LANGUAGE STANDARDISATION AND NATIONALISM

Lars S. Vikor

1. HISTORICAL SURVEY: FUNCTIONS OF LANGUAGE STANDARDISATION

In a certain sense, language standardisation is a universal human
feature. Although language 1is never a monolithic and rigid structure
- there always are and will be deviations and variations - an informal
standardisation through social intercourse is invariably at work; in
fact, the existence of language itself would have been impossible with-
out it. However, the term 'language standardisation' usually refers
to something else: a formal process, consciously pursued with a delib-
erate goal. The immediate goal is the establishment of a fixed lin-
guistic code, but the final goal 1s something else. The achieved
standard language has to function and serve specific interests within
a glven soclety. The study of language standardisation, therefore,
must be combined with the study of the historical and social setting
in which it takes place.

Already in pre-literate societies, the establishment of a formally
standardised variety of the spoken language (more or less different
from ordinary speech) took place, the standard usually having a ritual
or sacred character. This development eventually led to the sociolin-
guistic situation called diglossia (Ferguson 1959), characterised by
the existence of a superimposed linguistic variety which is nobody's
mother tongue, but which is used within some narrowly defined fields
of social and cultural l1life, usually by an elite or a ruling class,
and which 1s socially uninterchangeable with the ordinary popular lan-
guage. In other instances, this superimposed variety was or became
the mother tongue of those elites, thus thelr chief medium of expres-
sion in all situations and not only within some formalised areas of
social 1life. In that case, I shall speak of a sociolectal cleavage.

A sociolect in this terminology is a language variety which as a natu-
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ral language 1s confined to a specific social group or class, while the
term dialect is only used of a geographically defined variety.

The establishment and codification of the oldest written languages
represented a further stage in this development. Writing originally
was a medium accessible to a select group, and its use was restricted
to the formal sphere (religious and administrative - in ancient soci-
eties usually two aspects of the same thing). As time drew on, exten-
sive literatures developed in the Classical Chinese, Sanskrit, Latin,
Arabic and other written languages, testifying of rich and varied
cultures, but these written languages and the oral linguistic codes
upon which they were based remained confined to a numerically tiny
elite. Partly, their function was to safeguard the exclusiveness of
the elites and their cultures. In some cases, writing was even seen
as a rather marginal medium of linguistic expression, e.g. in the
medieval Islamic culture. This can be seen from the fact that orally
transmitted traditions (hadith) about the Prophet were regarded as
more trustworthy than written sources. Writing was only a method of
supporting memory; "it is even related that such written notations
were deliberately destroyed as soon as its contents were properly
memorized" (Juynboll 1930:11-12). "Written documents (-) are legally
invalid as proofs, except when the contents of the documents are con-
formed by trustworthy witnesses. But then the proof 1s not contained
in the document, but in the declaration of the witness". (Juynboll
1930:318).

This sort of soclieties may be called semi-literate. More extensive
literacy could before the invention of printing only be attained in
small soclietlies where relatively large sections of the population
could take part in political activities and share a common culture on
an egalitarian basis. The most prominent examples are Classical Greece
and medieval Iceland. (For the social consequences of literacy, see
Goody and Watt 1963).

A fundamental change in the prevailing situation occurred in the
late Middle Ages and the following centuries. It was caused by the
invention of printing and the development of nationalism. Until then,
Europe had been characterized by diglossia and semi-literacy: 1t was
a linguistic patchwork of oral dialects more or less related to each
other with a somewhat revised variety of Classical Latin as a common
cultural language, accessible, however, only to the Catholic clergy
which represented the only centralised power. The establishment of
national states must be accompanied by a break in the power of the
church. In North-Western Europe, this break was made complete with
the Reformation, while farther south it was only partial. But in all
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these states, the need for a separate language was felt. So, the most
prestigious variety of the language spoken within each state was raised
to the status of 'nmational language' and gradually, but deliberately,
codifled in a written and a spoken version. The usual bases of these
national standard languages were the spoken languages of the upper
classes of the respective capitals. But thelr function was different
from that of the older, classical languages, in any case 1n theory.
While literacy earlier had been an instrument for promoting the exclus-
iveness of an elite, now 1t gradually was transformed into a means of
national integration and spreading of the religious, cultural and ideo-
logical principles upon which the states were bullt. One of the most
important aims was to create an identification with the national state
among larger sectlions of the people.

The technological innovation of printing made the standard language
in 1ts written form a reality in the lives of common people to an ex-
tent which was till then unknown. The spread of education worked in
the same direction. However, the situatlion was less radically changed
than 1t might seem. The command of the standard languages was still
largely defined to the ruling classes; the role of common people was
usually that of reciplents of messages from above. The standard lan-
guages thus remained upper class soclolects, while the rest of the
people still had the various local dialects as thelr natural media of
expression. The usual way of regarding these dlialects, however, was
to dismiss them as deviatlions and vulgarisations of 'the language' -
1.e. the standard language. The speakers of the dlalects had no means
to counter the propagation of this view, which was an integral part of
nationalist 1deology, and so they had to adopt 1t themselves. The
fact that the dlalects were autonomous varieties of the national lan-
guage, having directly developed from a common source along with the
standard language (and not from it) was not recognised before the rise
of comparative lingulstics and dialectology in the nineteenth century,
and thls had no consequences whatsoever for the soclal relations between
standard languages and popular dialects, except in the case of Norway,
to which we shall return presently.

The industrial revolution and the rise of modern technology 1n the
nineteenth and twentleth centurles brought about a new profound change
in the state of things. The established standard languages (English,
French, German, Spanish, Itallan, Russian and others) were not changed
by it except in thelr vocabulary, as they were already fixed. But
thelr function 1n a type of soclety based on mass production and mass
communication had to be redefined. They could not remain upper class
soclolects any more, 1f they should serve thelr ends properly. A 1lin-
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gulstic standardisation of the whole soclety would be desirable 1f lan-
guage should not turn into an obstructing factor in the technological
development. Consequently, the pressure on the spoken dlalects became
stronger and more efficlent than ever before. The same pressure has
been felt by minority languages which are clearly different from the
dominant language (Lappish in Norway, Frisian in Holland, Welsh and
Gaelic in Great Britain and others). Partilcularly after World War Two,
1t has become more or less of a dogma that the spoken dlalects of lan-
guage communities like the English, French, Danlsh and Swedish were
doomed to disappear as a result of the technological development 1in
education, mass medlae (broadcasting, press, mass produced literature
and colour magazines, etc.) and the like.

