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Abstract

The paper aims to examine specific conditions thae generated the understanding of
language in post-Meiji Japan and propose a theatetipproach to the question of why a
specific view on language, or to use a more preniseept — a language ideology — was, and
still is, inevitable within a specific ideologichbrizon, the horizon of nationalism. In order to
do so, it first gives an overview of the linguiss@tuation in post-Meiji Japan with all its
competing and opposing views, followed by an oetliof the up to date research, its
breakthroughs, its problems and its dead ends.ll¥riitaproposes the orthodox method of
historical materialism as possibly the only metHod@al approach hoping to grasp all these
interconnected social problems in their totality.
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Izvleéek

Clanek posku$a raziskati pogoje, ki so pripeljalimtsebnega pogleda na jezik na Japonskem
od Obdobja Meiji naprej, in predlagati teoretskisfop k vprasanju, zakaj je daéken pogled na
jezik, ali natamineje — jezikovna ideologija, nujna v doéemem ideoloSkem horizontu —
horizontu nacionalizmaClanek prinasa najprej pregled nad jezikovnim stan@bdobja Meiji

in po njem z vsemi tekmugami in nasprotujdimi si pogledi,éemur sledi oris dosedanjih
raziskav, njihovih prebojev, tezav in slepih pdta koncuclanek predlaga ortodoksno metodo
historiécnega materializma kot edini metodolo3ki pristoplakiko upa, da bo vse te medsebojno
prepletene druzbene probleme lahko zajel v njilceloti.

Klju éne besede

Japonska, jezik, narod, ideologija, teorija, histairmaterializem

AAGEIZ A ARRED Z L 1XI21E 07 5720 (Kamei, Oto & Yamada, 2006, p. 5).
Japanese language is nothing else but the langoatee Japanese people.
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In October 2010 a Croatian nationalistic organesatcalledHrvatsko kulturno
vijece (Croatian Cultural Councti¥iled charges against those responsible within the
Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Croatia foo-financing the publication of the
book by Croatian linguist Snjezana Karditled Jezik i nacionalizanfLanguage and
Nationalism). Charges were pressed on the grounas the bookLanguage and
Nationalismis directed against Croatian culture, Croatiartucal identity and the
Croatian language, and therefore should not benaméed from the state budget
(Hitrec) 2

This controversial book engages in the polemic Witbatian linguists by arguing
about the Croatian language from the establishegliistic premise that the so-called
Croatian, Serbian, Bosnian and Montenegrin langsiad® not by any definition
constitute different or separate languages butm@rely variants of one polycentric
standard language known in linguistics $&rbo-Croatian(or Croato-Serbiajp, and
that claims by Croatian linguists to the contrarg aot grounded upon any kind of
scientific linguistic arguments but are rather thesult of purely political and
ideological motives (Kordi 2010).

This particular polemic and its subsequent evergseapecially interesting since
they clearly demonstrate that such sentiments wsvianguage, having been around
for some time, have not yet lost their momentum: &mample, approximately one
hundred years ago in a completely different pathefworld a similar group of people
came together in order to protect the integrityitefnational language and fend off
dangerous attempts at undermining the nation’staobe and its tradition. In 1905 a
group of conservatives calling themseluéskugokai ([E 5% National Language
Association), led by Privy Councillor Higashikuze idWlitomi, announced their
conviction that the fortunes of the language wdosety linked to those of the nation
(Gottlieb, 1995, p. 67), and therefore when oneosipromised the other suffers as
well. This and another group call&bkugo Ygokai ([E 75 [E < Association for
Defence of the National Language) were establigivadarily as a response to the
language planning activities and the proposed laggureforms by the formal
governmental body established within the Ministy Education with the aim of
carrying out thorough investigation of the state tbé language in Japan at the
beginning of the 20th century.

The present paper intends to examine specific dondithat have generated the
understanding of language in post-Meiji Japan amolwswhy a specific view on
language, or to use a more precise concept — aidgegideology — was, and still is,
inevitable within a specific ideological horizohgthorizon of nationalism.

! Article 1 of the Council’s program states: “CraatiCultural Council (HKV) through its activitiesfaéts
the whole of Croatian reality, with the aim of affing the values that are woven into Croatian trauwli
and constitute the source of Croatian cultural aatlonal identity.” (Program Hrvatskoga kulturnog
vijeca, para. 1.)

2 state Attorney's Office in Zagreb dropped the ghaiin January 2011.



