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Language Ideology and Linguistic Differentiation 

Judith T. Irvine and Susan Gal 

A language is simply a dialect that has an army and a navy-so go s 

a well-known saying in linguistics.I Although only semiserious, thi dic­

tum recognizes an important truth: The significance of lingui tic dif­

ferentiation is embedded in the politics of a region and its ob ervers. 

Just as having an army presupposes some outside force, some real or 

putative opposition to be faced, so does identifying a language presup­

pose a boundary or opposition to other Languages with which it con­

trasts in some larger sociolinguistic field. In this chapter we focus on 

the ideological aspects of that linguistic differentiation-the ideas with 

which participants and observers frame their under tanding of linguis­

tic varieties and map those understandings onto people, events, and 

activities that are significant to them. With Silverstein (1979), Kroskriry, 

Schieffelin, and Woolard (1992), Woolard and Schieffelin (1994), and 

other in the present volume, we call these conceptual cheme ideolo­

gies because they are suffused with the political and moral is ues per­

vading the particular sociolinguistic field and are ubject to the 

interests of their bearers' social position. 

Linguistic ideologies are held not only by the immediate partici-
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pants in a local sociolinguistic y tern. They are also held by other 

observers, such as the linguists and ethnographers who have mapped 

the boundaries of language and p ople and provided de criptive 

accounts of them. Our attention here is therefore ju t as appropriately 

directed to tho e mapping and accoun as to their ubject matter. 

There is no "view from nowhere," no gaze that i not po itioned. Of 

cour e, it is always easier to detect po itioning in the views of others, 

such as the linguists and ethnographer of an earlier era, than in one's 

own. Examining the activities of lingui ts a century or more ago reveals, 

via the wisdom of hindsight or at least via hi torical distance, the ideo­

logical dimensions of their work in drawing and interpreting linguistic 

boundaries. This historical inquiry al o has a contemporary relevance, 

to the extent that early representation of ociolingui tic phenomena 

influenced later representations and even contributed to shaping the 

sociolinguistic scene itself. 

Our discussion is less concerned with hi tory per se, however, than 
with the dynamics of a sociolinguistic proce s. In exploring ideologies 

of lingui tic differentiation, we are concerned not only with the ideolo­

gies' structure but also, and especially, with their consequences. First, 

we explore how participants' ideologies concerning boundaries and 

differences may contribute to language change. Second, we ask how 

the describer's ideology has con equences for scholarship, how it 

hape hi or her de cription of language (s). Third, we consider the 

con equences for politics, how linguistic ideologies ar taken to autho­

rize actions on the basis oflinguistic relation hip or difference. 

To address these questions we have examined ethnographic and 

linguistic ca es from several parts of the world, involving different 

kind of lingui tic differentiation. Since Africa and Europe are the 

it of our own re earch, we have looked most particularly to these 

r gion for examples of relevant ethnography, lingui tics, and hi tori­

cal inve ligation. But whether in these parts of the world or elsewhere, 

in all the cas we have examined-those described in this paper and 

man othe as well-we find some similaritie in the ways ideologies 

~r c gnize" (or mi recognize) linguistic differences: how they locate, 

interpret, and rationalize sociolinguistic complexity, identifying lin­

gui tic \"arietie with "typical" per ons and activities and accounting for 

th dill rentiation among them. We have identified three important 
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semiotic processes by which this works: iconization, fractal recursivity, 

and erasure. 
Before we offer more specific discussions of what these three 

processes are, let us note that all of them concern the way people con­

ceive of links between linguistic forms and social phenomena. Those 

conceptions can best be explicated by a semiotic approach that distin­

guishes several kinds of sign relationships, including (as Peirce long 

ago suggested) the iconic, the indexical, and the symbolic.2 It has 

become a commonplace in sociolinguistics that linguistic forms, 

including whole languages, can index social groups. As part of everyday 

behavior, the use of a linguistic form can become a pointer to (index 

of) the social identities and the typical activities of speakers. But speak­

ers (and hearers) often notice, rationalize, and justify such linguistic 

indices, thereby creating linguistic ideologies that purport to explain 

the source and meaning of the linguistic differences. To put this 

another way, linguistic features are seen as reflecting and expressing 

broader cultural images of people and activities. Participants' ideolo­

gies about language locate linguistic phenomena as part of, and evi­

dence for, what they believe to be systematic behavioral, aesthetic, 

affective, and moral contrasts among the social groups indexed. That 

is, people have, and act in relation to, ideologically constructed repre­

sentations of linguistic differences. In these ideological constructions, 

indexical relationships become the ground on which other sign rela­

tionships are built. 

The three semiotic processes we have identified are thus the 

means by which people construct ideological representation of lin­

guistic differences. Examples will follow, but first let us describe the 

processes more particularly: 

Jconization involves a transformation of the sign relationship 

between linguistic features (or varieties) and the social image with 

which they are linked. Linguistic features that index ocial group or 

activities appear to be iconic representations of them, as if a lingui tic 

feature somehow depicted or displayed a social group' inherent nature 

or essence. This process entails the attribution of cause and immediate 

necessity to a connection (between linguistic feature and social 

groups) that may be only historical, contingent, or conventional. The 

iconicity of the ideological representation reinforces the implication of 
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necessity. By picking out qualitie uppo edly hared by the social 

image and the linguistic image, the ideological repre entation-itselfa 

ign-binds them together in a linkage that appears to b inherent3 

Fractalrecursivity involves the projection of an oppo ition, salient at 

ome level of relationship, onto some other level. For example, intra· 

group oppositions might be projected outward onto intergroup rela­

tion , or vice versa. Thus the dichotomizing and partitioning proce 

that was involved in some understood opposition (between groups or 

lingui tic varieties, for example) recur at other le els, creating either 

subcategories on each side of a contrast or supercategories that include 

both side but oppose them to something el e. Remini cent of fractals 

in geometry and the structure of segmen tary kinship systems-as well as 

other phenomena anthropologists have een as involving egrnentation 

or chi mogene is, such as nationalist ideologie and gender ritualsL 

the myriad oppositions that can create identity may be reproduced 

repeatedly, either within each ide of a dichotomy or outside it. When 

uch oppositions are reproduced within a ingle person, they do not 

concern contrasting identities so much as oppo itions between activities 
or roles as ociated with prototypical social per ons. In any case, the 

opposition do not define fixed or stable social groups, and the mime-

i the ' sugge t cannot be more than partial. Rather they provide 

actor with the discursive or cultural resources to claim and thus 

auempt to create shifting "communities," identities, selves, and roles, at 

different levels of contrast, within a cultural field. 

Erasure is the proce sin which ideology, in implifying the sociolin­

guistic fi Id, renders ome persons or activities (or sociolinguistic phe­

nom na) invi ible. Facts that are inconsistent with the ideological 

ch me either go unnoticed or get explained away. So, for example, a 

ocial group or a language may be imagined as homogeneous, its inter­

nal ' riation di regarded. Because a linguistic ideology is a totalizing 

'i i n, elements that do not fit its interpretive structure-that cannot 

ht' n to fit-must be either ignored or tran formed. Erasure in idecr 

I gical repre entation does not, however, necessarily mean actual erad­

i •mon of the awkwaTd element, whose very existence may be 

unohse1 ·ed or unattended to. It is probably only when the "problem­

ab ~ element is een as fitting some alternative, threatening picture 

that 1h emiotic proce s involved in erasure might translate into some 
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kind of practical action to remove the threat, if circumstances permit. 

By focusing on linguistic differences, we intend to draw attention 

to some semiotic properties of those processes of identity formation 

that depend on defining the self as against some imagined "Other." 

This is a familiar kind of process, one by now well known in the litera­

ture. Anthropologists, at least, are now well acquainted with the ways in 

which the Other, or simply the other side of a contrast, is often essen­

tialized and imagined as homogeneous. The imagery involved in this 

essentializing process includes, we suggest, linguistic images-images 

in which the linguistic behaviors of others are simplified and seen as if 

deriving from those persons' essences rather than from historical acci­

dent. Such representations may serve to interpret linguistic differences 

that have arisen through drift or long-term separation. But they may 

also serve to influence or even generate linguistic differences in those 

cases where some sociological contrast (in presumed essential attri­

butes of persons or activities) seems to require display. 

In the hope that examples will illustrate and clarify these points, we 

have chosen three cases for discussion. One, from southern Afiica, con­

cerns the motivation oflanguage change; the second, from West Africa, 

concerns linguistic description in grammars and dictionarie ; and the 

third, from southeastern Europe, concerns political contestation. 

THE MOTIVATION OF LINGUISTIC CHANGE: THE 

NGUNI LANGUAGES' ACQUISITION OF CLICKS 

Our first case concerns the Nguni languages of southern Africa 

(especially Zulu and Xhosa) and their acquisition of click consonants. 

Clicks were not originally part of the consonant repertoire of the Nguni 

languages-the southernmost branch of the Bantu language family­

but were acquired from the Khoi languages, indigenous to southern 

Africa at the time the Bantu languages arrived there. The question is 

why this change happened. It is common enough for otherwise unre­

lated languages in a geographical area, given sufficient time, to come to 

have certain resemblances to one another, or "areal characteri tic ."In 

this case it is possible to see something of how the resemblance came 

about. (We draw on work by Herbert 1990 and others, including Irvine 

1992.) 

Because they are conspicuous sounds that are unusual in the 
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phonological repertoires of the world' language , clicks have drawn 

the attention of many visitors and newcomers to outhern Africa over 

the centuries. Many early European ob erver compared them with ani­

mal noises: hens' clucking, ducks' quacking, owl ' hooting, magpies' 

chattering, or "the noise of irritated turkey-cocks" (Kolben 1731:32). 