Modern language planning l1deas have to a large extent been marked
by thils situation. Among the most 1mportant alms of language standard-
1sation today 1s to promote efficlency and rationality in the communi-
cation process as much as possible. For a very consistent pledge on
behalf of this view, I refer to Taull (1974). He gives a viewpoint on
the language planning problematics which must be called thoroughly
technocratic: 1n hils view, language standardisation and planning 1s a
purely technical process where the principle of efficiency and ration-
ality must play a fundamental part, while other conslderations are
dismissed as extralingulstic and 1rrational. I shall not discuss his
views 1n detall here; the rest of this paper, however, will show that
the present writer approaches these questions from a rather different
angle.

In practlise, the more technocratically orlented language planners
are far from their alms. One reason for this 1s the conservatism of
the traditional language standards; the orthographlies of English and
French are sufficlent examples for this. Another reason 1s that the
strength of the popular dlalects has been underestimated; one thing 1s
that they meet a very essentlal need on the part of those who have
grown up with them, viz. the need for a means of 1dentification with
the immedlate soclal environment 1in which one lives; another thing is
that the lingulstic barriers between the different soclal classes have
not diminished, as could be expected. The political democratisation
of Western Europe and North America has not been followed by a soclal,
economic, cultural and lingulstic democratisation. The cultivated
standard language of mass medlae and educatlional institutions still
functions as a means of preserving the excluslveness of an ellte, due
to an elaborate syntax and vocabulary which 1s developed and cultivated
by this elite and therefore tends to express 1ts view on soclety and
1deological framework. For a discussion of thils state of things with
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reference to English-speaking socletles, I refer to Bernstein (1970)
and especlally to Labov (1969).

2. AN ALTERNATIVE SITUATION: THE CASE OF NORWAY

The repressive soclolinguistic situation of the great Western lan-
guage communities 1s usually accepted as unavoldable. The language
1deology created by nationalism, that the standard language by defi-
nition 1s to be viewed as the language of the natlion and all other
varieties as vulgar deviations, has been so successfully implemented
that an alternative situation has not only been impossible in practice,
but to a large extent even unimaginable. If these standard languages
were challenged at all, 1t was excluslvely from the side of ethnic
minorities with a definite linguistic 1ldentity of their own. In many
cases, particularly within the multi-ethnic empires of Eastern Europe
(The Habsburg Empire, the Ottoman Empire and Imperial Russia), the
linguistic uprisings were part of natlional uprisings eventually leading
to the establishment of new independent states (Finland, Poland,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Rumania, Yugoslavia, Albania and Greece). In
all these cases, the 1dea of language as a unified medium of expression
for a particular nation was an active force behind the liberation process.

Only 1n two cases, the latent lingulstic dichotomy between different
soclal classes within a single language community broke out into open
conflict. I refer to Greece and Norway. In Greece, the establishment
of a modern independent nation with 1ts own cultural identity led to
the creation of two distinct written 1dioms based on different soclo-
lects. Katharevousa 1s a codification with a strongly archalc character
based on upper class speech, while dhimotiki 1s a standardisation of
modern popular speech. In part, these two standards co-exist 1in a sort
of diglossila, each of them having a specific function in social and
cultural 1ife, but they have also been competing with each other about
a general supremacy. The soclal and political character of thils strug-
gle may be discerned from the fact that the military Jjunta that ruled
Greece from 1967 till 1974 actively promoted katharevousa and suppres-
sed dhimotiki.

The Norweglan case shall be dealt with 1n some more detall here, as
it 1s a unique combination of these two types of language conflict:
the emerging national state striving for a linguilstic 1dentity of 1its
own, and the monolingual soclety where different soclal groups strive
for a linguistic and cultural hegemony.

Scandinavia (Denmark, Norway and Sweden) has from anclent times
been a single language area. There has developed a multitude of dila-
lects, but no internal lingulstic boundarlies of a fundamental nature.



110 LARS S. VIKOR

From the sixteenth century onwards, thils area was divided into two
national states, viz. Denmark (including Norway within its realm) and
Sweden. Consequently the normal process of standardisation took place
with the upper class soclolects of Copenhagen and Stockholm as the
bases of the new standard languages. The national boundaries between
Denmark/Norway and Sweden became (artificilal) linguistic boundaries,
even more so because the political relations between the two states
were rather cook, marked by an endless serles of border wars. The
implementation of the standard languages as the only acceptable medium
of communication on a formal level also took place 1n the same way as
the rest of Western Europe.

In 1814, however, Norway was handed over to Sweden as a result of
a truce 1n the Napoleonic wars, and in the following years a Norweglan
nationalism (having manifested itself even earlier) began to grow with
an accelerating speed. It sought 1ts inspiration partly in the Middle
Ages, when Norway had been an independent kingdom with 1its own written
language which had been very extensively used and cultivated. This
written language, 0ld Norse, had been replaced by Danish in the fif-
teenth and sixteenth centuries, but most Norweglans spoke dlalects
descended from O01d Norse and very different from the Danlish standard
language 1n character. The foreign character of this standard language
was felt as a problem by the nineteenth century nationalists. Several
answers were glven to thls problem, but only two of them were important.
One was to adjust the Danish standard language to the speech of the
urban Norweglan upper class, which spoke a soclolect based on the
written standard, but with a distinct Norweglan pronunciation and many
Norweglan expressions. The other posslibllity was to create a new
standard language on the basis of the popular dilalects (in my termin-
ology called Norse to distinguish them from the Dano-Norweglan spoken
and written standard (cf. Vikdr 1975). This was done around the
middle of the century by the self-educated linguist Ivar Aasen. After
a thorough investigation of the rural dialects 1n most parts of the
country, he reached the conclusion that, in spite of their diversity,
they possessed certaln fundamental structural tralts in common that
separated them from the Danish and Swedlsh written standards. Already
before entering upon hils comparative investigation of the dlalects, he
outlined a proposal for the codification of a Norse written standard
like this:

It is not my intention hereby to bring forward any single

dialect. No, none of them should be the standard language,
but it should be a comparison, a basis of all of them. To
complete such a work, there should be collected words from
all the greater provinces of the country, with grammatical
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information and certain explanations of the words. To produce
these, one should encourage men who not only believe that they
know the language of the people, but who also really do know
it. These word collections should be sent to a society,
founded by linguistically schooled men, who should make com-
parisons and make a selection, and after having thus defined
the standard language, this society should produce a complete
Norse dictionary and grammar.

