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NYELVEBEN EL A NEMZET

A nation lives through its language
C’est par sa langue que vit une nation
Die Nation lebt durch ihre Sprache

a Hungarian idiom
dicton hongrois
ungarische Redensart
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PREFACE

As in every collective work the present anthology displays a certain
unevenness. Usually it is the editors themselves who detect the deficiency and
therefore we think it our duty to call the reader’s attention to it. To this end
we will relate the history of its editing as a source of imperfection.

The venture was initiated by a lecture given by I. Fodor in Columbus
(Ohio, US.A)) on April 11th 1975 at the 6th Conference of Africanists
(cf. vol. III). The editors came into personal contact at this Conference and
also met other contributors as well as J.A. Fishman. Subsequently an
invitation was addressed in September 1976 to experts on several languages.
However, the circle of collaborators had to be extended — partly because the
original list of languages was not long enough and partly because some
invitations were refused or contributions rejected. Unfortunately, it happened
in the course of assembling the manuscripts that some promised papers were
not finished at all. On the other hand, those authors who accepted our
invitation at short notice in order to compensate for deficiencies deserve our
fullest praise for having fulfilled their obligations within the short time
available. At the same time, we wish to commemorate our collaborators,
Robert Auty, the known Slavist (Oxford), who died on August 18th 1978,
and M. Mosha (Kampala, Uganda), who died on November 27th 1977,
before having completed their respective manuscripts on Slovak and on
Ganda.

In order to engage further contributors I. Fodor rendered an account of
the venture at the Post-Plenary Session of the Xth International Congress
of Anthropological and Ethnological Sciences in Mysore (India) on Decem-
ber 21st 1978. The text of this report is published in the documentation
“Problems of Multilingualism™ of the Central Institute of Indian Languages
(Mysore).

Since the manuscripts presented up to May Ist 1978 —the data set as the
deadline in our first Circular—could not indefinitely be shelved, we had to
place limits on the collection of contributions. Consequently, having already
prolonged the deadline several times, we closed organization in July 1980.
But during the long period leading up to publication we have succeeded in
getting additional papers, which have been included in the material with
the consent of the Publisher. The material —including manuscripts already
received — was, however, supplemented (and slightly revised) by some papers
published elsewhere but appropriate to our programme. Where reprints have
occurred, this is indicated in the papers in question. In other cases informa-
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tion concerning the completion (or the receipt) of every contribution is
provided for the reader.

The contributors were asked to write their studies in accordance with a
model presented at the Conference in Columbus. Two sample articles were
sent out to the authors: that of I. Fodor on Hungarian in January 1978 and
that of C. Hagége on Mbum in September 1978. In spite of these efforts our
goal has been only partly achieved. The articles on English, French, Italian,
Japanese, etc. where no planned linguistic reform occurred or where it played
only a minor role, were not composed along the lines set down. Also in the
case of some other papers the scheme was modified by the authors. The
results, however, have been excellent. Whatever the case may be, the
theoretical studies are not always based upon a sample of coherently arranged
data as was planned.

The authors were free to choose the language in which their articles were
written from English, French and German. In our opinion, the dominance of
a single language in the scientific field — especially in linguistics —is neither
apt nor advantageous. On the contrary, only the pluralism of the meta-
languages can ensure an elevated scientific level.

Three exceptions have been made concerning the languages of the articles:
the paper on Spanish is published in Spanish with an abstract in English; the
study on Russian and on the languages of minorities in the Soviet Union are
written in Russian with English summaries.

The manuscripts written by non-native speakers of French, English and
German have been revised by C. Hagége, Graham C. John, Kate Wilcox,
Thomas Geider and Raimund Kastenholz respectively.

The editors have read all the contributions and with those readers in mind
who are not conversant with the given language they have consulted the
authors with a view to obtaining a better explanation of the data and the
ideas expressed.

Otherwise, we have modified the manuscripts only in the interest of
homogeneity, e.g. as regards numeration and the titles of the sections.

In the articles on the different languages the emphasis has been placed
on lexical, semantic and morphological problems of the lexemes. Phonetic
questions have been only marginally dealt with; hence the reader finds little
reference to pronunciation. However, in order to facilitate the reading of the
written data a Pronunciation Guide prefaces the articles on some languages
(with Latin orthography) which are generally not well-known. No special
information is given with regard to the languages with non-Latin script (e.g.
Arabic, Bulgarian, Chinese, Japanese). In such cases the linguistic data are
indicated in phonetic transcription (IPA or according to some other system in
general use). In the Pronunciation Guide only the most important informa-
tion is given; if the phonetic value of a letter is (by and large) identical with
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the same symbol of the IPA (e.g. implosive b in some African languages), no
explanation is indicated. Suprasegmental peculiarities have been disregarded
with the exception of length, if length is a relevant feature in the language
concerned.

But in addition to this limitation some authors have been obliged to slightly
modify the use of some IPA symbols in order to make simplifications or
unifications in the system of the Guide.

As to the order in which the articles occur, they have been arranged
alphabetically.

If an author of this miscellany is quoted by the Editors or by another co-
author, only the author’s name and the pages of the contribution (set in block
capitals) are indicated.

We believe that the present volume constitutes a document of considerable
significance and even of originality with regard to some of its papers.
Moreover, the bibliographical references will make an effective contribution
to future research into language planning. For the sake of simplicity, the list
of references is divided into two parts: each article is supplemented by a
bibliographical list of its special topic, while theoretical works and those cited
by more than one author can be found in the general bibliography (vol. III).
Consequently, if a source mentioned in the text is not indicated in the list of
references after the given article, it should be sought among the titles of the
General References.

In spite of our instructions not every manuscript received indicated the
publishers of the works quoted; for the sake of a uniform presentation of the
material, these data have been omitted from all the manuscripts.

