800
11693
5552

36

358

961
3793
1332983

Declared Mother Tongue

A .
Alvdilldil

1986
153502
27087

860

341
183805

Turkish
281
6569
143615
2066

569
153160

Setbo-Croat
934
181
534
25
14
31070

563
5258
38579

Declared Mother Tongue

Albanian
124
426418
906

1212

431363

Turkish
124
210
62726
1311

64665

Serbo-Croat*
1938
135
86+x
14+x
12
27843
1181
312+x
80

10
3484
35095

Rouutai
277
70
70
16456
0
41
2
173
17089

Romani

94

X

11

34955

0

X

20

0

0

X

40

35120

8130

31

" 10751

Vlah
259

6747

=T Ll

»

30
7036

Bulgarian
125

0

b4

X

0

1448
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Table 4

1953 Declared Mother Tongue
Declared Serbo-

Nationality Macedonian Albanian Turkish Croat Romani Viah

Non-Co 42140 4.6 30303 l6.4 95456.2 7509 19.5 633 3.7 2621 24.4
Total 896651 183805 153160 38579 17089 10751
Non-Co 92751 7.1

Total 1300035

1994 Declared Mother Tongue

Declared Serbo-

Nationality Macedonian ~ Albanian  Turkish Croat® Romani  Vlah Bulgarian
Non-Co 431153.2 4945 1.1 193929 7252206 165.5 289 4.0 232 16
Total 1332983 431363 64665 35095 35120 7036 1448

Non-Co 57937 3
Total 1907710

13. Conclusion

The linguistic situation in geographic Macedonia during the course of this
century can be seen as a collision of ideological fluidity and rigidity in the use
of language as an identity construction site. In connection with the conflicts
thus generated, the concepts of language and dialect as well as equality and
minority are deployed in ways such that they interact as tools of both hege-
monic discourse and resistance. The language contact that produced the
Balkan linguistic league was in its essence a historical phenomenon in which
literacy played a peripheral role. The late documentation of Balkan Romance
and Albanian (as well as Romani), plus the highly conservative literary tradi-
tions of Greek and Balkan Slavic (and also Turkish), combined with the fact
that the majority of speakers of all the languages in question were both illiter-
ate and the subjects of a single state for centuries, assured this. The nineteenth-
century ideology that nation = language = territory = state (Lunt 1984, 89{
Friedman 1997), ie., that the human population of the world consists of
nations, which are defined by language and which occupy discrete territories
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and should thus constitute the basis of independent states, provided an impe-
tus for the shift from religion to language as the basis of supra-regional iden-
tity. This ideology in turn has given rise to the modern colloquial-based liter-
ary languages of the Balkans and the educational systems necessary to perpet-
uate them (and the nation-states for which they are vehicles of construction).
Such a development has led to the decline of Balkan multi-lingualism (Icevska
and Salihu 1998, 44 for a typical current example) and produced a reservoir
for territorial conflicts, given the fact that discrete monoglot territorial unit
are rare even at the village level and almost non-existent at the level of munic-
ipality (Kanéov 1900; Zavod za statistika na Republika Makedonija 1997), and
given the relative subjectivity of the distinction between language and dialect.

In the context of geographic Macedonia, in which all of the Balkan linguis-
tic groups are represented, the conflict and competition among Slavic, Greek,
and Albanian has been most salient, while those involving Romance, Romani,
and Turkish are relevant but not state-based. In the case of Slavic, a shift from
religion to language as a source of identity provided resistance to the hegemo-
ny of Greek, but the above mentioned ideology resulted in both the basis of a
distinct Macedonian national identity and literary language and in Bulgarian
claims that the identity does not exist and that the language is a dialect of
Bulgarian. Albanian nationhood, too, arose from the shift from religion to lan-
guage as means of identity production, but in the context of post-World War
II nation-states religion has again emerged as a significant fact in language
and/or identity shift. In the case of Greek, the maintenance of a religious-
based identity in the form of the Greek Orthodox Church has continued to
serve as a vehicle of language shift either to Greek in the case of non-
Hellenophone Greek Orthodox Christians or away from Greek in the case of
Hellenophone Muslims, who were included in the compulsory exchange of
populations following World War I (de Jong 1992). While the deportation of
Muslims from Aegean Macedonia as well as the deportation and murder of its
Jews resulted in a religiously homogenous region, linguistically Aegean
Macedonia is still as complex as Vardar Macedonia, despite on-going Greck
denials of this fact (Greek Helsinki Monitor 24 July 1999 gives a typical exam-
ple).