(Quoted after Hanssen 1969)

This plan was conslstently carrlied out, not by any linguistic soclety,
but by Aasen personally, and the result was the written language known
as nynorsk (New Norweglan or, in my terminology, New Norse). Its in-
itial success as a cultural and literary medium coincided with the
political struggle for home rule and subsequently national independence
from the Swedish monarchy. But this struggle intertwined with an in-
ternal Norweglan social conflict: The rural (agricultural) population
strove to obtain 1ts democratic right to participate fully in the pol-
1tical 1ife of the country, against a powerful class of bureaucrats
inherited from Danish colonial rule. The New Norse standard language
thus had a double function: 1t was an expression of Norweglan linguis-
tic nationality, and it was a means of developlng a new cultural and
soclal self-esteem among the rural population upon whose dilalects it
was bullt, and an efficlient stimulator of cultural and literary activi-
ties 1n the countryside. In 1905, the union with Sweden was dissolved,
and the natlonallst appeal gradually lost welght. The new Norse lan-
guage and i1ts movement by then had penetrated the rural districts of
Western Norway thoroughly, and these areas still remaln its most secure
footholds. In the rest of the country, 1t has ti1ll the present day
faliled to gain ground.

Two new approaches to the language problem appeared in the twentleth
century. One of them was expressed 1n a movement on behalf of the dia-
lects of South-Eastern Norway, which was actlive 1n the years after
World War One. This part of the country was and 1s most thoroughly
dominated by the Dano-Norwegian standard, and the aim of thls movement
was to ralse the prestige of these dlalects and thelr users as a part
in a soclal democratisation process, as the New Norse movement had done
in Western Norway. The New Norse standard 1tself was by these people
accused of belng too closely based on Western Norweglan dlalects, and
therefore unsultable for common people in Eastern Norway.

The second approach was the 1dea of fusing the existing standard
into one so-called Common Norweglan written language. The lingulstic
proximity between Dano-Norweglian and New Norse was and 1s sufficiently
high to make this possible. The fuslon was to be based on the South-
Eastern Norweglan dialects, which lingulstically were to be placed
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between the two competing standards, as they had the essential Norse
structural features in common with New Norse, but in many detalls,
particularly in the vocabulary, were strongly influenced by Dano-
Norweglan. Thils policy was adopted by the state, and through three
successive spelling reforms 1t was 1mplemented under governmental
supervision.

However, thils policy was met with considerable resistance from the
supporters of conservatlive (=Danish-1like) Dano-Norweglan, which were
mostly to be found in the urban bourgeoisie, and through an intense
campalgn 1n the 1950s they were able to stop the development towards
fusion and even to reverse 1t to a certaln extent. The reason must be
sought 1n the economic structure of the country: the adherents of
conservative Dano-Norweglan were to a large extent 1in control of
economic development and, most important, of the blg publicity mediae
(press, publishing houses and so on), while the New Norse movement and
the advocates of a Common Norweglan were financlally weak and ideo-
logically unprepared to defend thelr positions. Recently, however, a
counter-offensive agalnst Dano-Norwegian dominance has been 1lnitlated.

In the context of thls paper, a sketch of the soclolinguistic
structure of the Norweglan language community might be of interest, as
1t presents a picture rather different from that of the other Western
European countries. We must then divide the country into three major
areas.

1. The rural districts of Western and Central Norway. Here, the
local dilalects are the unlversal medlium of expresslon as far as speech
1s concerned, while New Norse 1s almost equally unlversally used 1n
writing. Also the instruction in the schools 1s given according to
this pattern (local dialects spoken, New Norse written) - or, if the
teachers come from elsewhere, the chlldren are still free to use thelr
dlalects. The linguilstic and cultural self-reliance among the popu-
lation 1in these areas 1s high.

2. Northern Norway, parts of rural Eastern Norway and the South
Coast. Here, Dano-Norweglan 1s the dominant standard language used in
writing and partly in formal speech, while the local dlalects are
mostly used elsewhere. The schools are generally domlnated by dilalec-
tal speech and Dano-Norweglan writing. The dlalects are held in high
esteem as a means of communication within the local sphere and identi-
fication with the local communitles, while Dano-Norweglan 1s generally
accepted for formal and nation-wide communication. The dichotomy
between adherents of New Norse and Dano-Norweglan 1s often openly
expressed 1n these areas.

3. South-Eastern Norway, where the relations between standard lan-
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guage (exclusively Dano-Norweglan) and spoken dialects are very much
like those of other Western European nation, 1.e. the total acceptance
of the standard language as the only legitimate medlium of communication
beyond the strictly intimate level. Also the schools 1n thils area are
marked by this view, contrary to the law which has been codified under
the 1nfluence of the more democratic view of the New Norse movement

and prescribes that instruction be based on the use of the local dia-
lects.

This situation 1s not universally accepted. The soclal position of
the popular dlalects 1s one of the major issues 1n the Norweglan lan-
guage conflict, besides the dichotomy New Norse vs. Dano-Norweglan.
The language situation which the dlalect promotors aim at, will be
characterised by a lingulstic decentralisation, based on the fundamen-
tal respect of the lingulstic integrity of every 1ndividual. The
standardisation of language, 1n this view, must be based on such a
situation; in concrete, the standard language should be firmly rooted
in popular speech, and allow for regional variations as far as 1t 1s
possible without losing 1ts character of a coherent structure. It
must serve primarilly as a written language (as writing necessarily
must be more standardised than speech) and as a means of interdialectal
communication when the pure dlalects are not mutually intelligible
(which, however, extremely rarely happens).