The technical editing of the manuscripts—except C. Hagége’s study
(pp. 11-68)— has been carried out by I. Fodor who has tried to standardize
their presentation.

The galley-proofs have been read —in addition to the editors and to the
authors— by Barry Asker and Kate Wilcox (English), and Rainer VoBen
(German).

We express our thanks to all those colleagues who have contributed to
editing this anthology for their advice and suggestions, especially N. Balbir,
L. Bazin, L. Elekfi, M.-M.J. Fernandez, F. Gewecke, U. Groenke, H.D.
Irmscher, P. Kiraly, J. Kramer, W.J. G. Moéhlig, B. Nothofer, L. Orszagh,
H. Vekeman, R. VoBen, H. Werny, etc.

We wish to recommend this work to our readers in the hope that it will
not only make the theoretical questions more exact but also that it will
contribute to the clarification of the practical problems concerned in re-
forming the developing languages of the Third World and promoting a
unification of technical terminology.

The Editors



PREFACE

Comme tous les ouvrages collectifs, notre recueil est certainement bien
inégal. Ce sont les rédacteurs eux-mémes qui s’en apercoivent le plus souvent,
et c’est pourquoi nous pensons qu’il est de notre devoir d’en informer le
lecteur. Dans cette intention, nous croyons utile de faire connaitre I’histoire
du projet qui a donné naissance au présent ouvrage.

La mise en chantier a commencé par la communication de I. Fodor donnée
a Columbus (Ohio, Etats-Unis) le 11 avril 1975 au 6¢ Colloque des Afri-
canistes (voir vol. III). Les deux rédacteurs y ont pris contact, ont pressenti les
auteurs d’articles sur certaines langues africaines et consulté J. A. Fishman.
Puis ils ont, a la suite de ce Colloque, fait appel aux experts de plusieurs
langues a partir de septembre 1976. Il fallait étendre le cercle des colla-
borateurs, d’'une part a cause de I'insuffisance de la liste originelle, d’autre
part a cause de quelques défections, inévitables dans ce genre d’entreprise.
Il est, hélas, apparu plusieurs fois, dés I’étape initiale de collecte des
manuscrits, que des contributions promises étaient loin d’étre finies. En
revanche, les auteurs tardivement pressentis a la suite de telle ou telle
défection, et qui ont néanmoins rédigé leur contribution en peu de temps,
méritent tous les éloges. Nous avons aussi le triste devoir de saluer la mémoire
de deux collaborateurs, le regretté Robert Auty (Oxford), slavisant connu,
qui est décédé le 18 aoilit 1978, et le regretté M. Mosha (Kampala, Uganda)
qui est décédé le 27 novembre 1977, tous deux avant d’avoir achevé leurs
contributions, respectivement sur le slovaque et sur le ganda.

Pour engager de collaborateurs nouveaux, I. Fodor a rédigé un rapport
sur I’état d’avancement de notre entreprise a la séance post-pléniere du
X¢ Congres International des Sciences Anthropologiques et Ethnologiques a
Mysore (Inde), le 21 décembre 1979. Le texte de cette conférence est publié
dans le document «Problems of Multilingualism» de I'Institut Central des
Langues Indiennes (Mysore).

Malgré tout, nous avons été obligés de limiter des cadres trop larges. Il
fallait bien admettre que les manuscrits envoyés avant mai 1978, c’est-a-dire
dans les délais fixés par notre premiére circulaire, ne pouvaient pas attendre
indéfiniment. C’est pourquoi aprés plusieurs prolongations du délai, nous
avons cloturé ’accueil des manuscrits fin juillet 1980. Mais durant le délai de
publication, qui fut relativement long, nous avons réussi a obtenir encore
quelques articles qui ont été inclus dans le recueil avec le consentement de
I’éditeur. Nous avons en partie complété la collection par l'inclusion de
quelques essais (Iégérement remaniés) déja publiés ailleurs. Cela est indiqué
dans chacun des articles concernés. La date est aussi donnée sous chaque
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contribution originelle pour informer le lecteur sur le moment de I’achéve-
ment (ou de la réception) du manuscrit.

Nos collaborateurs furent priés de rédiger leurs études selon un modéle
uniforme élaboré a la conférence de Columbus. Deux articles-modeles
furent expédiés aux auteurs plus tard, celui de I. Fodor sur le hongrois en
janvier 1978 et celui de C. Hagege sur le mbum en septembre 1978.

Néanmoins, I’objectif n’est atteint qu’en partie. Ce ne sont pas seulement
les articles sur I’anglais, le frangais, I'italien, le japonais, etc. — ou une
réforme dirigée n’a jamais eu lieu ou n’a connu qu’un réle secondaire — qui
sont différemment structurés, mais aussi beaucoup d’autres, ou les auteurs ont
assez peu suivi le schéma, bien qu’ils aient réussi a rédiger des articles
excellents. Quoi qu’il en soit, les études théoriques ne sont pas toujours
fondées sur un large échantillon de données strictement organisées, comme il
était projeté.

Les auteurs ont pu librement choisir la langue de leur manuscrit parmi
I’anglais, le frangais, I’allemand. Nous sommes convaincus que dans la vie
scientifique, surtout en linguistique, la domination d’une seule langue n’est ni
opportune, ni avantageuse, mais qu’au contraire, c’est la pluralité des langues
qui peut assurer un niveau scientifique élevé.

Trois exceptions au trilinguisme du présent ouvrage ont été admises:
I’article sur ’espagnol est publié¢ en espagnol avec un résumé anglais, I’étude
sur le russe et celle sur les nationalités d’Union Soviétique sont rédigées en
russe avec des résumés en anglais.

Les manuscrits envoyés par des auteurs non-francophones, non-anglo-
phones et non-germanophones ont été révisés respectivement par C. Hageége,
Graham C. John, Kate Wilcox, Thomas Geider et Raimund Kastenholz.

