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Abstract

In this study | focus on the possible intellecthatkground regarding the scant attention paid
by researchers and textbook writers to the estahist of the Japanese national language and
pre-WWIl language policies in Japan. This fact igrpsising because the successful
implementation of a modern standard language wasobthe key factors in the process of the
building of Japan as a modern nation-state. Théraelypothesis of this research is that this
conspicuous absence stems from the projectioneofrtbdern nation-state on the past, resulting
in a perception of Japanese polity as a basicallmdgeneous and unchanged continuum in
time and space. An analysis of several texts bynprent Japanese scholars of the national
language has revealed important differences in gpdian. One group, mainly those
preoccupied with the didactics of the national lzage, tends to view the past in the light of a
“homogenised” present. On the other hand, thoselahresearching Japanese in the wider
context of general linguistics seem to treat natidanguage related issues in a much more
critical and theoretically informed way.
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Izvleéek

Clanek se osredota na mozno intelektualno ozadje kot vzrok za pokig@g pozornost, ki jo
raziskovalci in pisci &benikov posvéajo oblikovanju japonskega nacionalnega jezika in
jezikovnim politikam na Japonskem pred 2. svetovomo. To dejstvo je presenetljivo, saj je
bila uspesna implementacija modernega standardizigea eden od kljgnih dejavnikov v
procesu tvorjenja Japonske kot moderne nacionaitevd. Osrednja hipoteza te raziskave je,
da ta @itna odsotnost izhaja iz projekcije moderne nadiomadrzave na preteklost, ki je
privedla do percepcije japonske drzavne tvorbetéoteljno homogenega in nespremenjenega
¢asovnega in prostorskega kontinuuma. Analiz& lwesedil vodilnih japonskih raziskovalcev
nacionalnega jezika je razkrila nekaj pomembniHikaz njihovih percepcijah. Ena skupina
avtorjev, predvsem takih, ki se ukvarjajo z didiktinacionalnega jezika, vidi preteklost
pretezno v lgi homogenizirane sedanjosti. Po drugi strani ramiakci, ki progujejo japonski
jezik v SirSem kontekstu sploSnega jezikoslovjapgmbol;j kriticno in teorettno podkovano
obravnavajo teme, ki so vezane na nacionalni jezik.
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Klju éne besede

Japonski jezikkokugo(nacionalni jezik), jezikovna politika, projekcjjaacionalna drzava

1. Introduction

In this paper | try to shed some light on a rathenprising result of my recent
study (Bekes, 2011), i.e. the indifferent treatmtinatt language policies since Meiji
receive in Japanese high school history textbooks.

Consistent, state-endorsed, and often state-ewfdeceguage policies from the
second half of the Meiji period onwards, which wai@ed at the dissemination of the
national languagekokugg though finally failing in colonial territoriescaieved their
goal in the “inner provinces” nfich) as well as in Hokkaido and Okinawa,
contributing in the first half of the 20th centuty a high degree of homogeneity
regarding linguistic and ethnic identity in Japah Gottlieb, 2007, pp. 188-194).

In spite of this perceived importance of the rdléehe national language, most of
the textbooks examined in Beke$ (2011) hardly mengéiny of these relevant issues.
The only exception iNihonshi B (History of Japan B), dextbook published by
Sanseido publishers, which shows some concern latjuage policy issues during
Meiji and pre-war Japan. Nonetheless, in spitehef importance of the issue, this
concern does not go beyond introducing such examplerely as illustrations or
instances of wider trends.

Based on the aforementioned facts, the followingking hypothesis comes to
mind. The fact thakokugo monda(national language issues, including those in the
analysed textbook material) are being perceivedamsething marginal might be a
natural consequence of a certain view of societganeral and history in particular.
Namely the view where language is perceived as eemo less immutable, static
context of historical developments and not as drteéeessential factors, contributing
on its own towards developments in society anti@same time being shaped by these
developments, as was also the case wikugo (national language)shaped and
codified in the Meiji period. What is framing suetews in Japan is most probably the
mainstream way of doing research related kokugg and the mainstream
representation okokugorelated issues in pedagogical and day to day diseolt is
this that may have in some way influenced the pime of the compilers of high
school history textbooks.