On the one hand Macedonian census figures demonstrate that the corre-
spondence between declared mother-tongue and declared nationality has
become more congruent during the last forty years. On the other, religion con-
tinues to compete with language as the major focus of identity. Muslims,
whose religion is also officially recognized as a nationality category, may adopt
Albanian or Turkish regardless of mother tongue while Christians may adopt
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Macedonian or Greek, depending on where they find themselves. Also,
Muslim Albanians may convert to Greek language and/or religion for eco-
nomic reasons (see Schwandner-Sievers 1999 on Vlah deployment of Greek or
Romanian identity for access to resources). At the same time, however, as
noted above, there is a striking trend in the increasing correlation of national-
ity and mother tongue. And so a greater consistency of correspondence
bétween language and ethnicity is influenced by religion, which continues to
function as a kind of linguistic wild card, especially among the Muslimani. The
Egipkani are a special case reflecting the highly marginalized status of Roms.
Finally, just as religion continues to exert its effect, 5o, too, the numbers game
continues to be played by various interested parties, and to this has been added
the rhetorical twist (already evident in the years leading up to the 1974
Yugoslav constitution) of contesting the concept of minority.

Taken as a linguistic category in the context of geographic Macedonia,
minority is a highly mutable identity. For some groups, ¢.g., Vlahs and Roms,
it is absolute, whereas for others, e.g., Macedonians and Albanians, it is rela-
tive. For some it is perceived as an attempt to deny greater legitimacy, e.g.,
Albanians in Macedonia, for others it is a sought-after status, e.g.,
Macedonians in Bulgaria and Greece. In a sense the Republic of Macedonia is
the very quintessence of a minority country, since all of its ethnic groups but
one are in numerical minorities, but its majority ethnic group is a minority
not only in all of its neighbors but in the Balkans as a whole. Moreover, the
chronic denial of even so much as minority status—or even existence—to
Macedonian language and ethnicity, a denial in which political leaders of
minorities within Macedonia are willing to be complicit when they think it
will further their goals—adds to a sense of fear within Macedonia that
demands for equality are in fact preludes to demands for partition. And yet, so
far neither practitioners nor theoreticians have been able to formulate an ade-
quate answer to the question asked by Macedonian president Kiro Gligorov’s
son, Vladimir, in the epigram of Susan Woodward’s account of the destruction
of Yugoslavia (1995, xvi): “Why should I be a minority in your country when

you can be a minority in mine?”

Notes

Throughout this article, [ have cited sources and references wherever possi-
ble. A number of observations, however, are based on my own field research
throughout the Balkans between 1971 and 1999 (for details see my web page
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located at humanities.uchicago.edu/humanities/linguistics/faculty/fried-
man.html). Some of this research has been supported by grants from the
American Council of Learned Societies, financed in part by the National
Endowment for the Humanities and the Ford Foundation, from the
International Research and Exchanges Board, with funds provided by the
National Endowment for the Humanities, from the University of North
Carolina Research Council, and research funds from the University of
Chicago. I gratefully acknowledge the support of all these organizations. Some
of the research was also conducted while I was on deployment in Macedonia
as a Senior Political and Policy Analyst for the Analysis and Assessment Unit
of the Office of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General to the
United Nations Protection Forces (UNPROFOR) in former Yugoslavia in
1994, Some material is also based on my observations during a 1995 fact-find-
ing mission as & member of the South Balkan Project of the Center for
Preventive Action of the Council on Foreign Relations. The views expressed
here are entirely my own and do not reflect those of any of the above men-
tioned organizations. Translation from sources not in English are my own
unless otherwise specified.

1. This stability, however, is underlain by a series of instabilities. The pre-
Indo-European languages of the Balkans were wiped out by those of Indo-
European invaders, and from prehistoric times until after the Ottoman con-
quest various Indo-European and Turkic languages entered the Balkans, some
being established permanently, some leaving a passing lexical imprint, and
some disappearing with hardly a linguistic trace.