Les rédacteurs ont lu chaque contribution et ont posé quelques questions a
I'intention des lecteurs non familiarisés avec les détails de la langue concernée.

En outre, nous avons procédé a un travail d’adaptation des manuscrits en
vue de rendre le recueil homogéne, p.ex. en ce qui concerne la numération et
les titres des chapitres.

Dans les articles particuliers sur les réformes de langues, ce sont les
problémes sémantiques et morphologiques du vocabulaire qui forment les
points essentiels; les questions phonétiques n’ont qu’un réle secondaire, de
sorte que le lecteur trouvera peu d’indications sur la prononciation. Aussi, en
vue de faciliter la lecture des données écrites, une Légende de prononciation
introduit-elle les articles sur certaines langues a écriture latine mais qui ne
sont pas des langues de diffusion mondiale. Aucune information n’est fournie
ici pour les langues a écriture non-latine (I’arabe, le bulgare, le chinois, le
japonais, etc.), puisque les articles qui en traitent citent les données en
transcription phonétique (APhI ou un autre systéme d’usage général). Dans la
Légende, les traits les plus importants de ’orthographe sont seul indiqués;
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pour le cas ou la valeur phonétique d’une lettre est (2 peu prés) identique au
méme symbole de I’APhI (p.ex. le 6 implosif de quelques langues africaines),
aucune explication n’est donnée. Nous avons dii aussi, hélas, renoncer a noter
les traits suprasegmentaux. Seule la marque de la longueur est expliquée
quand elle est pertinente. Mais en dehors de cette limitation, quelques auteurs
ont été obligés d’adapter légérement certains symboles de I’APhI, en vue
d’unifier le systéme de leurs légendes de prononciation.

Quant a I'ordre de succession des articles, c’est un classement alphabétique
des noms des auteurs qui a été retenu comme principe.

Si un auteur du présent recueil est cité par les rédacteurs ou par nos co-
auteurs, seuls le nom (composé en petites capitales) et le chiffre des pages de
la contribution sont indiqués.

Nous pensons que le présent ouvrage apportera une documentation riche et
méme, en ce qui concerne quelques articles particuliers, originale; sa biblio-
graphie rendra des services aux recherches futures sur la planification lin-
guistique. Par souci de simplicité, le répertoire des sources est divisé en deux
parties: chaque étude particuliére contient son répertoire bibliographique
spécial ; en revanche, les ceuvres théoriques ou celles qui sont citées par plus
d’un auteur se trouvent dans la Bibliographie générale (vol. III). Par consé-
quent, si une source mentionnée dans le texte n’est pas indiquée aprés ’article
en question, il faut la chercher parmi les titres de la Bibliographie générale.

Malgré nos suggestions, les manuscrits regus n’ont pas tous indiqué les
éditeurs des ouvrages qu'’ils citaient; en vue d’une présentation uniforme, cette
indication a été supprimée dans toutes les bibliographies.

La rédaction technique des manuscrits — sauf pour I’étude de C. Hagege
(p. 11-68) — a été réalisée par I. Fodor, qui a essayé d’uniformiser leur
présentation.

Les épreuves en placard ont été relues non seulement par les deux rédac-
teurs et les auteurs, mais encore par Barry Asker, Kate Wilcox (anglais) et
Rainer VoBen (allemand).

Nous exprimons notre reconnaissance a tous ceux qui nous ont donné des
conseils et des informations pour la rédaction du présent recueil, comme N.
Balbir, L. Bazin, L. Elekfi, M.-M.J. Fernandez, F. Gewecke, U. Groenke,
H.D. Irmscher, P. Kiraly, J. Kramer, W.J.G. Mohlig, B. Nothofer, L.
Orszagh, H. Vekeman, R. VoBen, H. Werny, etc.

Nous recommandons ce volume aux lecteurs dans ’espoir que non seule-
ment il précisera les questions théoriques, mais qu’encore il contribuera a la
solution des problémes pratiques posés par les mouvements de réforme des
langues qui sont en cours dans le Tiers Monde, et qu’enfin il apportera sa part
aux efforts d’unification de la terminologie technique.

Les rédacteurs



VORWORT

Wie jedes Sammelwerk weist auch das hier vorgelegte Unebenheiten auf.
Da es ja die Herausgeber sind, die solche Mingel als erste erkennen, halten
wir es fur unsere Pflicht, die Aufmerksamkeit des Lesers darauf zu lenken.
Indem wir die Geschichte des Editionsvorhabens Revue passieren lassen,
decken wir im folgenden auch die Quelle der Unvollkommenheiten auf.

Das Unternehmen wurde mit einem Vortrag von I. Fodor in Columbus
(Ohio, U.S.A.) am 11. April 1975 anlédBlich der 6. Konferenz der Afrikanisten
eingeleitet (s. Bd. III). Die Herausgeber nahmen auf der genannten Tagung
Kontakt miteinander auf und setzten sich mit prospektiven Mitarbeitern wie
auch mit J. A. Fishman ins Benehmen. Im September 1976 wurde ein Rund-
brief an Experten fiir ausgewahlte Sprachen verschickt. Doch muBte der Kreis
der Mitverfasser teils wegen der Kiirze der urspriinglichen Sprachenliste, teils
wegen Absage seitens vieler Kollegen, erweitert bzw. erginzt werden. Bedau-
erlicherweise ist es auch im Laufe der Kompilation vorgekommen, daB
versprochene Beitrage nicht geliefert wurden. Diejenigen Mitarbeiter, die ihre
Studien als Ersatz fur die abgesagten Aufsidtze innerhalb der verfiigbaren
kiirzeren Zeit zugeschickt haben, verdienen besonderen Dank.