Other thought clicks were more like the ounds of inanimate obd~ethcts, ! 
such as stones hitting one another. To the e ob ervers an e 

European readers of their reports, uch iconic comparisons suggested 

(before our more enlightened days, at lea t) that the speakers of lan­

guages with clicks were in some way subhuman or degraded, to a 

degree corresponding to the proportion of clicks in their con onant 

repertoires. Commenting on clicks, the linguist F. Max Muller wrote 

(1 55:lxxix): 

I cannot leave this subject without expres ing at least a trong 

hope that, by the influence of the Mis ionar:ies, these brutal 

sounds will be in time abolished, at least among the Kaffirs 

[Zulu and Xho a], though it may be impossible to eradicate 

them in the degraded Hottentot dialects [i.e., Khoi, which had 

more of them]. 

Clicks must also have sounded very foreign to Bantu-language peak­

ers when they first arrived in southern Africa. The very concept of speaking 

a forei n language eems, unsurprisingly, to have been focused on the 

Khoisan languages, which were observably full of clicks. Thus the Xhosa 

t nn tumkliumsha [Zulu ukuhumusha] 'speak a foreign language, interpret' 

borrow its tem from Khoi, as in Nama khom 'speak' (see Louw 1977:75, 
whi h also include some other inferences, based on Nguni loans from 

Khoi, about early Nguni attitudes toward Khoisan-speakers) .5 Yet it was 

.ipparentl for the very reason of their conspicuous foreignness that the 

die " were first adopted into the Nguni languages, providing a means for 

gun· peaker them elves to express social difference and linguistic 

abnonnality. The principal route by which clicks entered the Nguni Jan­

gua e m to hav been via an avoidance register, which required cer­

tain 1 xical item in everyday speech to be avoided or altered out of 

n",pec l. By adopting clicks, guru-speakers could create lexical sub titu­

ti n tlm wer conspicuously different from their everyday equivalents. 

The Nguni avoidance (or respect) register, called hlonipha, i 
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reported for all the Nguni languages and is evidently of some antiquity 

among them. It also occurs in Southern Sotho, another Bantu lan­

guage in the region and the only one outside the Nguni group to 

include a click consonant. In all these languages, however, hlonipha is 

tending to fall out of use today. It is till practiced among rural Xhosa 

women ( ee Finlayson 1978, 1982, 1984 for examples of recent usage) , 

and perhaps also among some rural Zulu, but it seems to have become 

rare for Zulu in urban contexts. Published sources on Zulu hlonipha, 

while providing extensive lists of its vocabulary and some infonnation 

on use, describe the practices of decades ago (see, for example, Bryant 

1949; Doke 1961; Doke and Vilakazi 1958; Krige 1950), and Herbert 

(1990:308) reports that "many urban Zulu postgraduate students have 

described their reading of the hlonipha literature as 'like reading about 

a foreign culture' ." 

The norms of hlonipha behavior prescribe modesty and a display of 

respect in the presence or neighborhood of certain enior affines and, 

in precolonial times at least, of royalty. The norms apply to gesture and 

clothing as well as words: to hwnipha is to avoid eye contact, cover one's 

body, and restrain one's affectivity. Talk about bodily functions, for 

example, is to be avoided or, if not avoidable, to be mentioned only in 

conventional euphemisms. What the de criptions of h!,onipha focus on 

most, however, is the importance of covering over or avoiding tl1e lin­

guistic expression of sound-sequences that would enunciate respected 

per ons' names. Included in the prohibition are notjust t11e names 

themselves but any word containing one of the name 's core syllables. 

The hwnipha words are thus lexical altemants that enable speakers 

to avoid uttering respected persons' names and any other word con­

taining sounds similar to the name's root or stem. So, for example, if 
the name of a woman's husband's father happens to sound like imvu8u 

'hippopotamus', that woman must call hippos incu8u instead. Where 

names are composed of meaningful ex.-pressions, as was traditionally 

the case, many ordinary words might be affected by the need to avoid 

name-sounds. As Bryant (1949:221) notes, 

Thus, if one of the [respected] persons were named uMuti 

(Mr. Tree), not only would this (the ordinary) word for 'a-tree' 

be disused, and the Hlonipa word, umCakantshi, substituted 
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for it, but, further, every other word containing within its root 

the particle, ti, would be similarly avoided; thus, for ukuTfba 

would be used ukuPunga; for umTrikati, umKunkuli; for 

ukun ukuNki, and so on. 

The re pectful substitute term could derive from a descriptive or 

m taphotical con auction, or it could derive from patterned phono­

logi al shifts altering a name-word's yllable-initial consonants. 

Although there were several different patterns, the most common 

kind of phonological shifts were for stem-initial consonants to become 

[ + oronal], e pecially the coronal affricates tS and dz (J), or to become 

li ks.6 ince-at least in the early phases of the process-the expre -

ion from which names were constructed used ordinary Bantu roots, 

which did not include clicks and most probably did not include coronal 

affricate either (Herbert 1990:305; Finlayson 1982:49), a convenient 

way to con n-uct a hlonipha word would have been to ubstitute one of 

th e "foreign" ounds for the offending consonant. The result was a 

lick-laden respect vocabulary, perhaps consisting partly of idiosyn­

ratic, ad ho formulations but also including words that were widely 

known a hlonipha alternants. The fact that the respect vocabulary 

how uch a high percentage of click consonants, compared with the 

everyda vocabulary, is one of the major pieces of evidence for suppos­

ing that it wa the vehicle for these consonants' entry into Nguni 
phonological repertoire .7 

Table 2.1 give ome examples of hlonipha words in Zulu. The first 

r up of word illu trate consonant substitutions of various kinds, 

e peci 11 ' ·ub titution ofa click for a nonclick consonant. These words 

re umabl nam -avoidance forms; so, if a respected person's name 
ound d like aluka 'graze, weave', the speaker must refer to grazing as 

nruka instead. Th hlonipha word injufo (for indafJa, 'affair') is a lexical 

ub tilution oc ioned b avoidance of the name Ndaba, a Zulu royal 
an t> tm. 

Th • ' cond group of words in table 2.1 are fonns referring to per-
n requitin re pect becau e of their ocial positions. The creation of 

hlori ipha lternants may therefore have been occasioned as a respectful 

~·" t r C rt tho e po itions, and not necessarily because of a need to 
• void particula1 names that might be based upon these stems. Bryant 
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Herbert' (1990) paper. Al> he points out, however, some que tions 

remain. Why would particular name-avoidance alternants be used, or 

ven known, more widely than within the immediate circle of a 

re pected person's dependents? And why are clicks now found in every­

day words as well as in the respect vocabulary? 

The first of these questions arises partly because the ethnographic 

literature tends to focus on a narrow portion of hlonipha behavior and 

o makes the practice appear more limited and idiosyncratic than it 

actually was. Drawing on participants' statements, observers emphasize 

the relationship between a married woman and her husband's father as 

th "explanation" of the hlonipha practice. That is, all hlonipha speech is 

uppo edly based on the individual woman's respectful avoidance of a 

particular man's name. Were this the extent of the usage, of course, 

hlonipha alternants would be created idiosyncratically; each woman 

would have a different set (and men would use none); only a few vocab­

ulary item would be affected for any particular speaker; and a respect 

alternant would disappear upon the daughter-in-law's death. 
The focus on the daughter-in-law/father-in-law relationship seems, 

how ver, to be a folk rationalization-a piece of language ideology­
that corre pond only in part to the distribution of actual usages. A 

wider di tribution would be entailed even if hlonipha were practiced 

onl b • married women, ince a married woman owes respect to all the 

senior m mber of her husband's lineage and household, and the 
r p CL L rm deriving from these names would affect all women mar-

1ied int th ame pau·ilineal, patrilocal community. But there is abun­

dant d cumentation al o of a much more widespread phenomenon 

inv I fog male as well as female speakers, court as well as domestic con­
te t., and various kinds of respected beings. From Krige (1950:31) we 

kJ..m, fore ·ample, that Zulu hlonipha terms were also used by men to 
• \ id uu ring the name of the mother-in-law, though the custom was 
"not o tlict" for men as it was for women. Furthermore, "the whole 

t1 ihe" mu. t h/011ipha the name of the king or chief, while those resident 
at th r y I c urt mu t hlonipha the names of the king's father and 

1.mdfath r · w 11(Krige1950:31, 233). Bryant (1949:220) adds, "The 
m n. r indc d the whole clan, may Hlonipa the name of a renowned 

hi f r anc tor, as, for in tance, the Zulus, a few generations ago, 
I llonipa'd th word . i~lpande (root) and iNdlela (path), calling them, 
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respectively, iNgxabo and iNyatuko, owing to certain then great per­

sonages being named uMpande and uNdlela." Recall, also, Bryant's 
statement about the porcupine, to which he adds similar comments 

about cats, red ants, snake , and lightning. 
Among Xho a, too, hlonipha repertoires were relatively large and 

widespread, as Finlayson's research indicates. A brief transcript of a 

conversation between two rural women (Finlayson 1984: 139) shows 
that more than 25 percent of the words used are hlonipha. These 

women had some eight or nine affines in common, whose name­
sounds were thus being avoided. But although the women's family 

members could point to particular persons who were being shown 

respect in this conversation,s it is not always obvious how the avoided 

words relate to their name-sounds. Indeed, some hlonipha words are or 
have become disconnected from specific name-avoidances, serving 

instead, as Finlayson (1984:140) notes, as a "core" respect vocabulary 

consisting "of words which are generally known and accepted as 
hloniphawords," used as a display ofrespect regardless of the particulars 

of individual names.9 
In short, the daughter-in-law who avoids uttering her father-in­

law's name-sounds is the cultural image, in Nguni language ideology, to 

which the respect register is linked. She provides the Nguni prototype 
for the respectful, modest behavior required of dependents and out­

siders (nonmembers of a patrilineage, in her case). monipha practice is 
not confined, however, to that particular in-law relationship. Instead, 

that relationship merely provides the model for what is actually a more 

widespread phenomenon, both socially, as regards the range of speak­

ers and settings, and linguistically, as regards the range of words 

affected by the practice. 
If clicks entered the e language via the respect vocabulary, how did 

they come to be found also in ordinary vocabulary? There are probably 

two routes by which click-including words could have entered the every­

day lexicon. As Herbert (1990:308-9) notes, the adoption of clicks in 

hlonipha would have made them more familiar as sounds and therefore 

more likely to be retained in other lexical borrowings from the Khoi lan­

guages (i .e., words borrowed for quite other reasons, such as place 
names and terms for Khoi specialty activities and goods). The other 

source for click-bearing everyday words is the hlonipha vocabulary itself, 
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because some hlnnipha words may have gradually lost their "respectful" 

aura over time and passed over into everyda vocabulary. There, in tum, 

they would be subject to replacement by new avoidance form . 