2. This expression was frequent in the Macedonian media from the second
half of 1991 until the bombing of the FRY and resultant refugee crisis of 1999.
Perhaps the most poignant usage I have encountered was at the opening of a
conference on Macedonian-Turkish cultural relations held at the University of
Skopje in October 1991 as Yugoslav National Army planes flew low over the
University. The Wars of Succession had begun that June, and Macedonia had just
passed a referendum for independence in Septemnber, but the political situation
was unresolved and Yugoslav National Army troops had not yet withdrawn. As
of July 1999, Macedonia had survived the most serious crisis it had faced since
independence, namely the complex inter-ethnic tensions resulting from the
Kosovo crisis. The outbreak of armed conflict in northern Macedonia in early
2001, however, threatens to revive a 1913 scenario as of this writing (April 2001).

3. It is worth emphasizing that the term Balkanization and its congeners did
not originate during the period when the Balkan states were breaking off from
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the Ottoman Empire but rather at the end of World War T with the establish-
ment of nation-states in Eastern Europe taken from territory that had been
ruled by Austria-Hungary, Germany, and Russia, Todorova (1997, 33-37) cites
a usage from the 20 December 1918 New York Times in which the term is used
to mean “devastation” or “ruin,” but she correctly points out that the meaning
of political fragmentation emerges only with the treaties following World War
1 that divided up the so-called “New Map of Europe” (Gibbons 1915).

4. See Kanéov (1900, 138-40) for a detailed breakdown in terms of
Ottoman administrative districts. ASHSH (1998, 23) provides an interesting
additional perspective: Basing itself on the last administrative division of the
Ottoman Empire before its dismemberment, it claims almost all of northern
Macedonia as part of “historical Kosovo with its capital Skopje.” It is ironic
that this definition is reminiscent of medieval Serbian claims.

5. These regions still have significant numbers of Macedonian-speaking vil-

lages. The classification of the Slavic dialects of Gora as Macedonian rather
than Serbian, on the basis of certain salient, relatively archaic innovations
shared with most of western Macedonia, e.g., fixed antepenultimate stress, was
proposed by Vidoeski (1986) and tacitly accepted by Brozovi¢ and Ivi¢ (1988).
The speakers themselves are Muslim and have traditionally identified as nei-
ther Serbian nor Macedonian but rather as Goran. They find Standard
Macedonian easier to understand than Standard Serbian, however, and share
salient folklore with Macedonians rather than Serbs (Naim Dokle, personal
communication, Tirana, 1995; also attested in Letters to the Editor published
in Nova Makedonija 18 and 25 January 1986, p. 2). When Serbian negotiators
finally recognized the existing border between Macedonia and the FRY
(including Kosovo) in February 2001, after almost a decade of foot-dragging,
a group of Gorans sought inclusion in Macedonia or special status with dual
citizenship and Macedonian schools (MILS 13 February 2001). The compro-
mise was to agree to establish a new border crossing at Restelica-StraZimer
(MILS 16 February 2001). The Macedonian-speakers of the Golo Brdo region
(Albanian Gollobordé) are mixed Christian and Muslim. Those of Lower
Prespa and adjacent regions are Christians. Only the Christian villagers of
southeastern Albania have Macedonian-language schooling (through grade
four).

6. At the end of World War II, with Yugoslavia and Bulgaria in the same
political camp and discussions of a Balkan federation, Bulgaria recognized
Macedonian as a language, as a nationality, and as a minority on its territory.
With the Tito-Stalin break of 1948, however, Bulgaria repudiated first the
Macedonian standard language (Koneski 1948) and subsequently (from 1958)
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the existence of a separate Macedonian nationality (see Caule 1972, 21, 183;
Lunt 1984, 87), although tacit acknowledgment of the exis;enc’e 0;
Macedonian occasionally slipped by as late as 1968 (Lekov 1968, 184-85)