The question of mutual intelligibility in Norway and Scandinavia
generally 1s an interesting one. Lingulstically, the different var-
leties of Scandinavian are close enough to each other as to make such
mutual intelligibillity possible. But the establishment of the national
standard languages 1n Sweden and Denmark has tended to 1solate the
inhabitants within these countries from each other, and today, this
1solation 1s more complete than ever. For example books are usually
not read in Swedish by Danes and vice versa, but translated, and even
more important for common people: films and TV programmes with Danish
speech 1s subtitled 1n Sweden and vice versa. However, in Norway this
happens to a much lesser degree, and Norweglans generally tend to
understand Danish and Swedish better than Danes and Swedes understand
each other - jJust as 1nterdialectal communication 1s very common in
Norway, but relatively rare in Denmark and Sweden where the respective
standard languages are resorted to. Thils should indicate that com-
munication 1s not only a question of linguistic proximity, but also to
a large extent of habit (Norweglans are generally from childhood
accustomed to hear and understand different varieties of thelr lan-
guage along with the nelghbouring standard language, while this i1s to
a much smaller extent the case with regard to the Swedes and the Danes)
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- and soclopsychological considerations (you sometimes can hear well-
bred Norweglans thoroughly despising New Norse and popular dialects
claiming that they do not understand these language varietles - while
others with the same social and linguistic background, but without
prejudices, have not any difficulties at all in this respect).

One last point in connection with the Norweglan 'dialect movement'.
Contrary to what one perhaps would belleve, the strong position of
local dlalects does not reflect a spirit of particularism. In fact,
the consistent use of a particular local dialect with a Norse character
strengthens the 1dentification with the Norse language in general, of
which any dlalect 1s regarded a worthy representative, against the Dano-
Norweglan standard language, which 1s originally forelgn, tied to an
urban upper class and assoclated with economlc and cultural central-
i1sation 1n the urban areas. The diversity of the dlalects 1s seen to
essentlally represent the basic unity of the Norse language.

The conclusion which one might draw from the Norweglan case, would
be that a rigidly fixed standardisation of language 1s not necessarily
the best posslible way of achleving national unity in the linguistic
and cultural area. Another possible conclusion would be that standard-
i1sation 1s not first and foremost a technical question, but it 1s to a
large extent a question - -about which soclal groups or classes have the
power to carry out this standardisation and implement 1ts results on
soclety. For detalled descriptions of the Norweglan language situation,
I refer to Haugen (1966a), which concentrates particularly on the
problematics of language planning and standardisation, and Vikdr (1975),
which 1s a description of the New Norse movement and its ideology on a
historical and 'social background.

3. THE LANGUAGE PROBLEM OF THE NEWLY INDEPENDENT STATES

The language problems of the African and Aslan states that have
acquired independence after World War Two are partly similar to those
encountered by the Western European nations two to four centurles ago,
but partly they are widely different as a consequence of the specific
historical situation 1n our time. Thils situation 1s characterised by
the exlstence of a technologlically advanced and economically powerful
bloc of Western European and Northern American states that also 1lin-
guistically dominate the world through the English and partly the
French languages. Another factor 1s the multi-ethnicity and multi-
lingualism of many states that have wrestled themselves free from
colonlal rule. Both these factors impede the acqulsition of an inde-
pendent linguistic national i1dentity. As we know, different responses
have been given to thils problem.
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One possibility 1s to adopt the former colonial language (mainly
English or French) as the new national language. By this, one avoids
stimulating internal ethnic rivalries (as far as language 1s concerned),
and the technical problem of standardisation 1s solved, as these lan-
guages are already firmly standardised. However, it 1s still a ques-
tion whether such a policy does not 1n fact create more problems than
it solves. One thing 1s that the official standard language 1n such
cases 1s usually the mother tongue of virtually nobody, or at most a
numerically very tiny elite. Its function then would be to perpetuate
a deep soclal cleavage 1nherited from colonial rule instead of the
regional cleavage which was to be avoided. Another thing 1s that the
dependence of the former colonlal power (economically and culturally)
would rather be strengthened than weakened.

The establishment of separate natlional standards 1s easler where
traditional written and spoken standards are already in existence, as
1s the case 1n most Aslan countries. However, even thils situation
creates 1ts specific problems which should be (and are, of course)
taken into account. The great advantage of such traditional standard
languages which have functioned as vehicles of great civilisatilons,
1s thelr strong unifying force and natlionalist appeal.

The cases of Arablc and Chinese are good examples of this type of
situation. Classical Arablc was standardised through the writing down
of the Koran 1n the seventh century and the subsequent vocalisation by
the grammarians of Lower Iraq a century later (Beeston, 1970), and this
standard i1s sti1ll valid. But already at the time 1t was standardised,
the ordilnary spoken dlalects had grown apart from i1t, and thils cleavage
has grown and become unsurmountable. Today, the Arab world has been
frequently mentlioned as a prime example of diglossla. While Classical
Arabic provides a definite and respectable cultural identity to the
Arab world, and also 1s one of the strongest unifying forces between
the different Arab states, 1t also forms a strong barrier for the common
Arabs on their way to full literacy. (Altoma 1970). The chief linguls-
tic problem 1n the Arab world, therefore, 1s: how to break down this
barrier without endangering the linguistic unity of the Arab world?

As yet, thls question 1s unsolved. Among the solutions proposed are
the 1mplementation of a more or less modified Classical Arablc through
a more efficient educational system (which, in view of the linguis-
tically much more homogenous situation 1n Western socletlies where such
a policy has nevertheless been a fallure, does not seem realistic),
and the development of natlonal standard languages based on the so-
called colloquials of the capitals. Another possibillity 1s the devel-
opment of a Common Arablic standard based on common trailts in the
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regional dialects (so-called koineization, cf. Ferguson 1970:116-117
and Blanc 1960). In the People's Republic of China, the problem has
been solved by developlng a standard language based on the Peking dia-
lect of Northern Chinese, a language that comprises some 70% of the
population, and simplifying the script. In none of these cases, there
exlsted a rival standard language with 1ts own cultural, literary and
political tradition wilthin the territory covered by the language, as
was the case 1in India.

Sti11ll another situation develops when an unstandardised lingua
franca was established as standard language of a new nation. Thils was
done with a remarkable success 1n Tanzanla, and creolised languages
like Paplamentu 1n the Dutch Antilles and Melanesian Pidgin English in
Papua New Gulnea seem to be gradually adapted to a simllar task (Hall
Jr 1972).

4. THE STANDARDISATION OF BAHASA INDONESIA - PROBLEMS AND PERSPECTIVES

The development of Bahasa Indonesia 1s sometimes taken as another
instance of the last category of standardisation processes mentioned
above, as 1t 1s seen as a codification of the so-called Bazaar Malay
(Hall Jr 1972:151, Kahin 1970:39, 97n). However, this view contailns
only a part of the truth, and in my opinion not the most essential part.
It 1s more fruiltfully viewed as a standard language based on two very
distinct soclolects, viz. the Classical Malay literary standard and
Bazaar Malay, and heavily influenced from several other sources. This
double origin makes 1t rather unique among modern national languages,
and most of what remalns of this paper shall be used to examine 1ts
development and standardisation more closely on the background of the
general perspective outlined in the foregoing sections.