Towards a Theoretical Approach to the Understanding 25

The problem this paper wishes to address is thegeha language ideology as a
consequence of the change in material conditionthefJapanese society after the
transition from thebakuhan taisetype of feudal system of Tokugawa Japan to the
capitalist market economy of the Meiji period. Tinensition from feudal society to
liberal democracy was of course not instantanebus,the material conditions of
economic liberalism brought about ideological shifhat eventually demanded the
institution of liberal democracyFrom the Meiji Restoration onwards almost every
two decades Japan’s politics had experienced facli@mnge, and it was not until the
end of the Second World War that the liberal demicrsystem was established.
Unlike the revolutions in the United States or Egrithe Meiji Restoration was not a
modern type revolution, since it was the lowerlsamurai who initiated the political
reform; they were not exactly supporters of moaksmocracy and were hardly willing
to relinquish power easily once they took holdtofTianaka, 1994, p. 57). However,
once the course of capitalist economy, industaéilim and modernisation of Japan
following the Western model had been chosen, it ardg a matter of time before the
liberal democracy was to have its way as well. @vidence to that is the emergence
of liberal ideologues already early in the Meijiripel, such as Fukuzawa Yukichi,
whose powerful voices and opinions even the Majyegnment had no choice but to
listen to (Tanaka, 1994, p. 58).

To return to the question of language, we havextwmine the causes that led to
the situation in which the need for language refand planning suddenly appeared. In
many respects this seems obvious and appears te alwady been answered
numerous times. The transformation of Japanesetydoio a single nation demanded
the unification of language, which could only hdeen achieved through a universal
school system and the spread of literacy. Thisum, demanded the orthographic
reform and standardisation of written style thabudti correspond to the colloquial
style, i.e. writing should be considered only aseans to record spoken language.

However not everyone shared these views. In famtguage planning was
contested and opposed on practically every possitpect, with disagreements and
disputes emerging between supporters of the calbguritten style and those who
were in favour of preserving the classical way ating, those who supported limiting
or abolishing Chinese characters and those whoedatat preserve them, those who
were in favour of adopting the Japanés@a syllabary and those who opted for the
introduction of the Roman alphabet, etc.

The reason for this plurality of attitudes towaathduage in the newly emerged
Japanese society of the Meiji Period requires aptexnexplanation that has been
attempted in more detail elsewhere (Culiberg, 200 suffice it to say that the main
characteristic of nationally structured individstii societies is the fact that their
members ideologically perceive themselves as beignp the nation, noindirectly

3 For an outline of this process that has passeuligiirmany stages since the Meiji restoration (1868
Tanaka (1994).
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through any kind of social status, position or ramthin the society or some other type
of institutional affiliation, butirectly in their abstraction asbstract individual$ This
ideological perception understands affiliation ke hation as being unconditional,
innate and quasi-natural and thus provides theralegtound which connects and
totalises the ideological plurality and produces #ffect of “social totality”, i.e.
reproduces society as a unified, homogenous gidoprik, 1999, p. 93).

The adoption of a Western style capitalist markebnemy necessitated the
abolition of the feudal structure of society anadefinition of Japan as a modern type
of nation-statecomposed of a unified and homogeneous group aingge nationals.
As has been shown by Hobsbawm and others (2008 )pritcess of nation-building
involved many complex adaptations and reinterpigtatof history, traditions, and —
of course — language. However, defining languaggustsanother case ofvented
tradition requires a more detailed explanation concernimguage ideologies. This
will be attempted on the case of Japan from thgifReriod onwards.

Official language planning in Japan began only B0Q, when it was first
sanctioned at government level by appointing a tebexperts to research the problem
of national language okokugo ([Ei%). This led to the establishment of the first
governmental body within the Ministry of Educatiaalled theKokugo clasa iinkai
(EFEFH#&Z B« The National Language Research Council) in 190Z(da, 2006,
p. 62). The policy of this council was that of tee-called reformists, who were
concerned with issues such as establishing a wric@loquial style, limiting or
abolishing Chinese characters and reforming théorisl kana usage rekishiteki
kanazukagi with phonetic kana usage lfysonshiki kanazukai or replacing them
altogether with the Roman alphabet.

Upon its establishment in 19&bkugo clasa iinkai proposed four main tasks to
be approached and solved as the committee’s primgaays. These were (Yasuda,
2006, p. 63):

1. Adopting the phonetic script; investigating theatele merits okanaand the
Roman alphabet.

2. Adopting a colloquial style in writing; conductimgsearch concerning the

matter.

Conducting research into the phonetic structumeatibnal languagekpkugg.