This type of process, in which respect alternants behave like cur­

rency in inflationary conditions, is known to have occurred in other 

parts of the world (see Irvine 1992). The process eems to be hastened 

when speakers strive to mark their behavior as being extraordinar­

ily re pectful or conscientious. As Kunene (1958:162) remarks for 

outhem Sotho hlonepha, some speakers go so far as to replace almost 

all terns in daily vocabulary "due to an exaggerated loyalty to the cus­

tom, or to a competitive spirit, in order to outdo So-and-So, or to a 

desire to make assurance doubly sure ... " In such circumstances, 

re pect vocabulary, overused, eventually becomes commonplace and 

everyday and must be replaced by terms more conspicuously special. 

Thus, by means of the conspicuous click consonants, seen as icons 

of "foreignne "in the early years of the proce s, the contrast between 

r guni and Khoi consonant repertoires was mobilized to expres social 

di tance and deference within Nguni. To put this another way, a cul­

tural framework for understanding linguistic difference at one level 

(th dif£ rence between Bantu and Khoi languages) was the basis for 

on tru ting difference at another level (a difference in register 

\\itbin a particular Bantu language). This is an example of what we 

m an b ' recursivity. It is a proce s that led to phonological change in 

the guni language , introducing click consonants into a special regis­

ter Lhat eventual) began to leak, as respect registers will. 
otice that thi idea of clicks as emblematically "foreign" and of 

their utterance a signaling deference ideologically emphasizes the 

· h rpne ofa boundary between Nguni and Kl10i, and the domination 

of ' ni- peaker over Khoi- peakers. What the ideology ignores, that 
. , i the historically atte ted complexity of Nguni-Khoi relations. 

f n Khoi wer multilingual, living on the margins of Nguni society, 

m \in in and out of it as their fortunes fell or rose. Some Khoi, more­
O\ r, ned guni as trader and ritual specialists; some Nguni men 

t k hlloi wive , and ome Khoi men took Nguni wives; and some 
guni enter d Khoi ociety as leaderless refugees, outcast from Nguni 

hi fd m. a re ult of political disputes (Denoon 1992; Giliomee 
l 9: Harin k 1969; Prin and Lewis 1992) . Another kind of erasure 
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occurred when some European observers, writing about hlonipha after 

the power of precolonial kingdoms and chiefdoms had declined, 

described it as "women's speech"-ignoring its political dimension and 

its use by men. 
This case is interesting for many reasons, among them the fact that 

its main outlines are precolonial and involve language ideologies other 

than the European or European-derived. However, it is hardly the only 

instance of the ideological mediation of language change. More famil­

iar to a sociolinguistic audience is Labov's ( 1963) classic study of vowel 

change on Martha's Vineyard. Contrasts among ethnic groups of 

i landers (Yankees, Portuguese, and Indians) in the 1930s were 

replaced by a contrast between islanders and mainlanders in the 1960s. 

Islander phonology diverged ever more sharply from mainland forms 

after the development of the tourist industry made that contrast more 

socially significant than local, intra-island differences. Although Labov 

did not explore the content of the language ideology giving rise to 

these changes, the case seems to beg for just this kind of analysi and 

illustrates language change as an ideologically fueled process of 

increasing divergence. We can call the divergence ideologically medi­

ated because it depended on local images of salient social categories 

that shifted over time. 

LINGUISTIC DESCRIPTIONS OF SENEGALESE 

LANGUAGES 

Our second case concerns the work of nineteenth-century 

European linguists and ethnographers who described the languages of 

Senegal, particularly Fula, Wolof, and Sereer. The question we explore 

is how representations of Senegalese languages and peoples were influ­

enced by the ideologies of European observers interacting with 

Africans (who had ideologies of their own) in a complex sociolinguistic 

situation. The ways these languages were identified, delimited, and 

mapped, the ways their relationships were interpreted, and even the 

ways they were described in grammars and dictionaries were all heavily 

influenced by an ideology of racial and national essences. This e sen­

tializing move, when applied to Senegalese languages, involved the 

three semiotic processes we have discussed. Although our main con­

cern is with nineteenth-century accounts, their representations of 
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language have had some long-lasting effects, as we shall suggest. 

Most linguists today agree that Fula, Wolof, and Sereer are three 

di tinct but related languages forming a "Senegal group" within the 

Atlantic branch of the Niger-Congo language family. The languages in 

thi group do not now constitute a dialect chain. Still, their geographi· 

cal distributions overlap because of multilingualism and intermingling 

of speakers. Within the present-day country of Senegal, in the region 

north of the Gambia River (see fig. 2.1), Fula is most concentrated in 

the northeast and Sereer most concentrated in the outh, but the three 

languages do not sort out into neatly di crete territories. Within this 

region, too, i a set of small linguistic islands--villages where still other 

languages are spoken. (These villages are located near the city of Thies. 

In precolonial times they were enclaves within the territory of the king· 

dom ofKajoor and subject to its rule. See figure 2.1 for the region's pre· 

colonial kingdoms and some major cities.) These other languages, now 

known to linguists as the Cangin languages, form a group belonging to 

th tlantic family, which is very diverse, but not to the "Senegal 
group,~ from which mo t linguists consider them quite different (see 

\ ii on 19 9). A century ago, however, Fula, Wolof, and Sereer were 

mapped as occupying separate territories; most linguists considered 

Fu la unrelated genealogically to Wolof and Sereer; and Sereer itself'vas 

thought to include the varieties now termed Can gin. 
Why have the e representations of the Senegalese linguistic scene 

changed? Part of the answer lies, of course, in the greater accumulation 

of lingui tic ob ervation , the greater care in their recording, and the 

mor tringent principle of genealogical classification that have char­
aneti1ed twentieth-century lingui tics. Moreover, the territorial distri­

bntions f the e language have been affected by population 

mm· m nts during the colonial and postcolonial periods. But more is 

invohed Lhan the onward march of linguistic science and changing 

d mo raphic . There have also been change in what observer 
p cted to e and how they interpreted what they saw. 

At the b inning of the nineteenth century the languages of sub-

1haran .\frica were carcely known to outsiders. A comprehensive sur­
\ of th world' languages (Hervas y Panduro 1800-1805), published 
in I 05 and occup ~ng ix volumes, devoted only one page to African 

I. n~u ~ other than Arabic. During the next several decades, how-
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the same thing as identifying "nations" and a logical first step in com­

paring, understanding, and ordering their relation to each other and 

to Europeans. As Lepsius (1863:24) wrote (in the introduction to his 

propo al for a universal orthography), 

From the relations of eparate languages, or group of lan­

guages, to one another, we may di cover the original and more 

or less intimate affinity of the nations tbemselve -.. [Thus] will 

the chaos of the nations in [Africa], Asia, America, and 

Polynesia, be gradually resolved into order, b I.he aid of lin­

gui tic cience.10 

Actually, for many post-Enlightenment scholars, languages coin· 

cided with nations in a cultural or piritual sense but preceded any 

political realization of nationhood. As the expression of the spirinial 

(or even, ome thought, biological) es ence of particular human col­

lectivitie , language were regarded as natural entitie out there to be 

di covered-natural in the sense that they were consequences of a vari­

able human nature, not the creation of any elf-conscious human 

intervention. But if languages were prior to human political activity, 

th could then erve as its warrant, identifying populations and terri­

tories that could be suitably treated as political uni tie , whether elf­

governing nation-states (in the case of the European powers) or units 

for colonial administration. 

B 1 83, when Cu t's survey of African languages was published, 

th European imperial powers were fully engaged in the "scramble for 

' rica" in which they divided the continent among their colonial 

empire . Concomitantly, Gust and others writing in the last decades of 

th c ntury no longer normally referred to the speakers of African lan­

guage wnation " but instead as "tribes" or "races," a change that 
reflects, among other things, Africans' loss of political autonomy-or at 

I a t their right to political autonomy in European eyes. Although 

ome l tho e utribe "are best understood as the population subject to 
a parti ular precolonial polity, to describe them in terms of language 

.tnd cu tom mad it po ible to imply that indigenous political struc­
tme were epiphenomenal and dispen able. 