Elnar Haugen has described language standardisation as a process
conslisting of four stages, viz. selection of a norm, codification,
elaboration and acceptance by the soclety (Haugen 1966a:16-26; see also
Fishman 1973). I shall base the following discussion on this scheme.

4.1. SELECTION OF A NORM

Indonesia 1s a multi-lingual soclety, and 1n theory, there were tens
or even hundreds of alternatives for the cholce of a national language.
In practice, of course, the cholce was much more restricted, as there
were only three real candidates for the position of vehlcle for the
nationalist movement, viz. Dutch, Malay and Javanese. Dutch could
Immediately be rejected, as 1t was not only the language of the colonial
power, but 1t even missed the advantage of a wide circulation on a
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global scale. Even the cholce between the Indoneslan languages Malay
and Javanese was remarkably quickly and unanimously decided in favour
of Malay. 0ddly enough, the strongest pledge for the selection of
Javanese came from the Dutch Indonesianist C.C. Berg and was rejected
by the Javanese themselves (cf. Takdir 1962:1).

The reason for thils was clear: Malay was already wldely accepted
as an inter-insular medium of communication, and could thus voice the
1dea of national unification much better than Javanese, which was
largely confined to 1ts own native area. Besldes, the so-called
'ceremonial styles' of Javanese makes thils language very difficult to
access for non-Javanese.

However, the problem was by thils only half-solved. There existed
numerous kinds of Malay, most properly to be classified in three cat-
egories, viz. Classical Malay, Bahasa Melayu Pasar ('Bazaar Malay' -
developed as a 'pldginised' or 'creolised' lingua franca throughout
the archipelago) and the Malay dialects of the Malayan penilnsula and
Sumatra. Of these, Classical Malay naturally had the highest prestige
as the medium of a traditional literary culture, developed at the
courts of Malakka and Johore-Riau. The colonlal masters, as far as
they cared about indigenous languages, supported this evaluation. The
English Malaicus C.C. Brown, on publishing texts in three Malay dia-
lects, comments upon them like this:

They both (The Malay of Kelantan and Trengganu - LSV)
differ more widely from "standard Malay" than does any
other Malay that I know, and the differences are not
always to their credit. --- they do not come as well

as Perak Malay out of a test by Sejarah Malayu standards
--- But against these defects should be set the purity
of the language.

(Brown 1956:124)

However, the rigidly fixed standard of the Sejarah Melayu and the
other works of Classical Malay literature was not to be maintained any
more, as 1t had lost 1ts contact with the actually spoken language.

In the nineteenth century, more loosely standardised versions of 1t
were used by the Chilnese-Indoneslan press, the Christlan mission and
the Dutch colonial administration. In the beginning of the twentieth
century, an officlal standard was worked out by the Dutch scholar C.A.
van Ophuysen, and thls standard was subsequently adopted by the
Indoneslian natlonalists and became the foundation of the further devel-
opment of the Bahasa Indonesila.

4.2. CODIFICATION OF NORM

The formal codification of a written language relates to such areas
as spelling, pronunclation rules and morphology. The spelling of a
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language 1s a seemingly strictly technical 1ssue once the norms of
pronunclation on which this spelling 1s to be based are established.
However, the hilstory of the Indonesian spelling clearly shows that
there are 1deological implicatlions present in the standardisation pro-
cess even at this level. As already stated, the Indonesian standard
language was codified by van Ophuysen at the turn of the century. He
based the spelling on Dutch rules, including such digraphs as dj, tj
and oe (for u) - especlally the last of these being completely ir-
rational from a technical poilnt of view, as 1t made superfluous the
very common letter u (except in the diphthong au, where 1t 1s employed
also in Dutch). During the independence war, the Indonesian national-
1sts abolished the oe and began to spell u consistently. Linguilstic-
ally, they had all good reasons for doing so, but 1t 1s obvious that
in the prevalling situation thils change of a single spelllng feature
was symbolically assoclated with the struggle for independence from
Dutch colonial rule. From about 1960, the preparations began for a
co-ordlnation of the spelling systems of Indonesla and Malaysia, based
on Dutch and English spelling conventions, respectively. The mailn
features of this reform were clear already then: The English j (dj in
Indonesian, j in Malay), ch (tj in Indonesian, ch in Malay), and y in
yet (spelt j in Indonesian, y, 1n Malay) were to be spelt j, c, and y
respectively. However, during the years of confrontation this reform
could not be lmplemented due to the hostility between the two countries.
Only after the political rapprochement could this be done, and 1t is
still in some quarters symbollically assoclated with thils political
rapprochement and accepted or rejected according to the opinion one
holds about the political relations between the countries. This in
spite of the fact that the new spelling 1s a technical improvement of
both the previous spelling systems, and that 1t probably has very
little influence on the linguilstic relations between the two forms of
the language, generally.

If we conslder the formal (phonological and morphological) structure
of modern Malay and Bahasa Indonesia, we find that 1t 1s largely
inherited from Classical Malay. A look at some modern Malay dlalects
(cf. Brown 1956) brings rather substantial differences to the 1light,
e.g. with regard to the pronunciation of final consonants. The mor-
phology of Malay/Bahasa Indonesia 1s, as 1s well-known, rather simple,
and 1ts basic rules are derived from the Classical Malay standard. An
example which shows this rather clearly, 1s the fixation of the so-
called prenasalisation rules. The prefixes me- and pe- are accompaniled
by a nasal consonant which is dependent on the initial consonant (or
vowel) of the root morpheme, according to a fixed set of rules. How-
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ever, Winstedt (1927:75) states: "These rules are fixed only in 1it-
erary or Rlau-Johore Malay, and even there with some few variants and
exceptlons." This makes Teeuw (1959) assume that the standardisation
of these prenasalisation rules 1in i1tself 1s an exception, an artificilal
creation without any foundation 1n living speech.