4. Surveying the dialects and settling upon a stanémguage.

w

4 Contrary to the social order in Tokugawa Japasebtian the four class system knowrshisokoshs (4
2 T.P8) of samurai, peasants, artisans and merchantstigttaddition of Buddhist and Shinpriests,
court nobles and outcasts, each member of thetgdméonging to his or her own well-defined place i
the social structure, Meiji Japan became a sodetyposed of abstract individuals free of any kirid o
status connection and directly linked to the insitin of nationasJapanese nationals
P UFEAFHRXT (74 7T 61 ) FTRAANVT N, VIRARETS ) AR T A A
JiZ2=aN

Z O XEANAFXBRTEAA LA R, VESAAVRET %Ak



Towards a Theoretical Approach to the Understanding 27

These four tasks clearly reveal the language pdtiiayywas adopted by linguists as
well as the government at the beginning of the Z@thtury. There was the urgent
guestion of settling upon and spreading the stahldaiguage across the archipelago as
well as reforming the written language and bringing line with the spoken one; and
finally, there was the question of abolishing adtibger the burdensome Chinese
characters and replacing them with one kind or fserobf phonetic script. This last
point is especially interesting since this was tdmy instance when the Japanese
government actually endorsed such policy that Waeorse immediately contested by
the more conservative opponents. The final outceetded upon after World War 1
limits thekanji (%) in official usage to approximately two thousah@@cters.

The language policy proposed by the National LagguResearch Council was
primarily an attempt to put into practice the idga®pagated by linguist Ueda
Kazutoshi,spiritus agensf the reform movement, who had returned to Japéew
years before the establishment of the Council afi@ving studied linguistics in
Europe. The idea behind (1) in connection to (2hamely abolishingkanji and
adopting a colloquial style of writing — was thus atempt to break away from the
kanbun kundokutaf# 3CHIFE(K), a style of written language which was at thetreen
of Japanese writing at the time. It was primaritfiluenced by Ueda’s training in
modern European linguistics giving priority to teeoken over the written language
(Yasuda, 2006, pp. 63—-64).

Japan had officially declared its modern nationhttodugh the promulgation of
the Meiji Constitution in 1889. A few years latém, 1894, the same year Japan had
entered the war with China, Ueda Kazutoshi, who baen studying linguistics in
Europe and was particularly inspired by the schoblJunggrammatiker(Young
Grammarians), returned to Japan and was appoimtédsgor of philology at Tokyo
Imperial University. It was in this heavily chargedtionalistic atmosphere that he
gave his famous lecture upon returning home, tilellugo to kokka t@= ;5 & [E 5%

& The national language and the state). In his tedte explicitly stressed the need
for “love for the Muttersprache”, and passionatahgued for the unity of national
language, connecting it to the unity of nation, drguing about the deep intrinsic
relationship between language and its people amtigiming the Japanese language as
the spiritual blood of the Japanese peofieda, 1968, p. 110).

Influenced by Western scholarship, Ueda endeavolrestablish a standardised
national languageor kokugd and was passionately promoting thational language

= [EFE HEHRMAM T HEA LT R

W A5 7MmaETTIEERET®EA/L2 b
® Kokugo ([ &), while at first a general term denoting angtional languagehad since become
synonymous with the Japanese language and hasibedrio designate Japanese as a school subjeat and
research object of Japanese linguisti€gi# ¥ kokugogakli When this language is being taught to non-
Japanese speakers as a foreign language, howteigerefierred to asihongoor Japanese languagé&his
distinction betweemis andthemhad been under debate for a long time, and rgcemihll departures from
this strict division have occurred, for instanceawtthe Society of Japanese Linguistics voted toghis
name fromKokugo Gakkato Nihongo Gakkain 2004, or when in a 2002 survey seventy-fouversities
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studiesor kokugogaku He began his career with harsh criticism of the-szhool
scholars of Japanese classics, associated mostitheinational studiesor kokugaku
tradition of the Keich (1640-1701), Kamo no Mabuchi (1697-1769) and Motoo
Norinaga (1730-1801) line (Lee, 1996, p. 97). Usdakew that language can be
explained only by means of scientific linguisticadanot by means of traditional
kokugakuwas similar to the view held by nineteenth-centdgropean linguists who
were critical of classical philology and were thalsfting the attention from written to
spoken language while also maintaining that linguishange is governed by rational
laws and not by human intentions (Lee, 1996, p. 98da had been initiated into the
world of European linguistics by Basil Hall Chamlér who was at the time a
professor of Japanese at Tokyo Imperial Univeraibhere Ueda graduated (Yasuda,
2006, p. 46). From 1890 to 1894 he was studyingurope, mostly in Germany and
France, where he was further influenced by the sti@am linguistic school at the time
— the Neogrammarians, that was especially strorigeipzig, one of the places where
Ueda spent most of his time abroad (Lee, 1996,06).1During his stay in Europe,
however, Ueda was influenced not only by the acadeircles ofJunggrammatiker
but also by the more public proponents of languiagmlogy like theAllgemeine
Deutsche Sprachvereinhich held extreme views concerning the unity afion and
language and was involved in extensive languaggigation movements (Lee, 1996,
p. 116). The success of such movements was fugheured by the spreading of
patriotic nationalism through the public after farissian victory over France and the
unification of Germany, not unlike general sentitsehat spread through Japan during
the Sino-Japanese war or the language purificdtysteria in Croatia in the 90’s after
the war with Serbia and the achievement of natiom®pendence.