,u t. a retired administrator from British India, likened his task to 
tht>r imperial admini trative projects (1883:6-7): 
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With such a wealth of Materials pouring in upon me from every 

quarter, and a deepening conviction of the importance of the 

task, as well as the difficulty, I could only go on, and .. . lay down 

clear and distinct principles upon which this work should be 

constructed. Possessed of a trained capacity for order and 

method, a strong will and love for steady work, which is the 

characteristic of old Indians, I had to grapple with this entan­

gled subject,just as twenty-five years ago I should have grappled 

with the affairs ofa District in [ndia which had got into disorder, 

or with the Accounts of a Treasury which had fallen into arrears. 

Cust acknowledged that his task was difficult, but he never 

doubted the possibility that languages could be definitively identified 

and mapped, or that they corresponded to separate tribes inhabiting 

discrete territuries. What was needed was to clear away the confusion of 

alternative and "unnecessary" names (pp. 10-11), to "avoid a lax 

phraseology," and to "place one foot firmly down upon Geographical 

facts, and the other upon such a statement of Linguistic facts as seem to 

my judgment ufficient" (p. 7). These principles being rigorously fol­

lowed, any linguistic information that could not be made to fit the map 

was simply to be excluded because (Cust concluded) it did not exist: It 

was an error or fantasy. "Unless he [Gust's cartographer] can find a 

place in his Map for the tribe, the Language can find no place in my 

Schedule" (p. 8). Functional or superposed varieties, multilingualism, 

polysemous language label , and contested boundaries were incompat­

ible with this approach. 

These assumptions were by no means limited to Cust or to British 

investigators, who, in any case, relied heavily on an international cadre 

of missionaries to conduct the basic fieldwork. By the late nineteenth 

century, European scholars of language, whatever their nationality, 

their particular opinions about grammatical forms and comparative 

methods, or their connection with specific colonial policies, generally 

concurred on many basic points. They had acquired a firm belief in lin­

guistics' scientific basis, the naturalness and distinctness of its objects of 

study, and the relevance of linguistic classifications for models of evolu­

tionary progress. Assuming, too, that ethnic groups were normally 

monolingual and that there was some primordial relationship between 
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language and the particular "spirit" of a nation, they thought it obvious 

that the study of language could erve as a tool for identifying ethnic 

units, classifying relationships among peoples, and recon tructing their 

history. Ideas like these, then, informed the efforts of mid- to late-nine­

teenth-century scholars, administrators, military men, and missionaries 

who set about describing the languages of Senegal. I I 
The linguistic situation they encountered, insofar as we can recon­

struct it today, involved a complex regional system in which linguistic 

repertoires were-as they still are-bound up with political and reli­

gious relationships. Fula had the strongest connection with Islamic 

orthodoxy because it was associated with the region's first converts to 

I lam in the eleventh century and with the strongest proponents of the 

late-eighteenth-century Muslim revival. Sereer, in contraSt, was associ­

ated with resistance to Islam and with the preservation of pre-Islamic 

ritual practice . As a French missionary remarked (Lamoise 1873:vii), 

"Th marabouts [Muslim clerics] have invented this fal e adage: who­

ever peak Sereer cannot enter heaven." Wolof, meanwhile, was the 

dominant language in the coastal kingdoms where the French first 

e tablished outposts, and it served as a language of politics and trade in 

th r parts of the region as well. 
Wolof' role in the political life of Senegal apparently dates back to 

the fifte nth-century heyday of the Jolof Empire, a tate then dominat­

ing mo t of the region. In Joi of, who every name is connected with the 
Wolof language, Wolof was the language of a political administration 

uffi iently cencralized to keep the language fairly uniform geographi­
cal! '· (Arabic, not Wolof, was the official language of religion, however, 

!though many of the Muslim clerics in tl1e days of the Jolof Empire 

were probabl of Fula- peaking origin.) This sociolinguistic pattern 
c l nd d beyond the territories Jolof governed directly and persisted 
for nturi after the empire's breakup in the mid-sixteenth century. 

o ven in the nineteenth century, in the kingdoms of Siin and Saluum 
(. <' fi . 2.1)-client tate toJolof south which may never have been 
.1dmini tered b · it direct! but were within its international sphere­
\ 'olo lexicon\\ u d for political offices and Wolof language for the 
onduct of high-level political relations, even though much of the pop­

ulation probabl poke ereer as a language of the home.12 In conse­

qu n <' manv re r peakers in the outh were (and are) bilingual in 
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Wolof, while Wolof-speakers further north resist acquiring Sereer, 
which many of them associate with low-ranking, heathen peasants. 

European observers in the mid- to late nineteenth century inter­

preted this regional situation in terms of a supposed history of race 

relations, migration , and conquests. Assuming that a language ought 
to have a distinct territory and nation (or ethnic group or race) associ­
ated with it, scholars interpreted other kinds of language distributions 

as "mixtures," departures from some original linguistic and territorial 

purity. Assuming further that black Africans were essentially primitive 
and simple-minded people who knew no social organization more 

complex than the family group, these scholars explained African social 
hierarchy, multilingualism, and conversions to Islam in terms of con­

quering races from the north who supposedly brought Islam, the state, 
and some admixture of Caucasian blood and language to the region by 

force of arms and intellectual superiority. Fula-speakers, some of whom 
are lighter-skinned than their Wolof neighbors, were deemed "higher" 

in race and intelligence. Accorded an origin in Upper Egypt, they were 

thought to have brought their "superior" religion, hierarchical social 

organization, and language to bear upon the Wolof, who in turn (per­
haps along with the Mantling, a people to the southeast) influenced 
the "simple" Sereer. tl! 

Informed by these notions, the language-mapping project was thus 
an effort not only to discover what languages were spoken where but 

also to disentangle the supposed hi tory of conquests and repre ent 

legitimate territorial claims. In regions where the language of state or 
of an aristocracy differed from the domestic speech of the state's sub­

jects, as was the case in some areas of Senegal, only one of these lan­

guages could be put on the map. In many such cases (Siin and Saluum, 

for example) it was the political language that was omitted from the 

ma~removed just as the African state apparatus was to be. 
Of particular interest with regard to language mapping are the mil­

itary expeditions led in 1861 and 1864-65 by Colonel Pinet-Laprade, 
the French commander at Goree Island, and General Faidherbe, mil­

itary governor of the French colony at Saint-Louis. Part of the effon to 

extend French military domination to the east and south, these expedi­

tions carried out research and cartography along with their military 
objectives. Expedition reports, published in the official journal 
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Notice that the mapping project involves our three semiotic 

processes. The language map depicted the relationship ideologically sup­

posed to obtain between language, population, and territory (iconization), 

but it could only do so by tidying up the linguistic situation, removing 

multilingualism and variation from the picture (erasure). The multilin­

gualism was suppo ed to have been introduced, along with religious and 

political complexity, through a history of conquest and conversion that 

paralleled the European conquest and the hierarchical relationships 

thought to obtain between Europeans and Africans-relationships of 

white to black, complex to simple, and dominant to subordinate. That is, 

relationship between Europeans and Africans were the implicit model 

for a history of relationships within Africa itself (recursivity). 

This putative hierarchy of racial essences and conquests suppos­

edly explained not only multilingualism but also the specific character­

istics and relationships of the three African languages. Mo t linguists of 

the time, and indeed for generations afterward, refused to see Fula as 

genetically related to Wolof and Sereer at all, seeking its kin among 

Semitic languages in tead. And Fula's linguistic characteristics, such as 

its syllable structure and its noun classification system, were taken by 

cholars such as Guiraudon (1894) and Tautain (1885), as well as 

Faidherbe (1882), as emblems of its speakers' "delicacy" and "intelli­

gence" as compared to peaker of Wolof. The Wolof language, these 

cholars claimed, was "less supple, less handy" than Fula and signaled 

less intelligent minds.14 Meanwhile, Sereer was considered the lan­

guage of primitive simplicity. 
To represent Sereer, with its complex morphology, as "simple" 

compared to Wolof-as Father Lamoise, the author of the first substan­

tial grammar of Sereer (Lamoise 1873), claimed it was-seems to us 

something of an uphill battle. It required paying selective attention, 

regularizing grammatical structures, and interpreting complexities and 

variations as "interference." Accordingly, Lamoise suggested that if 

Sereer now deviated from its original purity and simplicity-the lan­

guage God had placed among these simple people-the deviations 

were due to "errors and vices" (1873:329): either the errors offetishism 

into which Sereers had fallen, or the vicious influence of Islam and its 

Wolof perpetrators. The missionary's task in describing Sereer was to 

retrieve as much of the pure language as possible and, Lamoise 
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called it a language derived from Serere-Sine ... and from Wolof'; a 

more recent linguist (de Tressan 1953) called it "Sinsin [i.e., the Siin 

variety of Sere er], penetrated lexically by Wolof. ' Unsurprisingly, this 

variety has never been studied in its own right. 

The same notions of language purity that led nineteenth-century 

linguists to ignore "mixed" varieties, multilingualism, and expressions 

they could attribute to linguistic borrowing also discouraged research 

on African regional dialectology. Once a variety had been declared to 

belong to the " ame" language as another, already-described variety, 

there was no reason to inve tigate it, unless its speakers stubbornly 

refused to speak anything el e. So the languages today called Cangin­
spoken by "Sereers" living northwest of Siin, in enclaves within the 

kingdom of Kajoor-were but little documented until the 1950s and 

1960s. Since their speaker obligingly used Wolof in dealings with 

Europeans and other outsiders and had little contact witl1 Sereer­

speakers farther outh, there was no pressing need for missionarie or 

administrators to worry about the fact that these ways of speaking failed 

to resemble the Sereer of Siin. 