To test the viability of the above hypothesis,histpaper | report the results of a
pilot examination of some sources in the field kmkugogaku(national language
studies).

| examined two monographs and two encyclopaedihs.fifst monograph is the
sixth of the 7 tomes in a series of monographs hen Xapanese language: Kamei,
Takashi et al. (Eds.), (1965, /200Rihongo no rekishé: atarashii kokugo e no ayumi
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(History of the Japanese Language vol. 6: Stepsafdthe New National Language).
Tokyo: Heibonsha. The other is a monograph on theural history of language,
focusing on Japanese in its cultural and histogcaitext: Sugimoto Tsutomu (1982)
Kotoba no bunkashi: Nihongo no kigen kara gendamgade (Cultural history of
language: from the origins to modern Japanese)yd:dBfusha.The first of the two
encyclopaedias is devoted to linguistics in genéfamei Takashi et al. (Eds.), (1996)
Gengogaku daijiten 2: Sekai gengo h@me Great Dictionary of Linguistics vol. 2:
Languages of the World). Tokyo: Sanseido. The oithean encyclopaedia covering
explicitly facts pertaining to the Japanese langu&gndaichi Haruhiko et al. (1990)
Nihongo hyakka daijite{iThe Great Encyclopaedia of the Japanese Langu&gieyo:
Taishukan.

2. Abrief sketch of the premodern and modern linguisic situation in
Japan

The momentous nature of Meiji language reforms éstnevident if we compare
these developments with the premodern linguistiasion in Japan.

2.1 Premodern linguistic situation

The premodern linguistic situation of Japan, prentilntil the end of Tokugawa
period and extending into the early part of Meigripd is characterised by the
following factors:

Diglossia in the written language(cf. Kamei et al. (Eds.), 1996). Roughly
speaking, written literary Chineskafibun [kundoky] and written literary vernacular
(bungg. While literacy in these two styles was limited the elites, since the
Kamakura (1185-1333) and Muromachi (1336 - 1573ipgs, literacy in the spoken
vernacular had emerged among commoners as wehrfaho, 1990).

Consolidation of political power under the Tokugawashogunate Relative
peace and accompanying economic prosperity dufeg first half of the period
resulted in vibrant literacy of city dwellers, aglias in the countryside, in the spread
of printed media and the development of a new dalmpeystem [janko, terakoya
(1603 - 1868, cf. Kato, 1983, Vol Il). With the palal centre moving east to Edo, a
new contact dialect, with elements of both eastewh western Japan dialects, formed
there and consequently grew in importance, whiletyspeech retained its prestige
(cf. Frellesvig, 2010, Ch. 13).

No attempt at language standardization.The bakuhanpolitical system of the
Tokugawa period, splitting Japan into isolateth “feudal” domains and discouraging
direct contact among them led to dialectal fragaeon of the country as is described
by Gottlieb:
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The political structure in place during the Tokugaleriod (1603-1868) contributed
substantially to the need for placing a standanduage high on the linguistic agenda
during the following period. In the pre-modern pelii Japan was segmented into a
large number of local domains, each ruled by alldeémyo who reported to the
shogun in Edo (today’s Tokyo). Since the domainsewelatively tightly sealed off
from each other in the interests of the ‘divide amé’ principle, and since travel was
with very few exceptions forbidden to residenteath, local dialects flourished and
little in the way of language (or dialect) contaobk place. The de facto standard
used throughout Japan by those who travelled duthiigyperiod was based on the
speech of Edo ... Gottlieb (2007, pp. 188-9)

The above situation in the second half of the Edd early Meiji periods is a
typical premodern situation, in line with the stioa in pre-unification Italy, in the
Habsburg and Ottoman Empires, in Russia etc., guriare or less the same period.
What makes it different is a relatively high degofditeracy as compared to Central,
Eastern and South-Eastern Europe in the same pefidshulze, 2003).

2.2 Linguistic situation during the Meiji period and afterwards

In spite of many similarities, there are signifitalifferences between mid-19th
century Japan and Central Europe. In contrast Wéntral Europe, Japan was
politically unified. Presumably because of thisndaage standardisation was not
perceived as an urgent task in the agenda of misitteyrdapan.

Modernising projects taken up by the Meiji regimera/the abolition of the caste
system, the abolition of thehan system, the introduction of a centralised
administration, the establishment of compulsory cation kokumin gak&), the
implementation of universal military service, timeeption of constitutional monarchy
and the spread of modern printed media, colonigkhesion, and in the mid 1880s
steps towards the standardisation of languag®é&fner, 2006).