When the Republic of Macedonia declared independence in 1991, Bulgariz;
hastened to recognize the political independence but refused to recognize
either the language or the nationality. Throughout most of the 1990s bilateral
agreements between Bulgaria and Macedonia remained unsigned owing to
Bulgarian refusal to approve bilingual documents in Macedonian and
Bulgarian. Macedonia likewise rejected Bulgarian proposals such as having the
figreements be only in English. This stalemate was resolved when a document
in which Bulgaria recognized the Macedonian standard language and
Macedonia renounced any concern with Bulgarian internal affairs, i.é., any
s.upport for the Macedonians of Pirin Macedonia, was signed by representa-

tives of the two sides on 22 February 1999. It is worth noting, however, that
even during the late communist period, when the official Bulgarian line was

that.Macedonian was not a separate language but a dialect of Bulgarian, coop-

erative agreements between the two countries were signed in both languages

(Nova Makedonija 6.11.81:10). The Bulgarian claims on the Macedonian

dialects of Albania and Greece remain unresolved.

7. The phrase “ ... and a navy” is sometimes added, but is obviousiy inap-
plicable to landlocked countries.

8. Thus, for example, Poulton (1995, 116), who purports to be sympathetic
to Macedonia, Vickers and Pettifer (1997, 205), who are clearly pro-Albanian
and Henninger (1994, 429-30), who is a Bulgarist by profession and training’
all reproduce the same delegitimizing Bulgarian hegemonic discourse tha;
Mac.edonian is a “dialect’”” of Bulgarian. Pettifer also does this in a 1992 article
reprinted in 1999 (see Greenberg 2001, 172). See Lunt (1984, 90-91) for an
excellent summary of the distinction between language and dialect as well as a
trenchant critique of the Bulgarian material uncritically accepted by Poulton.

9. This lack of salience is arguably connected with both the multilingualism
a.nd shared structures characterizing Balkan societies and languages at that
time.

- 10. At least among the rural population, however, even religion was to a cer-
tain extent a pragmatic affair. Thus, for example, a saint’s tomb could be equal-
ly venera§ed by both Christians and Muslims as a source of healing power.
Among urban populations, the very fact of living in a town rather than a vil-
lage had a prestige that in some senses trumped religion as a source of identi-
t6y )and valued Turkish as the language of urban culture (see Akan 2000, 1-5,

4).
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11. Jews and Armenians constituted other religiously defined, officially rec-
ognized minorities in Macedonia and elsewhere in the Balkans at that tx.me. By
the end of World War II, most Armenians had left for Soviet Armenia, and
most Macedonian Jews had been murdered by the Nazis and their collabora-
tors (Assa 1972, 92-119).

12. Nonetheless, people in Ottoman Turkey were not unaware of the distinc-
tion between language and religion. We have records of nineteenth-century
jokes whose point was that Slavic-speaking Muslims called themselves Tu."lf_'s but
did not necessarily know Turkish (Cepenkov 1972, 132-34). Tt would be inter-
esting albeit difficult to trace the origins of these jokes, however, since t.he attes-
tations date from the mid-nineteenth century. It is possible that these jokes are
actually manifestations of a growing ideological awareness of the shift from reli-
gion to language as an identity marker (see also Akan 2000, 123, 143, 194, 213).

13. An independent issue is the boundary of Balkan as opposed to non-
Balkan South Slavic. Sandfeld (1930) included Serbian in his study of Balkan
linguistics, as do some others, but it is well recognized among Balkar%ists thhil
the processes of structural convergence that characterize the Balkan lmgulstfc
league—and in the case of Slavic in particular differentiate the Balkan SldV.IC
dialects from the rest of Slavic as a genetic group within Indo-European—did
not extend over the whole of Southern West South Slavic dialectal territory
nor even over the whole of that territory subject to Ottoman suzerainty for an
extended period. Heuristically speaking, it is only the so-called Torlak
(Prizren-Timok) dialects of Serbian that participated in the processes.

14. See ASHSH 1998 and Velev 1998 for modern-day Albanian and
Bulgarian equivalents of such claims couched in terms of “ethnic Albanian
territory” and “ethnic Bulgarian territory,” respectively. See MANU 1999 for a
responsl: to the former. Maximal Aromanian claims also included part (?f
Macedonia, but the minimalist claims for an independent Pindus Republic
were limited to that part of former Ottoman territory that lay between the
Greek border of 1912, the Albanian border of 1913, Mt. Grammos and the
town of Yanina (loannina), i.e., what became the northeastern part of Greek
Epirus (lonescu 1945). Trajkovski (1997, 76, 81, 83, 84) gives a Macedonian
conflation of ethnic and geographic.