But if Ueda’s views on language, strongly influethd®y the “scientific” approach
of Neogrammarians and nested in the Herder-Humigaloihm line of thought that
connectedhe spirit of the natiorto its language were as nationalistic as they get,
what can we say then of his opponents like theddatiLanguage Association or the
Association for the Defence of National Languagt there established as a response
to the language planning activities by the Natiobahguage Research Council of
which Ueda Kazutoshi was the main engine?

As mentioned above, these associations firmly opgand strongly criticised
Ueda’s linguistic policies because they belietlest the fortunes of the language were
closely linked to those of the natjan other words, because they beliee@ctlythe
same thing However, although a national institution operatess an inevitable
framework for language ideologies, as we have argmve, it does not necessarily
support or generate one single ideological intégtien. On the contrary, as an

were found to have changed the name of the depatrtoosicerned with Japanese languagdlittongo
gakka(Gottlieb, 2005, p. 16).
" As Grimm stated, the unification of Germany contit depend on politics, economy or religion, but on

making the German language the symbol of natiomdtyubecause Germany can exist only as a
“linguistic nation” Sprachnatioh (Lee, 1996, p. 113).
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ideological institution it necessarily generatesfticting views and paradoxes which,
on the other hand, it is fully capable of suppartimth its “neutral” position and thus

creating a framework where concrete ideologicatrprietations retain the status of
relativity while the national institution itself ieves the status of the absolute.

Let us examine briefly the ideological backgroummbm which the opponents of
Ueda’s language reforms have formulated their vidvesguage questions in Japan
had already been present at least throughout tbepEdod, especially within the so-
called nativist school dtokugakuwith Motoori Norinaga as its pinnacle. In the wake
of modern nationalism this tradition had been erjmteted as a uniquely Japanese
version of philological tradition and was appropgth as such. It was exactly this
desire to create a Japanese nationalism that wparonith, but not derived from, that
of Western nation-states that motivated the pradoodf the new kokugakusfin-
kokugaki of the Meiji period (Burns, 2003. p. 225).

From the Meiji period onward neo-nativists suchHegya Yaichi (1867-1927)
went through painstaking efforts to construct aratare of the rise of national
consciousness stretching back to antiquity but métmng in the philological practice
of Motoori Norinaga, a narrative that paralleled bever intersected with those of
Western nationalisms. Situated within this naretilNorinaga’s work became
presciently scientific, academic and modern — Hhilt distinctly Japanese (Burns,
2003, p. 225).

Just like Ueda Kazutoshi, Haga Yaichi too had swdor four years in Europe
and upon returning to Japan in 1904 he deliverdecture before an assembly of
students at Kokugakuin University entitig@kugaku to wa nanizo y@E = & |32
<> What in fact is kokugaku?) (Haga, 1968). The madffetnce between his and
Ueda’s speech was that though they both firmlyevelil in the superiority of modern
“scientific” research, unlike Ueda who had disceeerthis method in European
scholarship and had introduced it to Japan, Hagiplefforts into showing that there
already existed in Japan a tradition of scholarstigmtical to that of Europe but of
course at the same time distinctively Japanese dH4§68). He talked about the
history of European philology and concluded thar¢hwas a method withkokugaku
which was identical to European scientific method &e went on to reinterpret the
kokugakutradition in terms ofphilology, using the ternbunkengaku(>Ciiks%) as a
translation fomphilology and applying it to the tradition @bkugakuHaga, 1968):

Among Western philologists there was a very grewmt daring man called August
Bockh. In his workOn the study of Antiquifyhe had laid down a definition
concerning philology which, according to his beliedin be considered an illustrious
sciencéin today’s meaning of the word. | will follow artiscuss his ideas later, but

8| presume that the titléogaku kys (:522#1 %) that Haga mentiones in his text refers to theespdoy
Bdckh titledDe antiquitatis studigpublished in Vol. 1. of hiSesammelte kleine Schriftéh858), where
he discusses his theories concerning philology.