During this time, influential articles and lectureg Ueda Kazutoshi (1867-1937), a
Tokyo Imperial University academic who was gredtifluenced by several years
spent studying linguistics in Germany, compared ttadional language to the
country’s life blood and exhorted the governmentrtsure that it was treated with the
degree of respect the language of a modern statenda (e.g. Ueda, 1894). In
Ueda’s view, this involved improving the languadeotuigh standardization and
modernization, contrary to the views of purists wéew any form of artificially
induced language change as an unwarranted attaskandards and tradition. Ueda
and the group of students he trained in the metlaidé/estern linguistics were
instrumental in lobbying for the establishment 802 of the first official body
charged with working on language issues, the Natihbanguage Research Council.
As a result of the work of this body, the dialettlee Yamanote area of Tokyo was
announced as the standard language in 1916. Gottlieb (2007, p.189)
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Ruthless enforcement of standard language in pubkc(including methods such
as the use dfisgen fuda“dialect placards” as punishment in compulsory ediod')
was concomitant with a wish for modernisation ia grovinces (cf. Ichimiya, in this
volume), strict government control on teaching eotd, the spread of new media
which accompanied economic prosperity after WW dtalt mobilisation under
ultranationalist regimes preceding and during thary leading to the war in China, SE
Asia and the Pacific (cf. Frellesvig, 2010; Gotili@007; Komori, 2000).

Language thus played a prominent role in the idgo#d construction of the Japan for
which the war was being foughtpssibly second only to the Emperoas the symbol
of ultranationalist values. (See Gottlieb 1995 cttlieb (2007, p. 192)

The successful spread kibkugohad as a consequences the view kioktigowas
a homogeneous entity extending territorialty the politically consolidated territory
andtemporally(i.e., the projection dkokugoand the modern nation-state backward in
time). Dialects as its obvious varieties were cdeis®d to be enrichingokugoitself.
Therefore it is no wonder that the great workslassical literature frorMan’yoshuto
Ugetsu monogatasivere all seen as written kokugo (cf. Yasuda, 19994).

Parallel with this development, deep penetratiothef Japanese language in the
colonies, i.e., Taiwan, Korea, to a lesser exteanhshukuo, was taking place as well.
(See Yasuda, 1997; Osa, 1998; Tani, 2000).

3. Analysis of the material

For the sake of expediency, the following shorthailtl be used for the sources
analysed:

» Kamei Takashi et al. (Eds.), (1965, /200Nifongo no rekishé (History of
Japanese 6) (1);

* Sugimoto Tsutomu (198Xotoba no bunkaskiCultural History of
Language)- (2);

» Kamei Takashi et al. (Eds.), (199BEngogaku daijiteiThe Great
[Encyclopaedic] Dictionary of Linguistics) (3)

» Kindaichi Haruhiko et al. (199®ihongo hyakka daijite(Encyclopaedia of
the Japanese Language)(4).

! Dialect placards were based on a method imporimeh the more “advanced” France, itself in 19th
century extensively assimilating non-French spegkamorities. (cf. Pontecouteau 2002).

2 For a typical case of a similar projection, comnirSlovene “patriotic” history and language cis;le
Prunk (1996) is a good example. Also see Shulz83R€or Germany’s projection onto Holly Roman
Empire (i.e., the 1st Reich).
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3.1 Nature of Japanese language anklokugo

Kamei et al. eds. (1965/2007) and Kamei et al. 886 , i.e., sources (1) and (3)
present a rather detailed discussion of what domssikokugg and make explicit its
temporal and spatial characteristics. A charadtergspect of this discussion is the
systematic use ahinzokugdethnic language) instead kdkugo(national language) in
contexts where it is technically impossible to tise latter. Interesting is the view that
the idea okokugowas in a latent form already present in the thowghiokugakusha
(national scholars) of the Tokugawa period, in tlaion of mikuni kotoba(the
language of the noble land) referring to the laigguaf Japan as opposed to Chinese.
At the same time (1) distinguishes a clear cutedgiice betweemkokugakusha
mikuni kotobaand the notion okokugq introduced during the Meiji period. The
former has the nuance of preservation of the exjsternacular cultural heritage, as
opposed to the perceived encroachment of classitehese, while the latter is
connected with the modernising project of develgdatent linguistic potentials as a
communication medium. Source (1) also makes exphei difference betwedmokugo
(national language [of Japan]) amihongo (Japanese language) as two different
notions, pointing out the polysemy in the usé&afugo (i) language recognised as one
nation’s own language; (ii) in particular - Japame@i) Japanese linguistic elements
remaining after the removal of Sino-Japanese leéxataments, i.e., proper Japanese
elements; (iv) not just as an object of scholathdg, but Japanese as a subject in the
school curriculum in the existing educational systdhus,kokugois inappropriate as
a term for the object of scientific linguistic syydwhich can only benihongo -
Japanese. From the point of viewkalkugogakuykokugostudies), the scientific study
of Japanese is relevant only as a meanthibbadvancement é&bkugogakuand not as
an inherent goal of scientific study in itself (S€&mei et al. eds., 1965/2007, pp. 197-
202).