After World War Two, the fixed morphological (and to a certain
extent even phonologlcal) pattern of Bahasa Indonesia 1s influenced
by the Javanese mother tongue of many of 1ts users. Thus, one can
meet prenasalized verbal forms without me-, which are the regular forms
in Javanese and Sundanese, but alien to Malay. Such forms usually have
a colloquial Jakartan tinge, and in my impression, such and other
morphological Javanisms can (as yet) not be said to be incorporated
into the structure of Bahasa Indonesia.

4.3. ELABORATION OF FUNCTION

If the formal aspect of Bahasa Indonesia 1s largely inherited from
Classical Malay, its functional aspect 1s much more determined by other
sources. Classical Malay vocabulary and syntax were to a large extent
adapted to 1ts role as a vehicle of a rigidly traditional Islamic
culture 1n a feudal soclety. Thus 1t was heavily influenced by the
Classical Arabic written standard. Bahasa Indonesla 1s marked by a
freer style, the result of a consclous liberation of expression modes
from the iron girdle of Classical Malay stylistic norms. Especlally
in less formal contexts, stylistic and i1diomatic influence from popular
speech (especlally in Jakarta) i1s allowed to make 1itself felt.

Strong influence upon the expression moods of Bahasa Indonesla 1is
also exerted by the standard languages of Western Europe, formerly
particularly Dutch, at present particularly English. This influence
has affected even vital parts of the syntactlic and semantic structure.
One example of thls concerns plurality. Traditional Malay had no
plural forms of nouns, but 1t had a morphological category denoting
indefiniteness and variety and characterised by reduplication (cf.
Winstedt 1927:102). In present-day Bahasa Indonesla, however, this
reduplication is often used simply as a plural form. Takdir (1962:11
and 1971:413) mentions other examples: Traditional Malay had so-called
'auxiliary numerals' (a category met with also in other Eastern lan-
guages even of a completely different type, such as Chinese). These
words function as 'individualisers' of nouns when these are counted,
the underlying l1dea being that nouns stand for concepts, not for the
individual realisations of these concepts. In other words: telur
means egg, that 1s the concept egg. If you have three eggs, you must
'individualise them' by using the word ‘buah' (actually ’fruit'’, but
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in such cases to be translated as ’'piece of'): tiga buah telur = three
pteces of egg. However, three egge (tiga telur) 1s the usual expression
nowadays, due to the, 1n this case, simplifying influence of European
languages.

More debatable 1s the syntactic influence. Teeuw (1955) notes that
"the sentences in Bahasa Indonesla are generally much longer and more
complex than in Classical Malay, where parataxis 1s the rule, and hypo-
taxls a (sometimes highly occasional) exception." (p.12). Takdir (1962,
1971) 1illustrates the nomlnalisation of Indonesian syntax with the fol-
lowilng example: "The content of the sentence: 'If you want to regain
your health, take medicine', (Kalau kamu mau sehat, minumlah obat) is
today very often paraphrased as: 'For your healthiness sake, take
medicine' (Untuk kesehatanmu, minulah obat)." However, in such cases,
i1t would be worthwhile to investigate the nature of the changes more
closely, and above all how they are put out in practise (by whom and
in what circumstances) before being too rash in concluding that there
is a "general trend towards abstraction". (Takdir, 1962, 1971).

Syntax 1s usually not subjJected to dellberate standardisation, but
that does not mean that 1t develops freely on 1ts own, any more than
any other part of language. One of the most formative forces behind
the moulding and fixation of syntax 1s what I would call the 'industry
of words', 1ncluding publishing houses, press and above all (in the
semi-literate soclety that Indonesia still 1s) broadcasting. But 1t
1s a question of which we know as yet very little, whether the pres-
tigious and elaborated modes of expression utilised by these institu-
tions do 1n fact influence the speech of those who have no direct con-
tact with these formative medliae, 1.e. the great majority of the
Indonesian population.

The most 1mportant area of Indoneslian language planning and standard-
1sation 1s undoubtedly vocabulary. Excellent descriptions of the
problems arising in the development of a modern terminology have been
given by Takdir (1962, 1971), who has been actively engaged in this
process since the 1930s. In the following discussion, I shall try to
examine some 1deological aspects of 1t, from an angle different from
that of Takdir.

The maln difference of oplnion with regard to the modernisation of
Indoneslian vocabulary, as sketched by Takdir, relates 1tself to the
attitude towards European influence. One faction 1s puristic, wanting
to base the elaboration of the vocabulary on lingulstic resources
already present 1n Malay and other Indoneslan languages, and resort to
other Asian languages (predominantly Sanskrit, but also Arabic) when
the Indonesian languages prove insufficient. Takdir (1962:7) notes:
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"In general we can say that for a great number of Indoneslans Sanskrit
words still have a certain emotional force (because the zenith of
Indonesla as a political power 1s regarded as colnciding with the Hindu
period of Indonesian history) which enhances self-confidence and
national pride.--- The fact that 90 per cent of the population of
Indonesia 1s Moslem has helped faclilitate the 1ntroduction of additional
Arabic words."

The other faction, to which Takdir himself belongs, consclously
ldentifies 1tself with modern Western culture as opposed to past glory
connected to stagnated cultures, and consequently 1s in favour of
admitting European loanwords of Greek and Latin origin (or constructed
from Greek and Latin elements). In thils way, this factlions want to
open Indonesia to the influences of Western technological culture which
1s needed to bring her forwards, as they see 1t. Takdir outlines the
basic principles behind this view in his 1962 essay, p.l4-15. Modern
man and modern culture, as he calls 1t, 1s characterised by the fol-
lowing features: activity, rationality, abstractness, business acumen,
egalitarianism and internationalism. He wants a conscilous language
policy to promote these principles, and relates some of the changes of
Indonesian language usage to them. Thus, the already mentioned decrease
in the use of auxlliary numerals and the nominalisation tendency 1s
related to the principle of abstractness, while the principle of ac-
tivity 1s discerned 1n the 1ncreased use of the verbal prefix me-
('active' or 'agens-centered') instead of di- ('passive' or 'patiens-
centered') which according to Takdir 1s taklng place.