Oy = AN BB
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the fact is that Japanekekugakuequals Japanese philold§yJapanese people have
called it kokugaku and if Western philology, the kind Bdckh had adted,
constitutes a scientific discipline, then Japankekugakuis nothing less than
illustrious science as well (Haga, 1986, p. 230).

Whereas Ueda dismissdakugakuas obsolete and unscientific in favour of
modern Western science, Haga, on the other hamagoured to inscribe the same
“scientific” ideology into thekokugakutradition itself. Both have argued from the
same paradigmatic perspective but with completelpposite ideological
interpretations. Ueda believed that Japanese |geguauld be greatly improved by
adopting a standard form of language and a col&atyle in writing and did not view
this as tampering with tradition or destroying @pected cultural icon. Quite the
contrary, for him to refine the national languageamt treating it with respect
(Gottlieb, 2005, p. 45).

This “clash of ideologies” was of course not lindit® these two individuals but
was rather systemic in its nature. Ueda’s followiershe twentieth century such as
Hoshina Kichi or Hirai Masao who were advocating the soamhlgenbun’itchi
movement — the unification of written and spokemglzage — and the introduction of
the Roman alphabet, were strongly opposed by ceases traditionalists such as
Yamada Yoshio or Tokieda Motoki who were in favadrpreserving the historical
usage of writing and traditional literary style. Kleda even constructed his own
grammatical theory, called language process th€anfimfea gengo katei set$u
in part also as a criticism of Saussure and hisleymic language theory.

The ideas of language “reformists” met with resisenot only from the more
conservative linguists but also from the officialgrnment establishment. If the novel
concept of nationalism became a platform for laggualeologies as represented in
Ueda’s ideas about the formation of a new standatnal languagekokugg, the
same nationalistic ideology also brought aboutfier@int view on national language,
one which saw any reform debate as a direct atvackational values, history and
tradition. These “values”, representing a distipattern of national unity around the
Emperor, eventually received articulated form affetial status within the concept of
kokutai ([E{4%) or “national polity”. Forming one of the basicnstructs withinkokutai
waskotodama(= 52) or “the spirit of the Japanese language”, a tesed to imply an
inseparable connection existing between the unigpanese language and the essence

of the Japanese spirit (Gottlieb, 2005, p. 47).

Ever since the Meiji Restoration, language poliagsswell as general attitudes
toward language in Japan were dominated by onenothar form of language
ideology. As early as 1866 Maejima Hisoka (1835-9)9Who later sat together with
Ueda Kazutoshi in thé&okugo clésa iinkaj submitted to the shogun hisanji
onhaishi no gi(V% 74 B¢ 112 ##% The argument for the abolition of kanji), a petitiin
which he already drew the connection between senit national power (Gottlieb,

VHADEBIIAADIEETH D, AADTZA naX—Th 5,
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1995, p. 48). The idea that writing is only a regrgation of the spoken language gave
birth to the movement in Meiji period callggnbun’itchior the unification of spoken
and written language

Concerning the questions of orthography, there wibese, like the above
mentioned liberal Fukuzawa Yukichi, who had advedatthe rationalised and
simplified form of the existent writing system ameere in favour of limiting the
number ofkanji, those who had propagated the use of phokenascript, as well as
those who were in favour of adopting the Romanahelh They were, in turn, opposed
by those traditionalists who claimed that the writstyle of Japanese is not the spoken
language, and thdtanji and historical usage déana were part of a long literary
tradition. However, though the script reform debladel been going on ever since the
beginning of the Meiji Period, it was not until tead of World War 1l and the Allied
occupation of Japan that it was actually partly lengented by modernisingana
spelling and limiting the number dfanji as well as introducing certain simplified
forms. However, since the 1960s the reform hadragaken the reverse course by
softening thekanji limit requirements and slowly increasing their ren'*

As for standardization of the spoken language sth&tion was no better and in
extreme cases it went as far as Mori Arinori’'s soimet fatalistic suggestion early in
the Meiji period to rather adopt English as thendtad language in Japan, the idea that
had probably still echoed in 1946 when in the s@métmosphere of the post-war
destruction the famous Japanese novelist ShigadNa@de a similar statement in a
published article proposing that Japan should a#fophch as its national language
(Kindaichi, 1988, p. 1).