The real question is why these Cangin varieties were ever called 

Sereer at all. The difference was conspicuous enough to have been 

noticed early on by Faidherbe, whose 1865 report on Sereer includes 

some notes on one of the Cangin languages. But he and other 

European writer treated this diver ity as dialect, rather than language, 

differentiation. A particularly important reason Faidherbe and others 

assigned the Cangin group to Sereer, de pite linguistic differences, was 

that these people were called "Sereer" by their Wolof neighbors, who 

apply tl1at label in a fairly sweeping way to non-Muslim peasant popula­

tions in the region regardless of linguistic niceties. Since French 

colonists had intensive contacts with Wolofwell before penetrating any 

of the areas of "Sereer" occupation, Wolof identifications of other pop­

ulations seem to have been accepted and imposed on language identi­

fications even when the linguistic facts pointed in very different 
directions.16 

Also supporting the "Sereer" label was the fact tl1at the Cangin­

speakers' social life fit relatively well with European notions of Sereer 

"primitive simplicity"-better, at least, t11an did the social arrangements 

of Siin. The Cangin-speakers' small egalitarian village communities, 
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more practical level, the languages became indices primarily of ethnic­

ity rather than rank, political status, or religious setting. 

In sum, our discussion of this case has concerned the influence of 

language ideology on linguistic descriptions made during the period of 

initial colonization of Senegal. Nineteenth-century European ideolo­

gies of race relations, ethnic separateness, and African "simplicity" led 

to maps, schedules, grammars, and dictionaries that purged registers, 

ignored variation, and rewrote complex sociolinguistic relationships as 

ethnic relationships. Even though many linguists and anthropologists 

today no longer share our predecessors' essentializing assumptions­

and so can see those assumptions as ideological more easily than our 

own-the influence of these earlier representations has been long-last­

ing. Not until the work of Greenberg in the 1950s and 1960s (if even 

then) were race-based arguments about Fula's linguistic relationships 

put to rest, and the Cangin languages were listed as "Sereer" until 

Pichl's study of them in the 1960s (Piehl 1966).17 Meanwhile , many 

works by nonlinguists continue to assign Sereer ethnicity to Cangin­

speakers without further discussion. 

Indeed, the alignment of language with ethnicity-understood as 

subnationalism and reinforced by colonial policy-is a particularly 

important dimension of the representational process, though one that 

is hard to disentangle. Today it is difficult to reconstruct precisely what 

Africans a century and a half ago took labels such as "Wolof' and 

"Sereer" to mean-under exactly what conditions they applied such 

terms to linguistic phenomena, sociological phenomena, or connec­

tions they saw between these. Linguistically, for example, one cannot 

now be completely sure whether expressions that nineteenth-century 

linguists treated as borrowings were or were not considered so by 

Africans at the time. This is a hugely complicated matter. But despite 

uncertainties and complexities, what we would like to emphasize here 

is the role of ideological representations-European, African, or 

both-in "tidying up" a complex sociolinguistic situation through reg­

ister stripping and boundary drawing. It is not just that language came 

to be taken as an index of etlmic group membership (thus delimiting 

an ethnic boundary), but also that the contents of a language-materi­

als assigned to it, rather than to some other language from which it 

"borrowed" them-seem to have been rearranged to match. 
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nationalisms within the region. 
The political economy of nineteenth-century Europe is the crucial 

context for the clashes of ideology we examine below. Eastern and 
southeastern Europe bad for four centuries been the site of violent 

competition in empire building among the Austria-based Habsburgs, 

the Russia-based Romanovs, and the Ottomans of Turkey. In the course 
of the nineteenth century, however, Turkey became increasingly weak, 

losing control of large parts of its European territo1ies to nationalist 
movements in Greece, Serbia, Romania, and Bulgaria. During the same 

period, Serbian and Bulgarian Orthodox churches were successfully 
reestablished and gained considerable leverage in challenging the 

hegemony of the Greek Orthodox church within the Ottoman Empire. 

Finally, Greece, Bulgaria, Serbia, and Montenegro united to drive 
Turkey out of Europe in 1912, only to fight each other for control of 

the newly liberated territory of geographic Macedonia. The subsequent 

peace treaty divided geographic Macedonia between them, with bor­
ders that have since remained relatively stable though always contested 

(see fig. 2.2) .19 

Throughout this period, distant European powers, most especially 
Britain, France, Russia, and Germany, were intent on establishing or 

maintaining their presence and influence in the region to defend sub­

stantial economic interests as well as supply routes and military com­
mitments to their colonial outposts in Asia. The strategic involvement 

of the Great Powers produced among Western Europeans a widespread 

popular interest in the region. Instigated by news of revolutions, wars, 
and exotic customs, this interest was further fueled, in the second half 

of the century, by a burgeoning literature of journalism, ethnography, 

philology, and travel. 

Representations of Europe in popular and scholarly writing had 
been considerably altered during the eighteenth century. Scientific car­

tography had earlier established the boundaries of the continent, while 

in more philosophical approaches there remained the Renaissance 
trope of a civilized South endangered by the depredations of Northern 

barbarians. But by the start of the nineteenth century this axis of con­

trast had shifted significantly. The earlier North / South imagery had 
been transformed into a spatial opposition between a newly invented, 
backward, barbaric "East" and a civilized "West" (see Wolff 1994). 
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Ottomans, this region came to be seen as itself oriental, thus distin­

guished from enlightened Western civilization by its primitive lack of 

order: it was the least European part of Europe. It is telling that by the 

early twentieth century the term "Balkan," originally a euphemism for 

Turkey-in-Europe, had become a general pejorative meaning backward 

and, especially, subject to political disorder and disintegration. Finally, 

through thi recursive logic, now applied to the southeastern region 

itself, Macedonia-one of the last provinces to be freed from Turkish 

rule (1913)-was seen as the Balkan of the Balkans. Accordingly, 

Macedonia was imagined in fiction as well as travel writing as a place of 

chaos and confusion, a veritable fruit salad-inspiring the French culi­

nary term macedoin~of peoples, religions, and languages. It was 

alleged to lack the positive traits metropolitan Europe assigned itself. 

These traits included not only technological progress, economic devel­

opment, and civilization, but most especially the prerequi ite for all of 

these: the ideal political order of one nation, speaking one language, 

ruled by one state, within one bounded territory. (In fact, metropolitan 

Europe had by no means achieved this ideal itself.) 21 

This symbolic geography and its variants have received con ider­

able scholarly attention recently (e.g., Bakic-Hayden and Hayden 1992; 

Brown 1995; Todorova 1994). What has not been noticed, however, is 

the role of linguistic ideologies in its formation. For example, Max 

Miiller (1855:65) understood many of the characteri tic of the 

"Slavonic" languages through their location "on tl1e thre hold between 

ba.rba1i m and civilization." More specifically, local Macedonian lan­

guage practices and the metropolitan European linguistic ideology 

through which they were seen by travelers, scholars, and government 

officials were crucial to the construction of such images. Western 

European elites had come to think of language as the least socially mal­

leable and therefore the most authentic indicator of a speaker's 

sociopolitical identity. As early as 1808 Fichte (1845-46:453) had 

declared, "Wherever a separate language can be found, there i also a 

eparate nation which has the right to manage its affairs and rule itself." 

And a hundred years later, the noted linguist Antoine Meillet was call­

ing language the principal factor determining national sentiment in 

Europe (cited in Wilkinson 1951:276). 

In this context, Macedonia appeared doubly anomalous. Fir t 





e 
n 

S­

e 

L, 

n 

fl 

fl 

[} 

·-

- ~ ~ - .. -----. 
..... ~~ __ "Pl'.,}~~ - -- -

LANGUAGE IDEOLOGY AND LINGUISTIC DIFFERENTIATION 

"European" order were een to be reproduced within families. In the 
recurrence and persistence of such anecdotes we note again the work­

ings of fractal recursivity. A omewhat later observer, writing about his 
journey "across the new Balkans" and the "Levant" (which for him 

began in Prague) , demon trated that this dichotomy of East and West 

was even projected onto individuals: "The Levantine type in the areas 
between the Balkans and the Mediterranean is, psychologically and 

socially, truly a 'wavering form ' a composite of Easterner and Westerner, 
multilingual ... superficial, unreliable" (Ehrenpreis 1928:12). 

The importance of this "composite" image for our purposes lies 

not only in its evidence of further recursivity but also in the way it shows 

that ethnolinguistic heterogeneity had consequences for the moral 
reputation of Macedonians. Ehrenpreis's comment explicitly links sup­

posedly labile allegiances to linguistic practice. Multiple languages 
were assumed to indicate multiple loyalties and thus a temperamental 

flaw, a lack of trustworthiness. It was because linguistic practices and 

character were seen by Westerners as iconically linked that shifting lan­
guage use could be used as evidence for equally shiftable, hence dubi­

ous and shallow, allegiances. Indeed, a French consul in Macedonia is 

reported to have declared that with a fund of a million francs for bribes, 
he could make all Macedonians French (cited in Brailsford 1906:103). 

If recursivity and iconization are apparent in these turn-of-the­

century accounts, the third semiotic process, erasure, is also evident. 
Because the relationship between linguistic practices and social cate­

gories in Macedonia diverged so fundamentally from the expectations 

of Western Europeans, the region appeared chaotic to them. These 

observers therefore missed-and their representations erased-the 
local logic by which the inhabitants of Macedonia understood cate­

gories oflanguage and identity such as "Greek," "Turkish,' "Bulgarian," 

and "Macedonian" during the long Ottoman period and before the 
rise of Balkan nationalisms. 