15. Greek claims usually referred to religion (see Table 1), but they also
deployed language on occasion. Language-based claims, however, ref.erreq to
the language of “commercial relations” and not to home language (Nicolaides
1899, 1-2). , .

16. See also Brown 1996, which presents evidence from the immigration
records of Ellis Island that Macedonian peasants fleeing Ottoman Turkey after
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the unsuccesstul uprising of 1903 identified their nationality as Macedonian.
Also, Dimevski 1968 and Andonovski 1985a adduce evidence from an 1893
report by the Serbian consul at Monastir (Bitola) that a group of Macedonians
in Kostur (Greek Kastoria) attempted to eliminate both Greek and Bulgatian
from the parish school and use Macedonian as the language of instruction.
The Greek bishop succeeded in convincing the Turkish governor of Kostur to
close both the school and the one church in town that was using the Slavonic

vinced the parish council to adopt literary Bulgarian lest they lose both their
church and their school to the Greeks.

17. In the 1992 Bulgarian census, 10,800 people claimed Macedonian
nationality. In 1997 Bulgarian Prime Minister Petar Stojanov asserted to the
European parliament that there is no Macedonian minority in Bulgaria (MILS
21 September 1998). As indicated above, the February 1999 language agree-
ment includes a clause (Article 11) in which the Republic of Macedonia de
facto promises not to support the claims of the Pirin Macedonians.

18. It is no coincidence that Zazari, a recent minority language project
funded by the European Commission and based in Florina (Macedonian
Lerin), is aimed only at Aromanian, Albanian and Romani (Interface No. 35,

aas a0

August 1999, p. 3

). This is despite the fact that therc is only one Albanian-
speaking village in the Florina region (Lehovo) whereas Macedonian contin-
ues to thrive even after a century of expulsions and other repressive policies.
Similarly, Volume 5 (1996-98) of the Greek journal Elléniké Dialektologia,
devoted entirely to “bilingual communities of the Greek people” (Oi digldsses
omades tou ellénikou hdorou)—itself a formulation intended to avoid the
acknowledgment of the existence of language-identified minorities—covers
all the minority languages of Greece except Macedonian.

19. The wording of the constitution mentions “Albanians, Turks, Vlahs,
Roms and other nationalities,” but Article 35 of the 1994 census law specified
the five languages mentioned above as official, together with Macedonian, for
the census (see Friedman 1996). Linguistically, there is a distinction between
Aromanian and Megleno-Romanian, but for our purposes here they can be
treated together as Vlah. See Friedman 1994 for details.

20. The main bundle of isoglosses separating Geg and Tosk in Macedonia
runs along the course of the river Drin through the middle of the town of
Struga, at the north end of Lake Ohrid. There are also non-contiguous Tosk
Albanian dialects spoken in Italy (Arbéresh), related to those of southern
Greece (Arvanitika), also dating from the Byzantine period or the beginning
of the Ottoman conquest, as well as Albanian-speaking villages elsewhere in
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the Balkans and Ukraine, but these need not concern us here (see Friedman
1998b, 218-21 for details).

21. In the case of the Albanians, language was the essential factor in build-
ing a sense of national identity (Skendi 1967, 124-25), divided as the popula-
tion was among Islam, Orthodoxy, and Catholicism. Muslim Albanian-speak-
ers were under pressure to identify as Turks, Orthodox Albanian-speakers as
Greeks, while the Catholics of the north were under pressure from Italy and
Austria. Thus, overcoming religion as the source of identity and shifting the
basis to language became a major goal of the Albanian national movement
(covered in detail by Skendi 1967). Orthography was a key issue for Albanian
during the period before independence was declared in 1912. The three reli-
gious groups each had a different alphabet: Latin for the Catholics, Greek for
the Orthodox, and Arabic for the Muslims, as well as competing Latin alpha-
bets for all three. Although an Alphabet Congress held in Monastir (Bitola)
14-22 November 1908 was unable to reach a definitive decision between two
Latin alphabets (one using digraphs, the other diacritics), the fact that it was
able to narrow the field to those two Latin alphabets has given reason for that
Congress to be regarded today as a definitive moment in the creation of
Albanian national unity (Buda and Domi et al. 1972, Skendi 1967, 370-75).
The codifiers of the post-World War Il “unified literary language” {(gjuha
letrare ¢ njésuar) insisted that their standard was neither “northern” nor
“southern”—the ethnic terms Geg and Tosk were likewise eliminated from
official discourse for the sake of promoting national unity—but rather a
supradialectal norm that was neither one nor the other but combined both. In
fact, however, that standard was basically Tosk, and as such rather violently
attacked by Pipa (1989). See Ismajli (1998, 193-98) for commentary.