The language reform movements have been studiethi®xely in Japan as Ueda
(2008) notes, especially since Yamamoto Masahi®®721980) whose works on
genbun’itchimovement, prominent until the 1970s, left a valealmprint on the study
of language reform (p. 131). His scholarship gaes ¥o a new scholarly trend in the
1980s, as Karatanidfin and others, grounded in post-structuralist thesy argued that
the genbun’itchimovement in fact produced a néariture, based on phonocentrist.
Ueda (2008) further notes that this perspectivethenlinguistic reform movements
took off further as recent literary and linguisticholars such as Lee Yeounsuk, Osa

1 At the time, along with economic growth, Japan wageriencing a resurgence of conservatism which
contributed to the increasing sense that post-efarms had gone too far. As Gottlieb (1995) writason
after the release of the interim report of a spezibcommittee of the LDP recommending a returth&o
old ways, the now-reorganised Council was instaidtg the Education Minister in 1966 to re-examine
the post-war cycle of reforms (p. 16). The charalisé was revised and expanded awuhji “restriction”
was reformulated as mere “recommendation”. TheKasfi reform adding again more characters to the
list has been introduced in 2010.

12 Karatani (1995) claims that phonocentrism wasaalyepresent within thiokugakuof the eighteenth
century and according to him the buds of nationalappeared first and foremost in Japan in the
movement to privilege phonetic writing within théni@ese character cultural sphere, a situationwiaat

far from unique in Japan, since with respect toftliming of nations, the same problem has emergied a
over the world and thus he believes a historicalsm®eration of the case of Japan should look at the
problem from a more universal perspective (pp. 5-6)
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Shizue, Komori Y%ichi, and Yasuda Toshiaki have focused on natisafbn and de-
Asianisation of language and have been discussmglistic reforms also from the
standpoint of their connection to the colonial amgperial agenda (p. 131). Ueda
(2008) recognises the value of this scholarship llegan to adopt a new focus on the
production of a new national language and its iogichl implications and believes
that such scholarship did much to criticize theadiewpmental view ogenbun’itchithat
Yamamoto presented (p. 131), but she neverthaleds problems in their approach:

However, as valuable as this scholarship has b#erggrettably has its own
teleological narrative: it focuses on the productiof an ideologically-charged
“national language” Kokugg, which forcefully excludes or assimilates othesgvi
heterogeneous languages. It posits the natiorpes-axisting entity, whose regulative
idea is used to characterize the many linguisfiornes in early Meiji Japan. In large
part this scholarly trend reflects the notion ofmégined communities” posited by
Benedict Anderson’s book of the same name; Andetbenrized the ideological
formation of the nation state in which the prodoctof “national language” plays a
significant part. Recent scholarship has approgdiathis theory, producing a
teleological narrative that posits the “nationaddaage” of the imagined nation as the
putative telos, often producing an inverted naveathat posits the nation as an entity
that inspired the movement that created it. Sugamdigm, which can be seen in
some more than in others, posits the nation as td hence as a pre-existing entity,
and the urge to nationalize is deemed the primtanyseof change; the formulaic
discussions that seemingly trace the nation-bulginocess often end up in a self-
fulfilling prophecy (pp. 131-132).

Ueda claims that moderkokugoscholars are inverting Anderson’s concept of
“imagined communities” by not theoretically arguititge construction ohation but
rather appropriating it as a pre-existing conchpt hecessarily gives birth to the idea
of a single “national language”. On the other haddseph (2004) claims that
Anderson’s constructionist approach to nationalisnpurchased at the price of an
essentialist outlook on languages (p. 124). It settran, we are confronted with two
inverted narratives: if moderkokugo scholars discuss the concept of the national
language based on an essentialist outlookation, Anderson’s theory, on the other
hand, supposedly discusses nations based on antialste outlook on languages.
Joseph (2004) therefore proposes thations and languagesare in fact dialectically
co-constructed and arise in tandem (p. 124). Tdes,i also taken up in Makoni and
Pennycook (2007), is based mostly on Hobsbawm’SQL@pproach that understands
the national language itself as a discursive caostn (Joseph, 2004, p. 120),
however, Joseph is quick to distance himself from possibility of delving too deep
into a materialist or “Marxist” interpretation ohriguage and nation. He quotes
Michael Silverstein’s critique of Anderson’s blindpot concerning language
determinism, and finally dismisses Silverstein &nd close to vulgar-materialist
reduction which asserts that the only “real” faet® thepolitical processesand
political economic conflict which underlie the discourse through which the
national/standard language is battled into exigtear that ideologies of language are
merely a reflection of what is real and have ndityem themselves (p. 124).
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However, in my opinion, it is exactly this shyingay from a materialist method
that blocks any possibility of an actual theordtibeeakthrough, since without the
historical materialist perspective it is impossitigoroduce a theory, i.e. to produce an
epistemological cut that separates it from its $poeous ideological exteriority.
Therefore, rather than shying away from it, we #hoan the contrary, embrace it in
all its orthodoxy, if we wish to construct a theafylinguistic ideologies in the context
of the national framework. Through the century-lgmigcess of discrediting historical
materialism?® within social theory, theory itself has been altmmsmpletely eradicated
from the sphere of social sciences. Even authors stili attempt theoretical practice
are usually full of caveats and excuses in ordeértede labelled as Marxists. The
result of discredited Marxism and its orthodox tiiigtal materialist approach is a heap
of idealistic scholarship delving into sombre mgstn, identity discourses and
discussions about “national characters” or cordfllm¢tweerindividual andsocietyon
one side, and the careful or “moderate” attemptsaterialist approach to society on
the other.