One major constraint on local practices was the Ottoman millet 

system (often mistranslated as "nationality"), which categorized and 

admjnistered populations according to religious affiliation irrespective 
of territorial location, ethnic provenance, or language. Moslems 

counted as "Turks," while Orthodox Christians, including people who 
spoke various forms of Slavic, Romance, Albanian, and Greek, were 
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that multilingualism was not limited to those persons directly involved 

in trade, administration, and religious institutions. Even many rural 

speakers or recent migrants to small cities could switch to Turkish and 

Greek or use other vernaculars-dialects of Slavic, Albanian, 

Rumanian, Greek, Romany-for everyday communication. Indeed, at 

least in urban areas, rates of multilingualism apparently increased as 

one moved down the ocioeconomic ladder (Friedman 1995; see also 

Brailsford 1906:85-86). 
The e patterns of usage uggest that while there were regularities 

that systematically and predictably linked a range oflinguistic practices 

to social uses and to categories of identity, there were no "total" cate­

gories in mid-nineteenth-century Macedonia that encompassed and 

subordinated all other categories while being also indissolubly linked 

to linguistic forms under tood as single languages. In short, in the 

understanding of identity, the criteria of religion, region, occupation, 

social stratum, and language group had not been aligned, hierar­

chized, or regimented on the model of the Western, nationalist irnagi­

nation.23 

By the end of the nineteenth century, however, the reign of just 

such national ideas was well under way in the Balkan states that had 

gained independence from Ottoman rule. Hence, the multilingual sit­

uation we have described proved fertile ground for nationalist move­

ments originating outside geographic Macedonia. Each "imagined" the 

Lerritory and inhabitants of Macedonia as part of its own emerging 

"community." Well before the final expulsion of Ottoman rule from 

geographic Macedonia, neighboring elites were funding political agita­

tion there and establishing schools run in each of their national literary 

languages. Local elites within geographic Macedonia were inciting 

action for independence. Relying on the very equation of nation, lan­

guage, and territory that outside observers had earlier found lacking in 

Macedonia, advocates of Serbian, Bulgarian, and Greek expansion, as 

well as those calling for Macedonian autonomy, appealed to lingui tic 

de criptions to prove the existence of social boundaries that would 

authorize their claims to popular loyalty. 

At the same time, competing elites were also producing census fig­

ures, ethnographic and linguistic map , and historical treatise written 

in national terms familiar to the We t. They were all de igned to con-
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used to justify political unity. Indeed, the Bulgarian position simply 

asserts that Macedonian dialects are forms of Bulgarian, thereby eras­

ing Macedonian altogether ( ee, for example, Brancoff 1905; Sis 

1918).27 Serbian lingui ts, on the other hand, picked only certain 

phonological features to emphasize, claiming they revealed the ancient 

kinship of clialects in Macedonia with those in Serbia ( ee, for example, 

Belie 1919; Cvijic 1907). Finally, Greek scholars argued that, because 

the Slavic forms spoken in Greek Macedonia were so heavily reliant on 

Greek lexicon, they were actually a dialect of Greek. A speculative his­

tory was iconically projected to explain this surprising hypothesis 

through historically "deep" social relations: it was argued that Greek­

peakers in antiquity must have assimilated to later Slavic immigrants 

and, having gone through a period of bilingualism, retained the lexi­

con (though not the grammar) of their original language (see 

Andriotes 1957:15-16). 

Iconization operated in other ways as well. Between the two World 

Wars, in the section of geographic Macedonia that had become part of 

Yugoslavia, Macedonian was treated as a dialect of Serbo-Croatian. In 

Macedonian-Serbian conversations a largely similar lexical stock 

assured that mutual intelligibility could be achieved, but at the price of 

a subjective impression "that the other was using an irritating kind of 

pidgin" (Lunt 1959:21). It was the Serbs who, on hearing the relatively 

simpler nominal morphology of Macedonian, took this as an icon of 

simple thought and so assumed Macedonians to be uncultivated coun­

try bumpkins. Through uch iconization, the perception that 

Macedonian "had no grammar" apparently conttibuted to legitimating 

far-reaching political tactics. erbs, who dominated the interwar 

Yugoslav government, "quickly became annoyed at the lingui tic inepti­

tude of the mass of Macedonians and found [in this] a righteous justifi­

cation for accusing them of stupidity and ingratitude and hence for 

treating the region almost as a colony" (Lunt 1959:22). Ironically, such 

characterizations of Macedonian as "simple" could only be sustained by 

focusing on the language 's relatively few nominal inflections and ignor­

ing, thus erasing, the complexities of its verbal system. 

But processes of erasure in the arguments we are considering 

were often much more drastic than this. In linguistic maps of 

Macedonia from the turn of the century, evidence of the widespread 
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avoid or downplay similarities with competing languages nearby that 

were conceptualized as foreign because they "belonged" to other 
nations. For example, in the official codification of Macedonian in 

1944, the preference for the Western dialects as the basis of the literary 

language was upported by historical precedent, since they were 
already evident in literary production dating from the mid-nineteenth 

century. Another major motivation for this choice, however, was that it 

produced maximal differentiation from both Bulgarian and Serbo­

Croatian standards (Friedman 1989:31). 
Most significantly, heated debates about linguistic purity have 

involved the recursive application of this native/foreign distinction to 

the lexical stock of the region 's languages. Ottoman rule had resulted 
in the heavy lexical influence of Greek and Turkish on all Balkan lan­

guages. As early as the 1840s Bulgarian language reformers engaged in 

what we have called "register- tripping": the attempt to purge Turkish 

elements from the literary Bulgarian then being created because such 
elements were now seen as "alien" despite their pervasiveness in collo­

quial speech. For familiar Turkish words the reformers provided unfa­

miliar Slavic glosses, often borrowed from Russian or revived from 
Church Slavonic (Pinto 1980:46). These latter languages were analyzed 

as historically related to Bulgarian and doubtless perceived to be, by 

iconic logic, less "foreign." 
Equally interesting is the case of Macedonian, in which Turkish 

influence has included productive derivational morphology as well as 
the usual individual lexical items and calques of idiomatic phrases. 

What is significant is not the actual source of such elements but speak­

ers' continuing perception of many of them as Turkisms. In 
Macedonian debates some planners in the 1940s argued for the 

replacement of Turkisms with Slavic forms in the literary language. 

Turkisms perceived as such suffered a stylistic lowering after the 
Ottoman's defeat, so that they came to connote archaism, local color, 

pejoration, or irony. Planners feared that their retention in the 

Macedonian literary language (especially after they had been purged 

from neighboring languages) would threaten to make all of 
Macedonian sound "lower" and less refined (Koneski, quoted in 

Friedman 1996). Thus, by an application of recursive logic, Turkisms 

(as both alien and low) were systematically stripped from the literary 

'7 1 
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language. Simultaneously, registers perceived a native were newly 

'stretched" through neologisms or revival of dialect and archaic fonns P' 
to cover broader functions (see Friedman 1989; Kone ki 1980). tJ: 

In um, the complex Macedonian linguistic scene, and nationalist it 

arguments within it, reveal all three semiotic processes we have di - 0 

cus ed and how them to operate in a number of different ways. The cl 

continuing intensity of contestation over the representation of d 

Macedonian peech forms i hardly surprising, given the consequence 

envi aged and authorized by the reigning language ideology and occa- c 
ionally enacted under its auspices. It is an ideology in which claims of 1; 

lingui tic affiliation are crucial and exclusivist because they are also 

claim to territory and sovereignty. 

IMPLICATIONS 

The analysis we have presented here has implications relating to at 

least thr e intellectual arenas in ocial science research. The first is the 

tud of hi torical field of contact among peoples. European colonial­

ism provide a major et of example . In particular, part of our analysis 

conu;but to the study of "colonial discourses," illuminating ome of 

th ir emiocic properties. The second group of problems and issue we 

. c k to addre concern ethnicity and its relation to communicative 

practi e ·. The concept of~ peech community," prominent in lingui tic 

anthr pology and ociolingui tics since the 1960 , is among the ideas 

we ek to r cone ptualize. FinaJl , the third arena is that concerned 

with c n eption of language itself. Although these intellectual arenas 

ha\· obviou overlap , we now take them up in turn, adumbrating 

s m f th implications our anaJy is has for each. 

Th mi tic proce e we have identified, though not limited to 

am particular hi toricaJ period ne ertheless always occur in history 

and p rat in r lation to contingent facts. The study of coloniaJi m 
ol er an important opportunity to study ideologies-Linguistic and 

th nri -b cau of colonialism's obvious consequentiality, the 

cla h of im •re ts at take, and the evident differences in point of 

v1 \\ . As . ch la ar increasingly recognizing, however, the colonial 

peri di m r than ju tan intere ting topic for historical re earch . 

l<l as that w re or ed in that context have remained deeply embed-
·d in our naJ ·ticaJ framework . 
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A con iderable bod of recent re earch b historian and anthro­

pologists has focused on the dichotomizing discour e of orientalism 

through which, in the nineteenth century and earlier, Europe created 

it.self in oppo ition to a broad! defined "East" that often included not 

only Asia but al o Africa. That "East" al o found parallel elsewhere in 

the world, even within Europe i elf, where a imilar axis of opposition 

distinguished metropolitan center of "higher" civilization from their 

"lower," e peciall their eastern, peripherie . Mudimbe (1988), 

Olender (1992) , aid (197 ), and oth 1 have pointed out, scholars of 

language and ideas about linguistic difference pla ed a ignificant part 

in the development of uch categorie of identity ( e al o Bauman and 

Briggs, thi volume). Argumen about language were central in pro­

ducing and buttre ing European claim to difference from the rest of 

the world, as well as claim to the up riority of the metropolitan bour­

geoisie over "backward" or "primitive" Others, whether the were resi­

dents of other continents, other province , or other ocial classe . 