The bellef that Western technology possessed the right means to
develop the Third World, which was so widely held 1n the sixtles, 1s
no more unchallenged. The most frequent criticism agalnst it 1s that
it tends to benefilt only those soclal groups 1n the developing countries
that beforehand are best equipped to use thls technology, 1n practise
numerically limited and materially well-to-do groups. A similar criti-
clsm can also be levied agalnst the language philosophy of Takdir. He
strongly stresses the necesslity of an international integration in the
fleld of sclence, which must be promoted by an internationally stan-
dardised scientific terminology. However, such an internationalisation
of terminology can result in a linguistic segregation (or strengthen
the already existing segregation) within Indonesla itself. The crucilal
question 1n thils connection, as I see 1t, 1s: wi1ll the adoption of a
strongly Westernlised vocabulary make Bahasa Indoneslia more or less
accessible to that large majority of Indonesians that do not recelve
education above the elementary level?
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I am here not dealing with the language (Jjargons) of specilalists,
but of the vehlcle of national 1lingulstic unification in Indonesila.
About the half of the Indonesian people 1s 1lliterate, and the majority
of the other half recelves only basic education. Thelr chief communil-
cation channel with the 'outer world' 1s the radio, and for those who
can read, papers and popular magazines (and textbooks) are added. The
language used 1n these medlae most properly deserves the designation
'national language'. It 1s most important, then, that this language
1s so desligned that 1t serves the needs of the majority of the popu-
lation, and not primarily of those who are 1in the positlon to acquaint
themselves most thoroughly with Western languages, culture and technol-
ogy. The argument levied by Takdir (1962:17) that the adoption of
Greek and Latin terms would make 1t "much easier for the Indonesians
to learn other modern languages and especlally to read modern sclentifilc
words 1n other languages", must in my opinion be regarded as highly
peripheral. Without dogmatically rejJecting any source of enrichment of
the language, I would basically hold the opinion that the development
of any standard language should be based on popular speech, and that
the necessary extension of the vocabulary should primarily be undertaken
by employling 1ndigenous materlal as much as possible, and use forelgn
sources (Asian and European) as supplements.

Even so, the siltuation 1s more complicated than this. The vocabulary
of every language reflects the soclal context in which the language 1s
employed, and 1n 1its turn 1nfluences soclal conditions, mostly strength-
ening the prevalling situation. Every child learns the basic socilal
relations in which he/she 1s a part through language, and those rela-
tions which are simply expressed 1n the most fundamental vocabulary
tend to have a profound influence upon the personallty of the individual
and tie him/her forcibly to the soclal structure of which he/she 1s a
part. The personal pronouns of many languages and the rules guilding
thelr usage offer numerous examples of thls. Most European languages
distingulsh pronouns of 'power and solidarity' in the second person
(cf. Brown and Gilman 1960). This 1is the case also in Indonesian, but
here there 1s no simple dichotomy of two forms as 1n the European lan-
guages, but a rather elaborated (and fluctuating) system of addressing
terms expressing the relationship to the person addressed. In a soclety
with new democratic i1deals and an increased soclal mobllity, such a
system cannot be kept intact. The experiment of introducing a neutral
pronoun for the second person, anda, 1n the 1950s, at first did not
meet with much success, however. It broke too sharply with the complex
pattern of soclal relatlonships expressed in the exlisting system. How-
ever, I have the 1lmpression that 1t 1s slowly galning ground at present,
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and with Takdir (1971:413) I believe that 1t will eventually be accepted.
But I do not think that willl happen without a profound change in the
soclal relationships 1n an egalitarian direction.

A fundamental concept in the language philosophy of Takdir and many
others 1s 'modernisation'. The foregolng passages will already have
indicated that the present writer 1s rather skeptical towards this term,
in any case the way Takdir uses 1t. In my opinlon, the terms modern-
isation and traditionalism tend to obscure the more fundamental
dichotomles underlying the social and cultural conflicts 1n countries
like Indonesia. Such conflicts 1nevitably, of course, 1nvolve the use
of language, but Just as inevitably they involve a struggle for lin-
gulstic power. A soclal group which acquires the power to define which
linguistic usage 1s acceptable and not acceptable, and to introduce and
impose a terminology which 1s adapted to 1ts view of 1life and socilety,
by thls acquires a mighty instrument through which it can exert cul-
tural, social and political dominance. Groups who want to overthrow
the exlsting soclal order, correspondingly, have to develop a vocabu-
lary with a semantlc structure that reflects their position. One of
the few who have treated Indonesian lingulstic problems from this angle
is Leclerc (1972).

4.4, ACCEPTANCE BY THE SOCIETY

The term 'acceptance by the soclety' can mean several things. It
can 1mply that the members of a soclety actively accepts and employs
a glven language standard, identifying themselves with 1t and contri-
buting to i1ts further development. It can 1mply that they actively
supports and 1dentify themselves with the standard language because of
some natlonalist or religious symbolic value without beilng able to
participate in 1t, because 1t 1s too far removed from their actual
speech, too elaborate in structure or because of lack of education
(or all these factors together, cf. the position of Classical Arabic
among common people 1n the Arabic countries). And thirdly, maybe 1t
means that they simply accept 1ts exlstence because of the lack of an
alternative, or because they lack lingulstic and cultural self-
consclousness, without 1dentifying themselves with 1t. In short,
everything except absolute rejection can be called 'acceptance'.

Bahasa Indoneslia 1s universally accepted as the natlonal language
of Indonesia, but 1t still awalts 1nvestigation what kind of acceptance
this in reality 1s. In any case, 1t 1s very improbable that it 1s the
first of the three degrees of acceptance that I have mentioned, as most
Indonesians do not have Bahasa Indonesia as thelr mother tongue and are
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insufficiently educated in it (if at all). The active participation
In the use of Bahasa Indonesla and 1ts development 1s restricted to a
well-educated elite. Tanner (1967) has described the complex socilo-
linguistic relationship between Bahasa Indonesla and, on the one hand,
the bahasa daerah (regional languages) and, on the other hand, the
foreign languages English and Dutch among this ellte. He stresses
that Bahasa Indonesla carries the great advantage of belng neutral to
ethnic cleavage (not belng assoclated with any particular region or
ethnic group) and also to social differences (not including the com-
plex 'ceremonial styles' of Javanese and Sundanese).

Outside thils elite, we probably can find varying degrees of accept-
ance, partly of Bahasa Indonesla as the language of national unlty and
national pride, partly as the lnevitable language of power. While
passive and to a certaln extent active knowledge of thils language 1s
spread throughout the archlipelago, there probably 1s no question of
real participation in its development (as this 1s codified in the
officlal standardisation) from those masses who have no access to the
centres of power. Under the present circumstances, this even seems
hardly possible. In such a situation, the standardisation and planning
of language can hardly avold degenerating into a bureaucratic process,
which 1s conducted without contact with the people for whose benefilt
the standard language should 1deally be developed.