Zwei unserer Mitarbeiter nahm der Tod die Feder aus der Hand. Es ist
unsere traurige Pflicht, das Ableben dieser Gelehrten zu vermelden: Robert
Auty, der bekannte Slawist (Oxford), gestorben am 18. August 1978 (er hatte
das Thema »Slowakisch« libernommen) und M. Mosha (Kampala, Uganda),
gestorben am 27. November 1977, der das Thema »Ganda« libernommen
hatte.

Zwecks Gewinnung weiterer Beitrdge berichtete I. Fodor iiber den Stand
der Redaktion auf der Post-Plenary Session des Xth International Congress
of Anthropological and Ethnological Sciences in Mysore (India) am 21. De-
zember 1978. Der Text dieses Vortrags ist in der Dokumentation »Problems
of Multilingualism« des Central Institute of Indian Languages (Mysore)
erschienen.

Da die bis zum 1. Mai 1978 — dem im ersten Rundbrief gesetzten
Ablieferungstermin — eingereichten Manuskripte nicht gut auf unbestimmte
Zeit “auf Halde” liegen durften, muBte die Kompilation im Juli 1980 abge-
schlossen werden. Wihrend der langwierigen drucktechnischen Vorbereitung
haben wir jedoch mit Zustimmung des Verlegers noch einige Aufsitze einge-
bracht. Das Material wurde durch einige passende Abhandlungen (in leicht
modifizierter Form) erginzt, die bereits andernorts veroffentlicht wurden.
Die Tatsache des Nachdrucks ist bei diesen Aufsdtzen erwdhnt. Bei den
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anderen Beitrdgen ist das Datum der Fertigstellung (oder des Eingangs)
angegeben.

Die Mitarbeiter des Sammelwerkes wurden aufgefordert, ihre Studien nach
dem Modell, das in Columbus erdrtert wurde, zusammenzustellen. Auch zwei
Musteraufsitze wurden an unsere Mitverfasser verschickt, der eine von
I. Fodor iiber das Ungarische im Januar 1978 und der andere von C. Hagege
iiber das Mbum im September 1978. Trotz dieser Bemithungen wurde unser
Ziel nur teilweise erreicht. Die Beitrage iiber das Englische, Franzosische,
Italienische, Japanische usw. — in diesen Sprachen spielten Reformen keine
oder nur eine geringe Rolle — folgen iiberhaupt nicht dem genannten Muster.
Auch in manchen anderen Artikeln wurde das Modell modifiziert. Unge-
achtet dessen zeigen auch diese Aufsdtze wertvolle Ergebnisse auf. Indessen
ist es hier nicht immer gelungen, die theoretischen Studien und SchluB-
folgerungen, entgegen der Planungsvorgabe, auf einer Auswahl kohdrent
geordneter Daten zu griinden.

Die Verfasser konnten das Englische, Franzosische oder Deutsche als
Sprache ihrer Studien frei wahlen. Nach unserer Auffassung wire die Allein-
herrschaft einer einzigen Sprache im Gebiet der Wissenschaft, besonders in
der Linguistik, weder angebracht noch vorteilhaft. Im Gegenteil, nur der
Pluralismus der Metasprachen kann das nétige wissenschaftliche Niveau
sichern.

Drei Ausnahmen von dieser Regelung wurden jedoch gemacht: Der
Aufsatz iiber das Spanische ist in spanischer Sprache mit einem englischen
Resiimee geschrieben, die Abhandlungen iiber das Russische und iber die
anderen Nationalsprachen der Sowjetunion sind in russischer Sprache (mit
englischer Zusammenfassung) verfaf(3t.

Die Manuskripte der nicht englisch-, franzdsisch- bzw. deutschsprachigen
Verfasser wurden von Graham C. John, Kate Wilcox, C. Hagége, Thomas
Geider und Raimund Kastenholz revidiert.

Die Herausgeber haben alle Beitrage gelesen und bei den Verfassern mit
Riicksicht auf die Leser, die keine Fachleute der entsprechenden Sprache sind,
Auskiinfte eingeholt oder ihnen gewisse kldrende Modifikationen vorge-
schlagen. Ansonsten haben wir die Manuskripte nur in bezug auf die einheit-
liche Gestaltung gedndert, z.B. die Numerierung und Betitelung der Kapitel.

In den einzelnen Aufsitzen stehen lexikalische, semantische und morpho-
logische Probleme im Mittelpunkt, wahrend phonetische Fragen nur marginal
erwdhnt sind. So findet der Leser wenige Hinweise auf die Aussprache der
linguistischen Formen. Um das Lesen dieser Angaben zu erleichtern, sind den
Abhandlungen liber einige weniger bekannte Sprachen mit lateinischer Ortho-
graphie Aussprachetabellen beigegeben. Keine spezielle Information steht fur
die Sprachen mit nichtlateinischen Buchstaben (z.B. Arabisch, Bulgarisch,
Chinesisch, Japanisch). Bei diesen Aufsitzen sind die Formen in phonetischer
Transkription aufgefithrt (IPA oder in anderer iiblicher Transkription). Die
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Aussprachetabellen geben nur die wichtigsten Informationen; wenn der pho-
netische Wert eines Buchstaben (im groBen und ganzen) mit einem Symbol
der IPA identisch ist (z.B. das implosive 6 mancher afrikanischer Sprachen),
so ist dafiir kein Hinweis angegeben. Prosodische Merkmale bleiben unbe-
riicksichtigt mit Ausnahme der Linge, wenn sie in der entsprechenden
Sprache relevant ist. Einige Verfasser muBten die Symbole der IPA zwecks
Vereinheitlichung oder Vereinfachung des Tabellensystems leicht dndern.

Wenn ein Verfasser des vorliegenden Werkes von den Herausgebern oder
von anderen Mitverfassern zitiert wird, werden nur der Name und die Seiten
des Beitrags (mit Kapitdlchen gesetzt) angegeben.