22. See Byron 1976 and Ismajli 1998 for accounts of the complex processes
following World War II. Byron stresses the processes as they took place within
the Republic of Albania, whereas Ismajli focuses on events in what was then
Yugoslavia. In a recent move with distinct political implications (see notes 3
and 13 above), the Ministry of Education of Albania on 2 May 2001 approved
a history textbook intended for use in elementary schools both within and
beyond the borders of Albania. (Only Montenegro, Kosovo, and Macedonia
were specified in the Associated Press report.) Responding to the obvious
implication of one government’s producing such a book intended for elemen-
tary schools in neighboring countries in an international political climate of
instability and potential irredentism, Minister Ethem Ruka claimed the book
would make it easier for Albanian-speakers outside of Albania to attend insti-
tutions of higher learning in Albania “where the two main Albanian dialects
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were standardized in 1972” (Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Newsline Vol. 5,
No. 86, Part II, 4 May 2001). While it is unclear whether this distortion of the
adoption of standard Albanian outside of Albania (with the resulting produc-
tion of textbooks in standard Albanian in former Yugoslavia and the relevant
successors) is the fault of Minister Ruka or some journalist, the entire event
represents a striking example of the instrumentalization of language in a con-
text with clear extra-linguistic implications.

23. Some Kosovars view the situation as being that of a single standard with
two variants (that of Albania and that of Kosova). In practice the situation n
Geg-speaking regions is diglossic—the standard is used in writing and formal
contexts, Geg is used informally and colloquially.

24. The form arbér- is derived from alban- (via Greek change of /l/ to /t/
before the consonant and Tosk rhotacism of the /n/) and originally referred to
a region in central Albania. The name shqip, which is modern Albanian for
“aAlbanian,” used in Albania proper and contiguous territory, does not appear
until the Ottoman period and appears to derive from an expression meaning
“pronounce clearly” (Hamp 1994). )

25. See Grillo 1985 for details. On the current status of Arvanitika see
Tsitsipis 1998.

26. These latter actually emi m Man
eastern Bulgaria as a result of the Balkan Wars (Hamp 1965). They were th
originally part of the Albanian diaspora that migrated to Thrace, but the ori-
gins of most of that migration are on the same northern Tosk territory (see
Friedman 1995). A fourth group could be said to comprise the many thou-
sands of post-1989 economic migrants from Albania currently living in Greece
and Italy. These do not constitute the same type of long-settled stable com-

3
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munities, however.

27. The precipitous banning of the Muslim veil (zar and feredze) as part of
a secularization campaign of the early 1950s also created significant alienation
of some Macedonian-speaking Muslims from the state and increased their
sense that Macedonian identity was a Christian identity. The current dispute
is thus not a new one (see Friedman 1993, 88-89, also Akan 2000, 21 and pas-
sim). However, there are also Macedonian Muslim organizations actively
encouraging Macedonian Muslim identification with Macedonian language
and ethnicity.

28. This situation obtains mainly in the Debar region. In the Kicevo region,
there is a similar shift among Macedonian-speaking Muslims, but in the direc-
tion of Albanian. Shifts from Albanian to Macedonian also occur among
Albanian-speaking Christians.
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9. Section 3 makes no reference to language but rather to “type of educa-
tion.” The situation thus created is arguably in conflict with Section Two of
Article 26, which defines the goals of education (Dembour 1996).