Tanaka Katsuhiko (1989), when he constructs his digory of language
ideologies, compares Marxism to the Neo-grammariacigntific” naturalism, saying
that the conviction that the human phenomena wem@ependent of human
consciousness and that they blindly came into ex¢st according to some set formula
or law was characteristic of much nineteenth-cgnthought, in particular Marxism
(p. 168). However, to accuse Marxist theory of ftliscientific naturalism” is to
disregard the basic idea of the method of dialetiaterialism that explicitly argues
against any kind of empiricist social science tdasperately follows the natural
science paradigm of “objectively describing thelitga Tanaka criticises the Marxist
approach by quoting Engels’ explanation of diatscin theAnti-Duhring (Tanaka,
1989; Tanaka, 2004), however, Lukacs (1922), orother hand, has pointed out that
no matter how we regard some of Engels’ argumentsaAnti-Diihring whether we
grant them classical status or whether we crititheen, deem them to be incomplete or
even flawed, we must still agree that the real neatd dialectical method is nowhere
treated in them (section 1, para. 4).

By saying we should return to the orthodox methodhistorical materialism in
order to construct a theory of language ideologgrdfore, does not imply following
blindly everything Marx or Engels might or mighttrivave stated, but rather means
accepting itsnethod Lukacs (1922) claimed that failing to understaritatdialectical
methodis, if its true meaning is obscured, dialecticsstrinevitably begin to look like
a superfluous additive, a mere ornament of Marsistiology” or “economics”. Even
worse, it will appear as an obstacle to the “sob@nipartial” study of the “facts”, as
an empty construct in whose name Marxism does migdo the facts (section 1, para.
7). However, it must be stated clearly in respdosiose who accuse the theorists of
forcing the theory upon the “facts” instead of ffifebjectively” examining these

13 Usually simply under the label of Marxism.
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“facts”, that in theory there is no such thing abjéctive” facts or as Lukacs (1922)
has put it:

The blinkered empiricist will of course deny thatts can only become facts within
the framework of a system — which will vary withetknowledge desired. He believes
that every piece of data from economic life, evstatistic, every raw event already
constitutes an important fact. In so doing he ftagthat however simple an
enumeration of “facts” may be, however lacking ammmentary, it already implies an
“interpretation”. Already at this stage the factssé been comprehended by a theory,
a method; they have been wrenched from their lidogtext and fitted into a theory
(section 2, para. 2).

In order to progress from these “facts” to factshia true meaning of the word it is
necessary to perceive their historical conditiorasgsuch and to abandon the point of
view that would see them as immediately given: tmesst themselves be subjected to
a historical and dialectical examination (Lukaext®n 2, para. 10). If we understand
that historical character of facts, then we must dlecome aware that by addition they
are alsoprecisely in their objective structure the produdf a definite historical
epoch, namely capitalishukacs, section 2, para. 9).

It is thus necessary to observe these “facts” witheir historical context, in other
words, to theorise about nation and language withé structure of the capitalist
world-system through the dialectical method in ortdebe able to grasp the problem in
its totality. This dialectical conception of totgliis the only method capable of
understanding and reproducing reality. It is impottto note, as Lukacs (1922) does,
that in the case of social reality these contramhst are not a sign of the imperfect
understanding of society; on the contrary, thephgltothe nature of reality itself and
to the nature of capitalisrSection 3, para. 2) When the totality is knowrythal not
be transcended armbaseto be contradictions. Quite the reverse, they ballseen to
be necessary contradictions arising out of thegamiams of this system of production.
When theory (as the knowledge of the whole) opgmdhe way to resolving these
contradictions it does so by revealing thal tendenciesf social evolution (Section 3,
para. 2).