Die einzelnen Beitrédge sind in den Bénden des vorliegenden Sammelwerkes
in alphabetischer Reihenfolge (nach den Namen der Verfasser) geordnet.

Wir meinen, daB3 unser Sammelwerk ein bedeutendes Dokument sein wird,
zumal wegen der erstmaligen Bearbeitung des Themas in einigen Aufsitzen.
Auch die bibliographischen Angaben werden zur Erforschung der Sprach-
planung beitragen. Einfachheitshalber sind die bibliographischen Hinweise in
zwei Teilen aufgelistet: Jeder Aufsatz ist mit der speziellen Bibliographie der
besprochenen Sprache versehen, wéhrend die theoretischen Werke und die-
jenigen, die von mehreren Verfassern zitiert sind, in der Allgemeinen Biblio-
graphie zu finden sind (Bd. III); demzufolge ist eine zitierte Quelle in dieser
Allgemeinen Bibliographie zu suchen, falls sie zum SchluB des Artikels nicht
aufgefiithrt wird. Im Gegensatz zu unseren Instruktionen waren die Verleger
der zitierten Quellen nicht von allen Mitverfassern angegeben; zwecks Ein-
heitlichkeit wurden diese Angaben in allen bibliographischen Hinweisen
gestrichen.

Die technische Redaktion einschlieBlich der Vereinheitlichung der duBeren
Form der Aufsidtze — mit Ausnahme von C. Hagéges Abhandlung (S. 11-68)
— wurde von I. Fodor ausgefiihrt.

Die Durchsicht der Fahnenkorrekturen wurde auBer von den Heraus-
gebern und Verfassern auch von Barry Asker, Kate Wilcox (beide English)
und Rainer VoBen (Deutsch) vorgenommen.

Die Herausgeber sprechen ihren Dank denjenigen Kollegen aus, die der
Redaktion mit Ratschldgen und Vorschlidgen geholfen haben, wie z.B. N.
Balbir, L. Bazin, L. Elekfi, M.-M.J. Fernandez, F. Gewecke, U. Groenke,
H.D. Irmscher, P. Kiraly, J. Kramer, W.J.G. Mohlig, B. Nothofer, L.
Orszagh, H. Vekeman, R. VoBlen, H. Werny, u.a.

Wir empfehlen das vorliegende Werk unseren Lesern in der Hoffnung, daB3
es nicht nur die theoretischen Fragen exakter darstellt, sondern auch zur
Erorterung der praktischen Probleme der laufenden Sprachreformen in der
Dritten Welt und zur Vereinheitlichung der internationalen technischen Ter-
minologie beitragen wird.

Die Herausgeber
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The Worm Turns

Within the course of a decade a fundamental change has taken place within
the ranks of students of linguistics vis-a-vis the very idea of corpus planning.
In the late 60’s, when I and a small number of colleagues were enabled to
spend a year at the East-West Center planning the «International Study of
Language Planning Processes» (Rubin, et. al. 1977), the most common
reaction to our efforts on the part of linguists and linguists-in-training was:
“It can’t be done!” Corpus planning was viewed as akin to lashing the seas or
chaining the winds at best, and to unsavory meddling in ‘“‘natural processes”
at worst. The Hallian dictum “leave your language alone” (Hall [1950] 1960)
still held sway and it reinforced as well as expressed the predominantly
descriptivist bias of Western linguistics in general and of American linguistics
in particular. Even those who were alarmed as to the continued decay of the
English language — a constant matter of concern for the past century or more
of English teachers and stylists—were far from believing that mere man
either could or should intercede on an organized, centralized basis, to tamper
with its fate or its form (see e.g. Newman 1974, Graves and Hodge 1979).

That view, and all of the metaphors and alarms that it involves, is still with
us of course and perhaps more so in the USA than in many other countries.
I encounter it during visits to Israel among teachers who are fed up with the
Academy’s attempts to foster its brand of excessively proper, stilted, artificial
Hebrew (Ivrit shel shabat, “‘sabbath Hebrew” the opponents call it dis-
approvingly), even now when the language has been fully naturalized and
when its ‘““natural juices” appear to be fully activated and self-directed.
I encounter it among anglophone linguists in Canada, convinced that the
Office de la Langue Frangaise is not only riding the “wicked” crest of
Quebecois nationalism toward “‘francization” but that it is arrogantly trying
to change, improve and modernize the French language even above and
beyond Parisian splendor. I encounter it in the world of Yiddishists as well,
whenever untraumatized youngsters (e.g. in the student journal «Yugntruf»)

* 1 have expressed upon all of the following points in my «Progress in Language Planning»
(J. Cobarrubias and J. A. Fishman, eds. 1982).
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and unbowed oldsters (e.g. in the language planning journal of the Yivo
Institute for Jewish Research «Yidishe shprakh»), employ neologisms that
were clearly unknown to the critic’s proverbial “grandmother in [pre World
War II] Riga.” Nevertheless, the above opposition to corpus planning is
clearly passé. It is fixated on local excesses (about which I will have more to
say later), but these are the excesses of success. The continuing opposi-
tion to corpus planning, such as it is, can no longer successfully pretend that
corpus planning cannot be done nor that it is impossible to do it well. It is,
instead, ever more drawn into discussions of who should do it, when it
should be done, and of how it should be done, rather than of whether it can
or should be done at all.

Indeed, if a formerly biased notion (that corpus planning was inherently
impossible or undesirable) is clearly waning— particularly among young
linguists —the current danger seems to be from an equally biased but
opposite view that considers it to be merely a rather simple, technical,
linguistic exercise. One of my students at a recent Linguistic Institute put it in
terms that seem to express the current (younger generation’s?) relaxed view of
the matter quite succinctly: “It’s nothing more than an exercise in lexical
innovation or lexical substitution.” How the worm has turned in one decade!
Unfortunately, however erroneous the predominant late sixties view was, the
waxing late seventies view incorporates a triple error of its own.