30. A similar attempt to delegitimize Aromanian as a language, albeit differ-
ent in its motivation, is Lazarou’s (1986) attempt to demonstrate that the
Aromanian dialects of Greece are not Romance but rather relexified Greek.
While silly in terms of modern historical linguistic methodology (see Kazazis
1996 for a detailed critique}, such work is quite practical for the expansion of
Hellenism and Greek nation-building mythology. Such techniques are not lim-
ited to Southeastern Europe. The following Reuters item from 5 August 1999
supplied by Greek Helsinki Watch is worth quoting in this context: “Turkey's
parliamentary authorities on Thursday erased a reference to Kurdish as a second
language from the official biography of an Islamist MP after far-right MPs
objected. MP Mehmet Fuat Firat had listed Kurdish as one of his foreign lan-
guages along with Arabic and Persian, but deputies from the ruling coalition
complained that Kurdish is not a recognized language in Turkey. The entry was
subsequently deleted from Firat’s biography on the parliament’s Internet web-
site. ‘We find it strange that he should try to show that such a language exists
when it is not recognized by the Turkish state, MHP deputy Mustafa Gul told
Reuters. ‘It’s not a language, it’s a dialect, an accent. ‘For that reason we applied
to the parliamentary speaker to have it corrected, he said. A Kurdish newspaper
protested, meanwhile, about Firat’s having had to list Kurdish as a foreign lan-
guage when it was in fact his mother tongue. Some 10 million ethnic Kurds live
in Turkey but the use of Kurdish was banned until as recently as 1991. There are
still legal restrictions on education and broadcasting in Kurdish.” The parallels
with Greek minority policies are striking. In both Turkey and Greece the claim
is made that a given minority language (Kurdish and Macedonian, respectively)
does not exist, or it is delegitimized as a mother tongue: So-called Slavophone
Greeks, i.e., Macedonians, are sometimes referred to as bilinguals, as if it were
impossible to have a mother-tongue other than Greek—see note 18 above), and
Macedonian itself is referred to by Greeks as dopika “local [talk]” (sometimes
rendered in the local dialect of Macedonian as doptitski), as if it were a dialect of
Greek rather than a separate language. There is evidence that similar erasure (see
Gal and Trvine 1995, 975-75) of minorities is taking place in Kosovo. In his
“Letter from Kosovo #2 [13 July 1999], American journalist Peter Lippman
writes: “In Prizren most of the Albanians speak Turkish as a second, often as a
first, language” (http://www.glypx.com/BalkanWitness). Such a statement, of
course, raises the issue of the correspondence between language and nationality
or ethnic identity (see Eraenkel 1993; Akan 2000; as well as the discussion later
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in this article). In 1981 there were more than ten thousand Turks in Prizren and
near-by villages (Tanaskovi¢1992, 143). While the expulsion of Serbs and Roms
from Kosovo since the end of the spring 1999 NATO bombing campaign is well
documented in the news, the treatment of Turks has gone unmentioned, but at
least some of them fled to Macedonia during the NATO bombing. In Kosovo,
even before the break-up of former Yugoslavia, there were complaints in the
Turkish-language press that Turks were being treated as third-class citizens
because not only was there much less Turkish-language hroadcasting than either
Albanian or Serbo-Croatian, but most of it was on the third channel, which
broadcast at only one kilowatt and could not be heard beyond Prishtina. This
was as opposed to the first channel broadcasting in Albanian at 1,000 kw or the
second, in Serbo-Croatian at 100 kw (Birlik 8/24/89, p. 4; see Friedman 1993).

31. This situation is quite different from that of the Literary Moldavian of
the Soviet era (post-Soviet Moldovan), which is based on the same Wallachian
dialectal base as standard Romanian rather than being based on the dialects of
Moldova (see Dyer 1996). There is also a significant difference from the current
differentiation of the former Serbo-Croatian into separate Serbian, Croatian,
and Bosnian. While dialects of the former Serbo-Croatian are regionally clear-
ly differentiated, they do not follow ethnic lines to any structurally significant
degree (see Greenberg 1996), and all three of the currently developing stan-
dards historically share the same Eastern Hercegovinian neo-§tokavian dialec-
tal base, albeit one that has been elaborated in different directions.