The description in source (3) being an encyclogadditionary of linguistics, is
less explicit because of limited space, but thewvasit text is by the same author,
Kamei, following the same lines as (1). See Kamal.g1996, pp. 1629-32).

The overall impression both sources give is thataof impartial, objective
approach to the realities concerning the developwiethhe Japanese language.

Sugimoto (1982), i.e., source (2), being a mondgrap the cultural history of
language, illustrated with the developments in dape, is less extensive in coverage
than (1). Herekokugoas a notion is given no explicit treatment thoymgitical
implications of kokugo education are mentioned in several places fromiticalr
standpoint. Thus there is a critical assessmekaugf policies, critique of the goals the
Meiji government had witkokugo kygiku (national language education) at the expense
of regional varieties of Japanese, and finally riical assessment of the results of
Meiji style kokugo kyiku, i.e., the long lasting split between “elite” centand
“coarse” countryside.
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Language policies in Meiji are explained in the teath of Meiji state policies and
goals of modernisation and militarisation of Japan.

Kindaichi et al. (1990, pp. 1227-1242), i.e., seu(d), treatkokugoas a given
fact, there is no discussion of its historical agelological properties (cf. Kindaichi,
1990, p. 1227). The Japanese state and its languageesented as an unchanging and
unproblematic continuum at least since the 1st d¢falhe 1st millennium CE (ibid., p.
1229). Such a view is in clear contradiction wiltadlished historical facts and is a
clear case of projection of the present state fairafonto the past. In this context the
use of the emotionally and politically loaded temagakuni(our country), not found in
the other three sources, is emblemtic.

In our country Wagakun) there was no indigenous system of letters toewttite
language of one’s own country. From 4c to 5¢c CEgubh the contact with Chinese
characters that weratroducedtogether with cultural artefacts from China, wriin
became known. Since then, using various devicesneSé characters, i.e., the
characters to write Chinese, came to be used fiting/dapanese.

ERECIE, BEOSELZEERDTILODOERZHNRER O LFNRR 1o
7o o 4 MALD S 5 AL T AT T, FED S KEOY) & LITH Y AL
BRI LIL LD CUFOFEE Mo T, Uik, HFE W TEOSELE
EROTTEDOLF %, HarlhTREILL, BARFELZEEZRDTZLENT
x5 L9212 Tz, Kindaichi et al. eds. (1990, p. 1229), translatgdi\b
B.

3.2 Autochthonous minorities - Ryukyu/Okinawa and Ainu

Sources (1), (3). In source (1) the harsh treatrme@kinawa, including the use of
hogen fuda‘dialect placards” in relation to teaching standkmgguage, are mentioned
in detail (cf. Kamei et al. eds. 1965/2007, pp.-8%70n the other hand, the same
source does not mention the cultural and linguesgimilation of Ainu.

In (3) autochthonous minorities are treated undeeresive entries devoted to
Ryukuyu/Okinawan and Ainu while under the entry tbe history of Japanese
language, they are not mentioned.

Source (2). The Ainu people and language are meedionly in the context of the
origins and genetic affiliation of Japanese. Ryufkinawa receives no mention.
(Sugimoto, 1982, pp. 282-298).

Source (4). Conspicuous is highhanded treatment Aofu people and
Ryukyu/Okinawa people as mere minorities. The isefigpreserving minorities’
linguistic and cultural identity is presented a® foetty for the Japan state to be
preoccupied with. In addition, Ryukyu/Okinawan iemtioned as a dialect though it is

3 The emotional load aflagakunican be observed, among others, on blogs, suaitexsaét source 3.
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totally unintelligible for people from the Japanesainland islands and though it had
an independent written tradition of its own beftite annexation to Japan. Repression
of dialects fogen bokumetgus mentioned (without specifics) as an accidefdat,
which, in a more relaxed atmosphere after WW IIswafortunately perceived as
coercion and enforcement bfgjungo “standard language’(Kindaichi et al. Eds.,
1990, p. 1228).

3.3 Language policies in the colonies

Korea being directly annexed and prepared for calltand linguistic assimilation,
and Taiwan also being under a very close colonial tanguage policies in the prewar
Japanese colonies were closely connected with dgggpolicies imaichi (mainland
Japan). In the light of research done by Osa (1888)Yasuda (1997, 1999a, 1999b)
among others, on the intrinsic relationship betwseipt reforms in the colonies and
the mainland, it is surprising that this issue &€ no mention in any of the examined
materials.