A Triple Error

The tendency to view ‘‘corpus planning” as nothing special, as just one
more technical skill that a linguist should be able to pull out of his bag of
tricks, is triply mistaken. It reveals a misunderstanding of lexicons per se,
of corpus planning as a whole, and of the societal nexus of language
planning more generally. Let me say a few words about each of these
misunderstandings.

The snickering view that corpus planning is ‘“‘nothing more than lexical
innovation or lexical substitution” reveals a profound downgrading of
lexicons. This view, one which young linguists have probably taken over from
their elders, implies that lexicons represent a somehow dispensable, trivial and
entirely uninteresting and expendable facet of the total language process. But
lexicons are not that at all. They are not endless laundry lists, without rhyme
or reason, without order or pattern, without systematic links to each other
and to all other facets of language. Lexicons are not interchangeable, dry
and dreary “nuts and bolts.” Indeed, not only are they functionally indis-
pensable and conceptually integrated aspects of the language process, but
their successful planning involves tremendously complicated socio-cultural-
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political sensitivities that most linguists neither possess nor imagine. Actually,
the current, more relaxed view (that corpus planning is a cinch because it
involves “‘nothing more than lexical innovation or lexical substitution”)
reveals a profound ignorance not only of language planning and language
behavior but of linguistics itself. However, for our immediate purposes here,
suffice it to say that its downgrading of lexicons masks a downgrading of
language/corpus planning by many of its purported friends and wiiling
practitioners. The latter (corpus planning) is considered to be trivial because
the former (lexicon) is considered to be trivial. Success with trivia is not
considered to be success but rather, to be trivia (as my Yiddish speaking
grandmother —not from Riga but from Soroke on the Dniester— used to
say: ‘“‘may God protect me from such friends.” Her great grandchildren
today, when speaking English, topicalize this sentiment and render it ““friends
like that we don’t need!”).

However, a more serious error than the foregoing downgrading of lexicons
is the failure to recognize that corpus planning deals with far more than
lexicons alone. Corpus planning has been extended to the development of
entire stylistic varieties (e.g., non-technical Somali prose), to number systems
(e.g., converting a ‘“nine-and-thirty” system to a ‘“‘thirty-nine” system in
Norwegian), to pronoun systems (e.g., the selection of non-honorific third
person singulars in Japanese and Javanese), the simplification of verbal and
phonological patterns (e.g., dropping feminine plural imperatives and com-
plicated pointing/unpointing alternatives in modern Hebrew), etc. Thus, while
the lion’s share of corpus planning is certainly terminological (and all of my
future examples here are unashamedly of this sort) there is, in principle, no
reason why corpus planning efforts should be denied (nor have they been) the
“tighter” linguistic systems that linguists and anthropologists are so proud of
(for examples galore on other-than-lexical corpus planning note Ferguson
1981; Milan 1981; etc. as well as several of the papers in this volume).

Most serious of all, however, is the lack of recognition revealed by the
“merely lexicon” view of (a) the delicate and complex social context that
commonly surrounds corpus planning and of (b) the need for professional
expertise with respect to that context if corpus planning is to succeed. It is a
devastating mistake to assume that corpus planning merely requires the
interplay and coordination of linguistic expertise and technological expertise,
devastating certainly if one’s goal is not merely to do corpus planning (i.e.,
not merely to create a nomenclature in chemistry, e.g., or in some other
modern technological area) but to have it accepted (i.e., to have it liked,
learned and used). If the latter is our goal (and anything less strikes me as a
travesty), then cultural expertise in all of its ramifications is called for as well.
Corpus planning, even when it is concerned with the elaboration and codifi-
cation of nomenclatures, requires political/ideological/philosophical/religious
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sensitivity and expertise, particularly if the acceptance and implementation of
corpus planning are not to be heavy-handed ex post facto impositions upon
corpus planning but part and parcel of its ongoing activity from the very
onset.

Modernization is Not Pursued in a Vacuum

Every corpus planning venture is conducted in a particular socio-cultural
context and that context is denied or ignored at the peril of the corpus
planners, for it is that context that defines the parameters of acceptance,
implementation and diffusion. In this sense, modernization is both more than
and less than modernization alone for it constantly requires an amalgam of
the old and the new in which the proportions of each and the inter-
pretations of each must be frequently readjusted. Modernization, if it is to
be broadly effective, rather than merely elitist and restricted or continually
imposed from above, ultimately comes face to face with massive needs for
socio-cultural phenomenological continuity, stability and legitimacy, regard-
less of how much econo-technical change occurs. The many examples of 20th
century corpus planning in ‘“‘developing countries” reveal most clearly the
dialectic between the modern and the traditional, the imported and the
indigenous, but even corpus planning in the modernized Western world is by
no means free of this dialectic (Berger 1979, Connell 1978).

Basically, modernization alone is just not enough to satisfy the cultural
and philosophical needs of human populations (and, indeed, at times it is
abhorrent to them). As a result, the language technician, the econo-technical
technician and the “‘executive arm of power” in concert are also not enough
to guarantee the success of corpus planning, particularly where at least
a pretense-of political and cultural independence and authenticity is main-
tained. Everyone wants a chemistry terminology of their own nowadays, at
least, for lower and middle level chemistry pursuits, but they generally want
it to be both “adequate for chemistry” and ‘“acceptable as their own.”
Accordingly, many Israelis want “theirs” to be faithful to the ‘‘genuine
oriental nature” of the Hebrew language. Many Hindi advocates want
“theirs” to reflect the perfection of classical Sanscrit. Pilipino planners want
“their” chemistry terminology to be transparent, i.e. to utilize morphs that
the young and the common man will understand. Nynorsk advocates want
“theirs” to derive from the uncontaminated Norse well. Katarevusa planners
owe(d) allegiance to the pure Greek genius from which the entire world’s
democratic ethos has purportedly been derived. Many Arabic planners and
teachers want to recognize Koranic exquisiteness in their chemistry ter-
minology. Yiddish adherents want(ed) to avoid Germanisms, Anglicisms,
Russianisms or any other massive dependency on outside language (Fishman
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1980b). Of late, French authorities are, if anything, even more alarmed along
these lines.