On the surface, therefore, we had many contradidiamguage ideologies and
arguments for the reform in the Meiji period whedemed in great contrast with each
other. In 1880s Japan we had, on the one hangojdarity ofkanbun kundokutdn
newspapers, textbooks, fictional works, and conmjmos (Ueda, 2008, p. 139). Yet on
the other hand the arguments for language reforms -the&hdt was the Roman
alphabet, kana scripts, or genbun’itchi — almost always targete#tanji, kanji
compounds, anllanbunfor criticism. As a result, it appears that thecé&s supporting
kanbun kundokutaand language reforms were not only separate, butedoagainst
each other (Ueda, 2008, p. 139). The privileging of abun Western linguistic
theories, moreover, furtheeinforced the binary oppositions (spoken/writtehonetic
scripts/ideographs) thaupported such seemingly opposing forces (Ueda8,2p0
139).
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However, if we place these opposing forces in eorétecal perspective, it
becomes clear that while they were antagonistitheir manifest level, they were not
in fact antagonistic in their ideological condit®onf existence. In other words, these
views were not based on theoretical premises simee were all merely ideological
adaptations to the new social reality, engagingideological struggle for the
hegemonic interpretation of this reality. In fadt #hese opposing views actually
sought to sever the past from the present, to acomtate the nationalistic and
linguistic ideologies to the new actual conditiafisveiji Japan. One of Ueda’s (2008)
criticisms pointed towards modekokugoscholars is that they focus on the period of
Ueda Kazutoshi and post the Sino-Japanese warrem the mid-1890s which
highlights what many callanguage nationalism(p. 132). Ueda (2008) goes on to
discuss the discursive conditions by whikbkugo became possible in the period
preceding Ueda-led reforms and she shows how thergemce ofkokugoin fact
negotiated with the proliferation ddanbun kundokutastyle of writing in the 1880s.
She tries to show that this stylel@fnbunor classical Chinese that employed Japanese
word order and suffixes and gained wide populantyhe Meiji period goes against
the claims of those who argue that new nationaliddeas and the urge of de-
Asianization Datsu-g were the basis dfokugoideology. Ueda (2008) might be right
in her criticism that explaining the emergencekokugo simply with the rise of
nationalist ideology is too simplistic and neceigdnsufficient. However, she does
not provide an alternative theoretical approach thauld enable us to situate the
guestion of language ideologies within the broasiecio-economic context of the
liberal bourgeois society of Meiji Japan.

Therefore, before embarking onto various explanatioof how language
ideologies emerged within nation-states, or argtgbirth of national consciousness
based on supposedly natural linguistic communitiesshould first take a look at how
the emergence of the capitalist system in Europeldw to the establishment of the
nationally structured societies abstract individualsfree from any status-related or
other ties, but at the same time also on the phtllienation from their means of
production. In order to understand this complexencdnnection of linguistic and
national ideologies in their totality, we have toderstand them dialectically in their
proper historical context by following the pathatiostraction

To put it in a necessarily insufficient schematiaywwe can say that a major
consequence of the capitalist mode of productios tha process of alienation of the
means of production from the producers, thus giwhitgh to new social classes of
capitalists and proletarians, followed by the degnation of feudal social ties and
leading to a completely new form of social orgatisaof community, callechation
The specificity of this new type of social orgaiisa was that it stripped its members
of all family, status or any other kind of grougated identity ties and has embraced
them in their complete abstraction, asstract individualso whom it now provided
the only means of identity rational identity In order to construct thisnagined
communityanother type of alienation had to take place: witd establishment of
abstract standardhational languagespeople finally became alienated from their
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language as well. The nation-state, by means oftheol system as its ideological
state apparatus, took it upon itself to teachutgects the “proper” language. This is
ideology in the true sense of the concept, whiléhal opposing discussions as to what
this “proper” language actually is, provide justattinecessary image of apparently
“ideology-free” plurality of opinion on one handnd reassurance in the seemingly
“ideology-free” absolute nature of timational languageon the other, and were thus of
course not limited to Meiji Japan, but continud#&published ceaselessly in numerous
academic monographs, papers, popular books andoapers almost daily, whether it
is in Japan or anywhere else in the world.
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