3.4 Focus of description

Sources (1), (2), (3) share a common focus: whiesgnting relevant linguistic
facts concerning the development of Japanese, défsy introduce a considerable
amount of social, cultural and historic contexbimfation in a polemic mode. On the
other hand, Source (4) presents technical factéevwdmoviding less context for their
understanding. When the context is given at altfsfdrom the context tend to be
presented in a mechanistic way, not revealing #usal relationship with the linguistic
facts.

4. Discussion

Source (1), Kamei et al. (Eds.), (1965 /2007) vgoak meant for both experts and
for the wider public. Similarly, Source (2), Sugitnd1982) is a work more oriented
towards the general public and technically not véeynanding. On the other hand,
Source (3), Kamei et al. (Eds.), (1996) being aryelopaedic dictionary of linguistics,
is a technical work primarily meant as a referefme fellow linguists. All three
sources, despite some limitations, and regardlésghether they are meant for the
general public or for experts, provide a ratheeotiye treatment of relevant issues.

Source (4), Kindaichi et al. (Eds.), (1990), beargencyclopaedic dictionary of
the Japanese language, is basically also intended @eference work for a more
technically demanding audience of experts workingvarious aspects of Japanese
language (from teaching Japanese as the 1st lamgadagaching it as a 2nd language
and for linguistic and philological research). pits of this, the entries examined here
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do not compare well with related parts of the ottheee works; they seem to be less
scientifically rigorous and reflect a more utiligax approach common in mainstream
kokugogaku.ln (4), a priori identification with utilitarian gds of promoting the
national language is seen in particular from tleatment of the nature &bkugoand
Japanese language. It seems that there is noctiistirbetween the two. This is in
stark contrast with the treatment in Kamei et &dg.), (1965/2007, pp. 201-202),
which gives a clear picture of the loose usagehef term. Also, in Kindaichi's
treatment there seems to be an ideologically besegoral and spacial projection of
the term backwards in time and to the territorghaf modern Japanese state. Also, the
coercive phase of the introduction of standard uagg fysjungo), involving deeply
divisive issues such as the aforementioned useo@én fuda“dialect placards”, is
presented so as to imply that such practices nhigh only been a remote possibility.
Other authors (i.e., Kamei et al.) treat this issu@ much more critical way.

One thing common to all the materials is the oroissof any treatment of
language policies in the colonies. This omissiory meveal an implicit understanding
of priorities, that language is indeedkakugo (national language) whose relevant
treatment is necessarily limited to the territofytlee nation in question. One further
fact supporting this view is also the systematiassion in all four materials of any
mention of language problems of the rather numedaysnese diaspora in USA and
South America.

5. Conclusion

While all the four sources display hints of biabesed on the identification of
language with the territorial nation-state in theiew of the linguistic processes in
Japan, description in Kindaichi et al. (Eds.), @O8learly emerges as the odd one out
with its apparent lack of objective reflection aridarly discernible patriotic fervour
seen in the projection of the modern homogenisdiibmastate and its national
language image back in times when both social aiitigal organisation as well as
linguistic situation was entirely different frometlone in a modern nation state. Such
attitude is also seen in the use of expressions asmwagakunj which would be more
appropriate in a political speech than in an erapatdic entry of a technical
publication.

Kindaichi et al. views okokugoand its corresponding nation state are not limited
to the authors but seem to be, through compulsducation and its accompanying
textbook industry, accepted under the auspicedhi@fnfition state authority, and far
more current among the general public than the igfwother authors.

If we view the national language as basically beimgsent since times
immemorial and being homogeneously spread all dwemational territory, with the
dialects, once safely subdued under the standéitisand being just a colourful
addition of the local taste, then the radical amafqund language reforms being
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implemented during the later part of Meiji perioal mbt appear as such at all. They are
just reforms in a long string of language reformkich after WW Il include periodical
adjustment of kanji to be learned or of kana ortapby.

And being just one episode in a long series of gebébrms, they indeed, in the
view of history textbook authors, do not desene dttention of high school children,
cramming themselves for the entrance exams andasasuch be happily omitted.
Which is exactly what seems to be the case.

Note

The research presented in this paper was suppbytel6PS and ARRS project funding. An
earlier version was presented at the “Comparativalysis Of History Textbooks In Japan And
Slovenia: Structures, Contents and Interpretatiq@st Workshop, Tokyo, 17-18 December,
2010).
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