“Chemistry is chemistry; chemistry is universal”, but chemistry termi-
nologies are pulled in particularistic directions— by elites who both seek to
form, to lead and to follow their masses and by masses who are ever prone to
return to deeply implanted local preferences when their revolutionary fugues
and flirtations subside. Everywhere the planner encounters particularistic
directions into which and through which ‘“‘universal modernization” must
be channeled. The amount of pull will vary. The pullers and the pulled will
vary. The interpretation of what is “‘ours” and what is “theirs” will vary.
The general point, however, remains valid: modernization drives, goals,
needs, and processes alone are not enough for corpus planning to succeed.
Modernization repeatedly needs to be particularistically digested, legitimized
and domesticated or disguised (Nash, Dandler and Hopkins 1976).

But the Tradition is Not Enough Either

If modernization has its limits (not to speak of its limitations) so obviously
does the local tradition. The tradition can rarely satisfy the linguistic needs
of corpus planning, if for no other reason than the fact that it cannot satisfy
the compelling econo-technical needs of modernization. The tradition is
inadequate both socio-culturally and intellectually-conceptually. It lacks the
paradigms, the theoretical parsimony, the conceptual systems that are both
the resultants of and the contributors to modern expertise. Thus, the tradition
can often provide no more than a vague outer limit, a rhetoric, an indigenous
guiding principle and, above all, a stabilizing identity to the process of
modernization and to its corpus planning counterpart. Like modernization,
the tradition is both a comforter and a task master. Like modernization it
waxes and wanes in its power to constrain and to guide. Like modernization,
it is constantly subject to varying interpretation (from interpreter, to inter-
preter, and from time, to time,). Like modernization it tends to bite off more
than it can chew, to claim more than it can deliver, to stake out more than it
can control. The corpus planner needs help in order to gauge it accurately, to
appreciate its hold and its significance, and to realize that its instability
implies that his task is never done. The tradition also changes and develops,
as does modernity, and the two interpenetrate and are at times interpreted as
hostile, and at times as indifferent, and at times as harmonious with respect to
each other.

Of course, all of the foregoing applies to the socio-political auspices
of modernization as a whole, as well as to the status planning context
in which corpus planning is conducted. Even nationalistic modernization is
far from being a genuine revitalization effort (Fishman 1972a). It is at least
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bimodal in outlook. Indigenous depth and historical legitimization are con-
stantly used for unprecedented purposes and in unprecedented
ways by nationalist movements. The old and the new may appear to the
outsider to be odd bedfellows but they cohabit constantly. In each and every
modernization experience we love them both and we despair of them both.
We want to be in control of them both and wind up being controlled by them
both. Corpus planning cannot long escape from their bipolarity. It must
struggle to recognize and to integrate them both and, like every other social
pursuit, it is only indifferently successful in so doing for any length of time.
For these very same reasons successful corpus planning is no simple thing.

Rationale and Rationalizations

Corpus planning is faced by a dilemma—but yet it proceeds; chemistry
terminologies continue to be prepared. They are launched under a variety of
rationales and rationalizations. These are indispensable. The corpus planner
needs to set out guiding principles for himself so that he will know what is
“good” and what is “bad”, what to seek and what to avoid. Even more
crucial: the public or target audience also needs to be told why what is being
offered to it is desirable, admirable and exemplary. Critics too need to
rationalize their opposition, qualms or reluctance. For all of these reasons,
therefore, models of the good and of the bad are formulated and expounded.
In addition to extreme or polar solutions or positions, a number of com-
promise positions are also commonly advanced. They all seek to grapple with
the old and the new, to combine them and, to differentiate between them, to
find one in the other or to minimize or otherwise manipulate the gap between
them.

Unabashed and undiluted rationalism a la Tauli [1968, 1974] (The “good”
is “short™, “‘regular”, “simple”, “euphonious”), the unabashed and limitless
importation of unabashed foreignisms, and the pursuit of neologisms on a
completely de novo basis (i.e. via morphs without pedigrees) are also all
resorted to on occasion and for special purposes, but these are rarely if ever
rationalized as such or as national policy. Complete rationality is, after all,
no more than a game played by intellectuals (and even then, only by
intellectuals completely innocent of political aspirations or opportunities).
To some extent the need to compromise with rationality is due to the
limitations inherent in these solutions as solutions; to some extent it is
due to their limitations as approaches to solutions. Thus, two equally
rational principles often conflict (short terms are not necessarily euphonious,
euphonious terms are not necessarily simple, simplée terms are not necessarily
short, etc.). Ultimately, even rationality is not an open and shut, completely
objective matter, and is subject to fairly substantial social and societal
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interpretation. As a result, even when rationality is appealed to it is com-
monly buttressed by or imbedded in other stated arguments or unstated
assumptions.

Compromises, Compromises, Compromises

Untempered rationality and undiluted traditionalism are extreme positions
insofar as modeling rationales are concerned. More commonly, mixed-
rationales are employed. One such is to cite supporting usage among ordinary
folk, speakers who cannot be suspected of partiality toward the corpus
planner’s recommendation. At times, this approach derives from serious
ethnographic research in which large numbers of folk terms are collected and
rescued from oblivion by being resurrected in a closely or metaphorically
related meaning. This is a rationale that is not without its difficulties,
however. Not all ordinary speakers, nor all widespread usages, are equally
acceptable as precedents by corpus planners. Many man-in-the-street usages,
indeed, are clearly unacceptable as barbarisms, vulgarisms, slang, archaisms,
unjustified borrowings, etc. In modern Yiddish corpus planning (New High)
German influences (post 18th century) are taboo, even if they have been
popularly accepted (Schaechter 1969). Thus, the appeal to popular currency
normally involves an explicit or implicit set of assumptions as to which
speech networks (often rural rather than urban, but often also from one
region rather than from another), at which time in history (pre-contact, pre-
invasion, pre-occupation, pre-floodtide of influence), are regarded favorably.