Language could be central to the arguments be au e by the mid­

nineteenth century it had become common in the cholarly world to 

see language as crucially unaffected by human will or individual intent 

(seeFormigari 19 5; Taylor 1990b). For many cholar of the time, lin­

guistic differences appeared to be the "natural" con equences of spiri­

tual or even biological difference between collectivitie of speaker , 

rather than the consequence of ocial a tion. Augu t Schleicher 

(1869:20-21), for example, promoting a Darwinian model of linguistic 

evolution and differentiation, argued that "language are organisms of 

nature; they have never been directed by Lhe will of man ... The cience 

oflanguage is con equently a natural cience." In a more religiou vein 

but with a similar implication, F. Max Muller ( 1861) proposed that a 

"science of language" hould be thei ti and historical, yet it should 

employ the methods of geology, botany, and anatomy, for the very rea­

son that such a cience-comparative philology-would deal with the 

works of God, not of man. Although later approache differed harply 

in many ways, the argument for a " cienc of language" that would be 

divorced from the everyday peech and social life of its speakers 

remained, Saussure's formulation b ing today the mo t familiar.2s 

Despite increasing awarene sin recent years of the e European 

ideologies of language and their hi torical contexts, anthropologists 
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and lingui ts have not sufficiently explored their implications. Our dis- ti 

ciplines' conceptual tools for understanding linguistic differences and l; 

relationships still derive from this massive scholarly attempt to create c 

the differentiation of Europe from the rest of the world. We have c 

ought to redirect this intellectual project In this paper we have argued 

that linguistic differentiation crucially involves ideologically embedded 

and ocially constructed processes. Moreover, the scholarly enterprise 

of de cribing linguistic differentiation is itself ideologically and socially 

ngaged ( ee also Gal and Irvine 1995). 
For instance, the Senegal case discussed above provides an oppor­

tunity to show how the study of language participated in colonial dis­
cour es. Such discourses reveal the complex interaction of ideologies, 

both the colonizers' and those of the colonized. Since then there have 

been many changes in the methods of linguistic analysis and the genre 

of linguistic description; nevertheless, those early discourses of lan­

guage form the beginnings of a "culture of linguistics" of the region, a 

tradition to which scholars today fall heir. Contemporary understand­
ings oflanguage differentiation in Senegal thus have a complex history, 

with European and African language ideologies contributing to inter­

pr tation oflocal sociolinguistic phenomena. 
In a parall l way, the case of Macedonia demonstrates the specific 

wa in which linguistic analyse have contributed to shaping "oriental­

i t di our e . " The perception of linguistic chaos in Macedonia 
em rged from an interaction of local and Western European language 

id logie . And metropolitan Europe constructed its own self-image in 

ppo iti n to just uch repre entations of the sociolingui tic scene in 
th "East." oon a Balkan elites appealed to Western powers in 

W • t m tenn , moreover, linguistic scholarship became the ground on 
whi h political economic come ts were fought. In such conte ts toda , 
too, urrent lingu· tic cholarship in the region remains significant 

R ent holarl reflection on colonialism and orientalism have 
~ 11 d on ninet nth-century Europe ' discursive construction of 
b und rie and the projection of ideas and images across them. 

htnking about boundarie and their construction has an older geneal­
.' in anthropology, however. It i now many years since the publica­

"on fFr drik Barth ' Ethnic Groups and Boundaries (1969), a work that 

t n fi nn d anthropological thinking about ethnicity. Barth argued 
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that ethnic groups represent a way people organize themselves within a 

larger social field-a way people identify themselves in contrast with 

others. Relationships across a boundary, Barth suggested, are thus more 

crncial to the existence and persistence of the boundary than are any 

group-internal attributes an anthropological observer might identify. 

Barth's essay coincided with the appearance of sociolinguistic 

works (such as Gumperz and Hymes 1964, 1972; Hymes 1968; 

Weinreich, Labov, and Herzog 1968) that similarly emphasized the 

social organization of diversity and attacked the idea that any particular 

type of community, ethnic or otherwise, is the necessary outcome of 

homogeneous language. From those intellectual antecedents we derive 

our emphasis on functional relationships among linguistic varieties, 

relationships that lend systematicity to regional patterns of diversity. We 

also derive from the ethnography of speaking our concern with partici­

pants' ideas about the meanings attaching to the deployment of codes 

in a repertoire. Thus some of the themes we emphasize in this paper 

have been present in sociolinguistics and the ethnography of speaking 

from the beginnings of those fields' exi tence. 

We believe, however, that the full potential of these sociolinguistic 

insights has yet to be felL In sociolinguistics and the ethnography of 

communication, a concept of "speech community," though useful for 

understanding the organization of local repertoires, nevertheless 

neglected larger boundary relation hips, cultural oppositions, borders, 

and conflict (see Gal 1987, 1989; Irvine 1987). Classic sociolinguistic 

research sought first of all to demonstrate that linguistic diversity did 

not necessarily produce or imply social disorder. This endeavor was not 

inconsistent with the sociological theories dominant at the time, theo­

ries that assumed consensus as the basis of social formations. So, while 

recognizing the importance and organization of social and linguistic 

diversity, this foundational research only rarely examined the ways in 

which identity is produced by ideas of opposition between culturally 

defined groups, and by practices that promote exclusion, divergence, 

and differentiation.29 Later, an attempted switch in analytic unit from 

speech communities to social networks-though valuable in many ways, 
including its exploration of the nature of communicative ties-still did 

not give much attention to problematizing the boundaiies of networks 

but instead treated them, in this respect, much like communities. The 
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analytical focus centered on the ocial control and peer pressures that 

produce linguistic uniformity "within" them (Gal 1979; Milroy 1980). 

In many branches of anthropology and other social sciences, 

meanwhile, the assumption per ists that the communitie anthropolo­

gists study will normally be linguistically homogeneous. Even so influ­

ential a student of ethnicity and nationalism as Benedict Anderson 

(1983:38) laments what he assumes to be the "fatality" of monolingual­

ism: "Then [in the sixteenth century] as now, the bulk of mankind is 

monoglot." For Anderson it i this (supposedly) inevitable monolin­

gualism that provides the fertile ground for linguistic nationalism, the 

indispen able context in which "capitalism and print created monoglot 

mas reading publics" (p. 43). He thereby ignores the variety of cultur­

ally and often politically significant linguistic differentiation-the reg­

i ters, dialects, and languages-present in the linguistic repertoires of 

speaker before print capitalism and within contemporary states that 

ar only legally or nominally "monolingual." Missing from Anderson's 

per pective, we suggest, is the insight that homogeneous language is as 
much imagined as is community. That is, Anderson naturalizes the 

pro e of linguistic tandardization, as if linguistic homogeneity were a 

r al-world precondition rather than a construction concurrent with, or 

con equent to, print capitalism (for di cussion see Silverstein, this vol­

ume). An um ption of normative monolingualism tends to persist, as 

well, in chool of linguistics where dominant models of language are 

ognitivel and not ocially based. These models often include the sup­

po ition lhat dialects arise automatically out of communicative isola­
tion and for no other reason. 

We propo e that what is needed is to shift attention to linguistic 

differentiation rather than community. But it is crucial to recognize 

th<n lhe differentiation i ideologically mediated, both by its partici­

pan~ and b its ob ervers. It has now often been noted (by, among oth-

' cmeron 1990· Ferguson 1994· and Irvine 1985) that linguistic 

di remiatioo i not a imple reflection of social differentiation or vice 
v , becau e lingui tic and ocial oppositions are not eparate orders 

f phenomena. Ferguson (1994:19) writes, "Language phenomena 

ar th m Ive ' ociocultural phenomena and are in part constitutive of 

th " ry o ial group recognized by the participants or identified by 
anaJv.s ." lt i that mediating recognition and identification, together with 

;6 
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in "a language" includes, rather than being omitted or inserted under 

those ideological pressures. To be sure, the concept of register is itself 

problematic and also subject to ideological pressures besides the ones 

we have discussed here (see Silverstein 1992). 

Finally, we note that our analysis of semiotic proces es in linguistic 

differentiation has implications for our understanding of sign relation­

-hips in language itself, such as the notion of the linguistic sign's quin­

tessential arbitrariness. In our view, the notion of arbitrariness is more 

problematic than has generally been supposed. Saussure's assertion of 

the "arbitrariness of the sign" is often celebrated as the originary 

moment of modern linguistics. But publicly voiced claims about the 

inherent properties of particular languages, or of standards as opposed 

to dialects, have not abated in contemporary life. We suggest that a use­

ful way to unpack this term and its dilemmas is to distinguish among 
the po ible social positions from which the judgment of "arbitrariness" 

made. 
First, from the perspective of ordinary speaker linguistic differ-

nc are under toad through folk theories (ideologies) that often 

posit their inherent hierarchical, moral, aesthetic, or other properties 
within broad r cultural systems that are themselves often contested and 

rare) univocal. The econd per pective is that of contemporary lin­

gui tic . In con tituting itself as an academic di cipline, linguistics 
rej cted preci ely thi culturally embedded peaker' p rspective. It 

in i ted in tead on de-culturing linguistic phenomena and establishing 
the theor tical and thus disciplinary autonomy of language. Lingui tics 

has its own et of relevances driven by changing theoretical con ider­
ation that differ from tho e of native speakers. Thus, from the per-

p ctiv of man - kinds of po t-Sau urean lingui tics, igns are indeed 
.. rbitrary" b cau e the cultural y tern that make them iconic are 
mng ntl and tematically excluded from consideration, for the 

al f i n . Thi ugg ts a third, metatheoretical, perspective: As 

w r co niz that ordinary peakers' theories about the nonarbitrari­
n ' of ign make a difference in the production, interpretation, and 
re p01 un of lingui tic differentiation, we must add that the equall • 
id ological theotie of lingni do so as well. 

h ve1 · real fa of lingui tic va1iation constrain what linguists 
;rnd nativ p ak t can per uasively ay and imagine about them. 
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Linguistic facts have a certain recalcitrance in the face of ideological 

construction. But, as we remarked at the outset, there is no "view from 

nowhere" in representing lingui tic differences. Moreover, acts of 

speaking and acts of describing both depend on and contribute to the 

"work of representation." Tho e representations, in turn, influence the 

phenomena they purport to repre ent. 
In sum, we have identified three emiotic processes at work in lan­

guage ideologies as these apply to the question of linguistic boundaries 

and differentiation. The three are iconization, fractal recursivity, and era­

sure. We have argued that these processes operate worldwide; that they 

are not dependent on the historical contexts of European colonialism 

{although they do appear con picuously there, they also appear else­

where); and that they are deeply involved in both the shaping of lin­

guistic differentiation and the creating of linguistic description. 