In his analysis of Gulded Democracy, Herbert Feith (1963) stresses
the dichotomy between 1deologlsts or 'sollidarity makers' and technocrats
or 'adminilstrators' in Indonesian politics. With regard to language
policy, too, this distinction may be fundamental. The 'sollidarity
makers' would regard 1t essentlal to create an active identification
with Bahasa Indonesla on the part of the Indoneslan people, as an el-
ement of a more general ldentification with nationalism. One of the
methods employed to reach this aim would be the opposition to Western
influence through 1loanwords, and in accordance with this to develop a
vocabulary which, based on concepts from the cultural and social en-
vironment of the average Indoneslan, could further a genuilne identifi-
cation with Sukarnolst ideology. The technocrats, on the other hand,
would generally be more in favour of Takdir's views on these 1ssues,
1.e. seek to develop a linguistic medium through which the 1deology
upon which Western technology 1s based could be promoted. In thils view,
language planning 1s a technical affalr to be assigned to the experts,
who work within a given soclal and political framework. Unlike the
'solidarity makers', they would not see 1t as a task to influence and
change thls framework.

If we turn back to the three degrees of acceptance of a language
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standard, and relate them to these two basically different approaches
to language policy, we would probably find that there 1s a connectlon.
My hypothesls 1s that the approach of the 'solidarity makers', 1f 1t
1s successful, would result 1n an actlve acceptance and enthuslasm for
the standard, even on the part of those who do not speak 1t themselves,
and that thils development in a later stage would create favourable
conditions for an active participation in it. On the other hand, I
fear that the technocratic approach would tend to make the standard
language less accesslble for those without a higher education and thus
mark 1t as the language of power which can only be passively accepted
by the powerless as lnevitable.

As 1s well-known, the 'administrators' have had the upper hand in
Indoneslan politics since 1966. In my impression, standard Bahasa
Indonesia 1s at present mainly informally standardised through press
and broadcasting, as far as vocabulary and syntax (the functional
aspects of language) are concerned, and thils standardisation 1s rather
fluctuating. "Vocabulary growth (or: change in vocabulary - LSV) is
so rapld that students returning to Indoneslia after a few years abroad
sometimes Joklingly comment that they can no longer read the newspapers
- a statement which 1s only a partial exaggeration." (Tanner 1967:133).
It 1s not possible for me to indicate how its real position among the
Indoneslian masses 1s - a thorough investigation would be needed to make
a rellable statement about that.

5. CONCLUSION

Every self-respecting nation has to have a language. Not Just
a medium of communication, a "vernacular" or a "dialect", but
a fully developed language. Anything less marks it as under-

developed. --- the national ideal demands that there be a
single linguistic code by means of which (-) communication can
take place. --- The dialects, at least if they threaten to

become languages, are potentially disruptive forces in a
unified nation: they appeal to local loyalties, which could
conceivably come into conflict with national loyalty. ---
Nationalism has also tended to encourage external distinction,
-=--. In language this has meant the urge not only to have

one language, but to have one's own language.
(Haugen 1966b:103=104)

If these 1deals shall be fully realised, some other goals must be
reached, viz. the active identification with and participation in the
standard language of the nation by the entlire population, and a 1lin-
gulstic and cultural self-consciousness on the part of thils population.
These 1deals often come into conflict wilth each other, as the suppres-
slon of dlalects and minority languages 1s llable to, sooner or later,
provoke a reaction and thus further the disruptilive forces which one
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wanted to keep down. After all, no language community 1s completely
uniform, and there 1s no reason to think that that will ever be achileved,
as language usage 1s llable to a constant and gradual change. The
Norweglan case shows that intense loyalty to local dlalects can very
well be comblned with a Just as intense national loyalty. A decentra-
1list policy, through which every existing variety (dialect) of a lan-
guage 1s regarded as soclally acceptable, and through which the basic
national unity in dialectal diversity 1s stressed, can foster more
successful and integrated language socletles than the centralist ap-
proach of e.g. France (where the resistance of suppressed lingual
minorities as the Basques and the Bretons 1s a lot more violent than

the language strife in Norway has ever been). In Indonesia, this should
mean that the reglonal languages are fully respected as legitimate modes
of expression for the peoples concerned, while Bahasa Indonesia find its
natural place as a natlon-wide medium of communication besides them.

As far as I know, this 1s today the common opinion in Indonesia. I
quote the Sundanese Ajip Roside (1966:40):

Certainly, the contradiction between Bahasa Indonesia and the
regional languages is not of a fundamental nature. The func-
tion of Bahasa Indonesia as a national language and a national
integration factor besides the flag, the national anthem and
the national emblem cannot be challenged or taken over by any
regional language. Thus, if in the future there arise voices
in favor of granting the regional languages a better position,
it should not be regarded as a danger towards the position of
Bahasa Indonesia as a national language and as an element in
the integration of the people.

Thus the motto of the Indoneslan.Republic: ‘'Bhinneka Tunggal lka'
('There are many - there i8 one' or, more abstractly formulated:
'Unity in diversity') has a definite lingulstic relevance.

quever, as I have also tried to show 1n thils paper, these questilons
cannot be 1solated from the power structure of the language communities
concerned. A strongly hlerarchical social structure tends to be com-
bined with soclolectal cleavage and more or less 1lntense suppression
of popular speech, while a more egallitarian soclal structure would
tend to 1ncrease lingulstic freedom and solidarity across dlalect
boundaries, including the acceptance and active participation 1n a com-
mon natlonal standard language. For those who are actively engaged in
language planning and language standardisation I think 1t 1s important
to be aware of these implications of their work. There 1s a relation-
ship of mutual influence between the soclal structure of a community
and 1ts soclolinguistic structure, so that 1n standardising a language,
one exerts 1nfluence upon the soclal and political structure of the
community concerned, elther strengthening or weakening i1t. On the
other hand, thls social and political structure 1tself determines the
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extent to which standardisation after a given principle can succeed.
Language standardisation, in short, 1s a political as well as technlcal
act, and 1n choosing between the possibilities belng at one's disposal
in any concrete 1ssue one should always try to oversee the political
and soclal consequences of one's choilce.
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