32. The Muslim Aromanians and Megleno-Romanians of Aegean Macedonia
were included among those expelled to Turkey in the compulsory exchange of
populations between those two countries after World War [. During the
Ottoman period, many urban Christian Vlahs identified as Greeks (the Vlahs
did not achieve their own church and thus the status of millet until 1905) and
during subsequent upheavals went to Greece and assimilated as Greeks. Vlahs
today living in Greece are under the same assimilatory pressures as other non-
Greek-speaking orthodox Christians, while among those in Albania some have
assimilated as Albanian, some as Greek, while others are asserting their differ-
ence (Schwandner-Sievers 1999). The Muslim Vlahs of Dolna Belica in the
republic of Macedonia have assimilated to Albanian language and identity.

33, The Vlax dialects of Romani are descended from dialects that were spo-
ken for a significant period of time in Romania and contain a salient propor-
tion of Romanian loanwords as well as certain specific internal developments,
such as the use of an unrounded vowel in the 1 SG preterit and the loss of
intervocalic /n/ before a high front vowel.

34. The older Aromanian dialectal division is North (Albania)/South
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(Greece). Owing to patterns of migration and transhumance, however, this
division is realized as an East/West split in the Republic of Macedonia.

35. Given the fact that most Egipkani have Albanian as their first language,
one can surmise that the motivation for the recognition was to discourage
their registration as Albanians. This surmise is supported by statements in the
Macedonian press during the 1991 and 1994 censuses, although it was never
explicitly formulated policy. Romani activists have also made public state-
ments insisting that the Egip&ani should be counted as Roms (see Friedman
1996; also Duijzings 2000, 132-56).

36. On the cover of Elléniké Dialektologia Vol. 5 (see note 8 above), the
Turkish dialect of western Thrace is referred to as Mousoulmantka Thrakés
“Thracian Muslimian” rather than Tourkika “Turkish.”

37. See Andrews (1989, 142-47) on Greek-speaking Christians and Muslims
in Turkey.

38. The examples are legion, but a recent one (as of this writing) occurred
in a Chicago Tribune item reproduced by the Euro-Balkan Institute Briefing on
the Macedonian Crisis (9 May 2000-ebalkan@soros.org.mk). It is worth not-
ing that quite recently both the BBC News service and the ICG (International
Crisis Group) have taken cognizance of this issue and altered their usage from
Macedonian Slav, Slav{o-]Macedonian, etc., to ethnic Macedonian.

39. Taken in this light, Lippman'’s description of Prizren cited above raises
questions concerning mother tongue, self-ascription, and national identity in
post-KFOR Kosovo.

40. See Friedman 1996 for a detailed account of the 1994 Macedonian census.

41. The 1994 census was partially boycotted in the Debar and Zupa munic-
ipalities, and figures for those two were estimated.

42. While the Albanian claims can be considered moot in the absence of con-
crete evidence, other accusations leveled at Macedonia in connection with the
recent census are just plain false. Thus, for example, Bell (1998, 29) writes: “For
its part, the Macedonian republic has not been sympathetic toward its citizens
who wish to express a Bulgarian ethnicity; the recently completed census did
not find a single Bulgarian in the county.” Nikolov (2000, 229) makes a simi-
larly false claim. While the official figure of 1,448 declared Bulgarians (see Table
3) may be argued over in terms of relative accuracy, there is no way that the
publication of this figure can be construed as complete absence. Such misrep-
resentations, needless to say, increase a sense of insecurity and beleaguerment
among Macedonians, making political compromise that much more difficult.

43. The relative stability of the former Serbo-Croatian in this respect is relat-
ed to various political and demographic factors beyond the scope of this paper.
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Figures for other categories (Other, Unknown, etc.) are not reproduced here.

44. This figure represents Serbian and Croation which were listed as sepa-
rate languages in the 1994 census.

45. 6426 Bosniacs were listed in the column ‘Other’ for mother tongue.
Presumably the overwhelming majority declared Bosnian. 7795 Muslims were
also in the ‘Other’ column and presurnably also listed Bosnian.

46. This figure represents Serbian and Croation which were listed as sepa-

rate languages in the 1994 census
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