Notes 

l. The ource for this saying, long a part of linguistics' oral tradition, is dif­

ficult to identify. Many linguists attribute it to Max Weinreich. 

2. See, for example, the compendium of relevant statements by Peirce 

(1955) assembled by Justus Buchler under the title "Logic as emiotic: The the­

ory of signs." 

3. For further discussion and illustration in a contemporary ethnographic 

example, see Irvine (1989, 1990). 

4. Well-known analyses of such processes from an earlier generation of 

anthropologists include Bateson (1936) and Evans-Pritchard (1940); more 

recent discussions include Abbott (1990), Gal (1991), Herzfeld (1987), and 

Wagner (1991), although the thrust ofWagner' argument about "fractals" is 

somewhat different from ours. 

5. Notice, also, that entries in the Doke and Vilakazi (1958) Zulu dictionary 

seem to link click sounds, Khoisan languages and chatter. Thus nxapha, a verb 

meaning 'to utter click sounds' (especially in annoyance or vexation), is exem­

plified in Ulimi lwa8aTh.wa luyanxaphanxapha, 'The Bushman tongue is full of 

clicks'; the same verb also mean 'misfue (of a gun)'. Another word, qlu:8eqlu:8e, 

refers to 'clicking (as of latch or catch)', 'liveliness', and a 'lively, talkative per­

son, a go siper'. These links are suggestive, although we do not consider dictio­

nary entries of this kind to be actual evidence that speakers draw a conceptual 

link between a word's different senses. 
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dose ro a "pure" Fula racial type and that sedentary populations were the prod­

uct of racial metissage (the supposed cau e of social hierarchy in sedentary com­

munities). 

14. The role of supposed racial and cultural characteristics in analyses of 

Fula and, especially, in its placement in language families is relatively well known 

since Greenberg' critiques (see Greenberg 1963; note also Sapir 1913). For this 

reason we devote more of our discussion to Sereer, a less familiar case. 

15. Space doe not permit a detailed discussion supporting our character­

ization ofLamoise's work. We will ju t note that he does supply more examples 

of texts and discourse than is common in grammars of the period (or today), 

but some of them appear to have been composed by himself or his assistants, 

and none of them records aristocrats' political discourse. Other important evi­

dence would come, for example, from his treatment of key pairs of words such 

as YaUa/r6g('God'), each of which occurs in bol.h Wolofand Sereer grammatical 

smictures but in different sicuational contexts, which Lamoise and others seem 

to interpret as ethnic contexts. 

16. Although Faidherbe accepted the identification of the Kajoor enclave 

population (i.e., Cangin-speakers) as "Sereer," he did recognize its source 

(1865: 175): "The populations which the Wolof designate fry the name of ereers speak 

two distinct languages: one called Keguem and the other one ... The popula­

tions who speak the None dialects do not understand Keguem at all, and recip­

rocally" (emphasis added). So firmly was the label "Sereer" attached to these 

languages, however, that Faidherbe used it in all his later works while other 

authors, including Cust and Lamoise, merely list" one" and other Cangin vari­

eties along with other regional varieties of Sereer. (Note that Faidherbe's 

"Keguem" was apparently a mistaken name for the same Siin variety ofSereer 

de cribed by Lamoise [1873] and, more recently, Cretois [1972] .) 

17. Piehl 's research was almost tl1e first to be published on this language 

group since Faidherbe's brief notice in 1865. In a 1953 linguistic survey, how­

ever, de Tressan looked at these enclave languages and called them "faux­

Serere." 

18. Many thanks to Victor Friedman for indispensable discussion and 

advice on Macedonian matters. There is considerably more agreement on the 

outlines of a geographic region called Macedonia than on the matter of which 

states have political rights to it. Historically, the following regions have been con­

idered geographical Macedonia: tJ1e current Republic of Macedonia, t11e south­

western corner of Bulgaria, a northern province of Greece, and small parts of 
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eastern Albania. Figure 2.2 illustrates this distinction . For parallel discussions of 

this by everal generations of scholars, ee Wilkinson (1951); Friedman (1985) ; 

and Poulton (1995). 

19. McNeill (1964) provides the classic account ofinterimperial competi­

tion . Some important milestones in the gradual dissolution of Ottoman rule in 

Europe-through a serie of revolts, wars, and treaties-include Serbia's relative 

autonomy, secured in 1817; the independence of Greece, proclaimed after 1830; 

the establishment of Bulgarian schools in 1835 and the Bulgarian Church 

(exarchate) in 1870; and the final independence of Serbia and Romania, and 

lhe autonomy of Bulgaria, gained at the Treaty of Berlin in 1878. The Balkan 

War ofl912-13 reduced Turkish rule in Europe to its present boundary and 

produced d1e partition of Macedonia (for a useful summary, see Okey 1982) · 

20. The nationalist movements of nineteenth-century eastern Europe often 

claim d the di tinction of having defended Europe, especially in literature tar­

geted at We tern audiences. Western views often recognized this claim, based on 

the earlier Christian/ Moslem oppo ition, while al o applying the contrast 

emphasizing civilization and barbarism (see Wolff 1994, chap. 1). For the 

Fr nchman Lamouche, along with many other Westerners, the Greek struggle 

for independence was self-evidently a replay of"European civilization against 

iatic barbarism" (1899:134); Longfellow's poem about Skenderbeg, the early 

Albanian hero defending Christendom from the Turks, enjoyed considerable 

popularit in the late-nineteenth-century US; and as late as 1918 Lloyd George, 

Briti h prime mini ter, declared the Serbs to be "Guardians of the Gate" of 

Europe (Laffan 191 ) . 

21 . ee, for example Eugen Weber's (1976) discussion of the lack of cul­

tural, lingui tic, and political unity in the most centralized of European power , 

France. 

22. T11e views discussed here were very widespread despite the fact that, as 

Br wn ( 1995) and Todorova (1994) , among others, have noted, Western 

F.ur p nob ervers vari d widel in their class backgrounds, political commit-

m n (l'.g.. iali l . conservative), national loyalties, and visions of what 

Mmld bl' th t political olution for the Balkans. 

2 . F r further complex exam pl and discussion see Brown's (1995) per­

ua i\ t work on the 1903 llioden ri ing in Macedonia, showing how the e cro -

utting c tegorie wer tran formed and regimented into the familiar images of 

\\' Mern l:.u 1 opean national ideology. 

--1. or further dis ion of di.fferem kinds of conte talion among linguis-
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tic ideologie , ee Gal 1993. 

25. The classic view of olllh lavic diaJectology adds a degree of regional 

organization to this picture. It maintain that in one part of this Balkan region, 

corresponding rougW to what is today the political border between Serbia and 

Bulgaria, a bundle of ignificant i oglosse permits erbian and Bulgarian to 

emerge as linguistically distinct from one another. Farther south, however, 

isoglosse fan out. So while the dialectological transition from Serbian to 

Bulgarian in the north is relatively rapid, that from Serbian to Bulgarian 

through Macedonia (in the outh) is very gradual. These claims about relative 

distinctness have recentl been challenged, however (V. Friedman, personal 

communication 1998). 

26. An early work describing the e feature is Lamouche (1899). Sandfeld' 

(1930) classic tud on Balkan linguistics provides more detail. More recent and 

sophisticated descriptions include the cited works by Lunt and Friedman. 

27. The e arguments from the early year of the century continue unabated 

in attempts by Bulgarian linguists to deny the existence and historical depth of 

Macedonian. Macedonian lingui ts and historians, in turn, counter by produc­

ing evidence of early moves toward national autonomy in Macedonia, early liter­

ary production, and programmatic plans for a literary language; see Dimitrovski, 

Koneski, and Stamatoski (1978) and Lune (1984) for summaries. 

28. As Bauman and Briggs (this volume) show, important aspects have ear­

lier roots in the work of Locke. 

29. Noteworthy exception include Labov' (1963) re earch on Martha's 

Vineyard, Gumperz' (1958) cudy oflinguistic organization in a orth Indian 

11llage, and Fi cher' (1958) discussion of social factors that influence phonolog­

ical variation. A later example of a work focusing on linguistic aspects of cultur­

ally imagined opposition between group i Basso's (1979) Portraits of "the 

Whiteman". 

30. Note our debt here to ilver tein ' (l 979) argument that language ide­

ologies, in their dialectical relationship wilh the distribution of linguistic forms, 

introduce dynamics of change into sociolinguistic systems. 
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