Another compromise solution is to find (whether through translation loans
or through internationalisms) that “theirs is ours.” Obviously this line of
reasoning must also involve substantial flexibility and eclectics and care must
be exercised that it not be carried to an unacceptable extreme. Atatiirk’s
«Great Sun Theory» is a well known example of this approach. After the
expulsion of foreign Arabisms and Persianisms it rationalized the importa-
tion of numerous Frenchisms/internationalisms on the ground that since all
European languages were (purportedly) derived from Turkish all borrowed
Europeanisms were merely long lost Turkish words returning to the fold, to
their original home.

Overdoing It

Corpus planners attempt to predict and to put into effect “models of
goodness” that target populations will like, learn and use. However, the
corpus planners are not themselves a random sample either of ‘‘the public” or
of any of the more narrowly defined target populations at which corpus
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planners aim their corpus planning products. They are commonly more
ideologized than “‘the public” in the sense of being more likely to reify the
model that they are trying to implement. They are certainly more language
conscious, perhaps ‘language centered” is the term to use, relative to most
target populations with which they have to deal. Other populations generally
view language, at best, as only part of the pie, as only one aspect of the total
social reality with which they are seeking to cope. Language planners as a
whole, and corpus planners even more so, tend to overstress language as
causal (Fishman 1980a), as crucial, as special, particularly so if their training
is narrowly linguistic rather than broadly sociolinguistic. As a result, there is
substantial risk that corpus planners will lose contact with the public and will
not really have their fingers on the pulse of how the public is reacting to them,
to their products and to their once valid model of the ever changing and
delicate balance between ‘“‘old” and ‘“new’, between ‘“‘theirs” and ‘“ours”,
between neologistic and traditionalistic, that publics find acceptable. Because
corpus planners are (or view themselves as) gatekeepers and custodians of
the language they tend to become over-zealous defenders of their model of the
good language. Their relative homogeneity in age, training and background
also contributes to the risk of being ‘“‘out of touch’ at any particular time
with what any particular target population will accept. “‘Once believers” of
the same generation and “‘non-believers” of a subsequent generation often
view corpus planners as thick-skinned pachyderms at best, or as outlandish
and outmoded remnants of an earlier age at worst. When corpus planners
continue to do what they have always done, ‘““the public” (by then no longer
the same in attitudes, interests and needs as it formerly was) begins to
consider them, the corpus planners, to be overdoing it. Narrow gauged
corpus planners often become the butts of humor, sarcasm and ridicule,
unappreciated at best and vilified at worst.

“Notorious’ Failures

In such cases of credibility gap, of “‘out-of-phaseness” between corpus
planners and their publics, anecdotes, jokes and songs often appear whose
goal is to tease, taunt and otherwise deride the “‘excesses” of corpus planning
products. The young native born Israelis, tired of having old, diaspora born
“authorities”, tell them what proper Hebrew is, laugh endlessly at radio,
television and records that poke fun at the Academy (Eych korim hatshuptshik
al hakumkum? ‘What do you call the thingamajig on the kettle?’). Franco-
phone Quebecers gnash their teeth (and Anglophones slap their sides in
exaggerated mirth) over the stop vs. arrét “scandale” in the government’s
“francization” program. Yiddish speakers who have been none too observant
of the Yivo’s spelling strictures ridicule the gallons of ink (or is it blood?)
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spilled over whether the Yivo’s own spelling rules require fundestvegn (‘never-
theless’) to be spelled as one word or as three. Corpus planning that continues
along its own mirthless path, oblivious of public sentiment and changes in
the public model of “the good language™ (which must be internally differen-
tiated for a variety of functions) is likely to find that its mirthlessness is
increasingly the object of public mirth and merriment (not to speak of disdain
and disregard). Many of the “scandals” that come to public attention due to
out-of-phaseness between corpus planners and target populations become
“fossilized” and continue to be cited for decades after the out-of-phaseness
has been corrected.

A Corpus Planner’s Life Is Not An Easy One ( Chorus: Easy One)

Corpus planning is often conducted within a tension system of changing
and conflicting loyalties, convictions, interests, values and outlooks. On the
one hand, authentification/indigenization of the new is admired and courted
but, on the other hand, it is often too limiting in reality and too rural/old
fashioned in image to serve or to be acceptable if uncompromisingly pursued.
Successful corpus planning, then, is a delicate balancing act, exposed to
tensions and ongoing change. All of this makes the corpus planner all the
more dependent on disciplined social and societal sensitivity, theoretical and
applied, in order to fully understand the drifts and pressures to which he must
react. This is particularly true in newly modernizing contexts. It is also true in
post-modern ones— whether they be democratic or totalitarian in nature.
Totalitarian regimes may have more clout in the entire culture planning area,
but they too may run out of steam, particularly when it comes to influencing
the spoken language, unless rapport is maintained with public sentiments and
images of ‘“‘the good language,” so that these can either be followed or shaped
via massive institutions. Thus, it behooves corpus planning to engage in
constant research and in ongoing evaluation and this can only be done if
social research skills are either acquired or hired. A corpus planner’s life is not
an easy one (chorus: easy one), but then whose is?

All of the foregoing implies why this volume is so necessary, stimulating
and useful. The cross-language comparisons that it so lavishly provides and
so facilitates can only help us advance language planning theory, both with
respect to corpus planning and status planning, far beyond its current initial
state.





