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Abstract

The scope of this paper is limited to setting upeoretical framework for examining the
guestion of the relationship or interdependencyvbenh theJapanese languagand the
Japanese natiarit is written as an introduction to research itite historical development
of ‘language ideologies’ and their relationship tte formation of national identity in
Europe, and examining how these views on ‘languag€’ ‘nation’ were appropriated in
Japan in the Meiji period, either through acceptamcthrough rejection.
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1 Introduction

It goes without saying that the emergence of natiand national identities as
modern forms of organizing societies into idengtpups cannot be treated as a
natural phenomenon that materializex! nihilo at some particular or definable
point in human history and which just sprang inémles’ awareness unnoticed,
but is rather a result of a very complex networkimterdependent historical

processes and ideological changes in politicalneeucal, cultural as well as

scientific (or, rather, theoretical) spheres of huractivity.

It is not for us to dwell now on the fact that eaxdhthe respective spheres of
social conduit articulated itself in the same manpoaly through complex
historical processes that shaped the ideologicgkdraund in which they appear
today to be self-evident. However, employing consdie ideology appearand
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self-evidentin a single sentence amounts in a way to nothirmgenthan a
tautology, since in the manner that we define thiecept ofideology we must
argue thaho meaning exists ‘outside’ ideology, so to speak¢aiall that iself-
evidentto people, all thaappearsto them, isideology anyway. Anymeaningis
ideological.

Exactly in what terms we define ideology for ourgase will be explained in
the second chapter but first let us touch on tresgon of the relationship between
language and nation.

2 Language and nation

The idea that the history of a certain languagessparably intertwined with the
history of a certain nation is neither new nor esdly surprising, but precisely
because it appears self-evident(i.e., ideological) it should be subjected to
further theoretical scrutiny.

The concept usually applied when describing orniledi a nation iculture
Without a common culture there can be no natiortioNa emerged as identity
groups throughopposition(to larger imperial organizatiohand to each other),
through their differences witthe other and thus in fact exist only through
opposition, through the fact that the sole defiaaibiaracteristic of natioais that
it is not nationb. Rather than through any positive characteristig.( having a
flag, having a national anthem, speaking a natitenaguage, having a national
cuisine, in short, sharing a ‘commoaulture) nation is inevitably constructed
through itsdifferences(i.e., having adifferent flag, having adifferent anthem,
speaking aifferentlanguage, being culturalljifferent etc.).

In this manner, through theoretical abstraction,cae define nation in more
or less the same way that Ferdinand de Saussuoeetitally constructed the
concept of language as an abstract system of dppwsiin its synchronic

1 For example, if we take a look at the Roman Emyiilacked practically every characteristic that
defines modern nation states, as Patrick GeargsuriThus, thgpopulus Romanualone, unlike
foreign "peoples,” had a history. That historgwze story of how the Roman people, as a body of
individuals who lived according to a single lawp@ainto being. Here was no question of putative
unity of ancestry, geography, culture, languagetaatition. Throughout its long history,
membership in thpopulus Romanugasa question of constitutional law, not natural langd, thus,
theoretically accessible to all” (Geary 2002: 50).
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dimension as something existing outside its coramednifestation in the form of
human speech. However, if nation is an abstraatiora par with language, if
nation is saussuriatangue so to speak, what then is ip@role its concrete

manifestation? The answer here must of coursewure Culture represents the
idiosyncratic component of any nation that ensutesdiachronic dimension,
which manifests itself in the form of ‘cultural ptees’, i.e., in the actual way
people lead their lives.

In the same way that language, as a system of gaticahnorms, exists only
as an abstraction based on the actual linguistigitgcof its users, nation in its
core is only an intellectual abstraction based coa cultural practices and their
ideological interpretations, which constitute wkag term a nation’'istory and
tradition. From this perspective, we can see that the questi what forms of
speech become the platform for a coherent langsggeem, as well as what
cultural practices are seen as pertinent to ainam&ion, which practices actually
define that nation, is, theoretically speaking, ptately arbitrary.

From that point on, it is the languagangue that begins to influence our
speech garole), just as it is nation that begins to influenced asometimes
determine our cultural practices. Only after we ehalanguagedoes it become
possible to make linguistic mistakes, and onlyrafte establish @ation can we
exclude certain cultural practices as ‘foreignirapose others as ‘forgotten’, even
on those who never practiced them.

Human speech and cultural practices are thereigpposed to be concrete
material products of human social activity, whigsmduage and nation represent
abstract systems based on speech and culture,ctieshe The connection
between the concepts of language and nation ifaeever only a structuralistic
construct, as might appear from what has been ahale, but is in fact a
connection based on concrete or material histodeatlitions. The beginnings of
linguistics as a ‘scientific’ discipline historidgl coincide with the period of
Romanticism, whose ideological horizon was deliedaby the novel idea of
nationalism
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3 Ideology, linguistics, and nation building

At this point, | would like to introduce the theooy ideology and language as set
out by Valentin VoloSinov in hidMarxism and the Philosophy of Languades is
evident from the title of his book (discussions abihis disputed work being in
fact written by Mikhail Bakhtin are irrelevant taiopurpose) VoloSinov's theory
is based on the theory of ideology as explaine@émman Ideologyy Karl Marx
and Friedrich Engels. For them, ideology is not ufalse’ consciousness as the
concept is usually misunderstood, but is in facty consciousness, since
consciousness for Marx and Engels is always omgflaction of ‘real’ conditions
of existence and, therefore, can be neither ‘tmef ‘false’.? Consequently,
ideology is always somethingexterna] something that ‘exists’ outside
consciousness. Ideology, too, according to MarxEmgels, has no independence
from material production and material intercourse,short, from real human
existence.

In the same way, VoloSinov himself also criticizbe idealistic philosophy of
culture and psychologistic cultural studies thattt locate ideology within the
consciousness. As he writes, “Idealism and psydusro alike overlook the fact
that understanding itself can come about only witkbme kind of semiotic
material (e.g., inner speech), that sign bears \gigm thatconsciousness itself
can arise and become a viable fact only in the matembodiment of sigfs
(VoloSinov 1986: 11).

According to VoloSinov, ideology’s real place inigence is not within
consciousness but rather in the special, sociatnmadity of signs created by man.
Its specificity consists precisely in its beingdtedbetweerorganized individuals,
in its being the medium of their communication. fidiere, and this is the
probably the most important conclusidngdividual consciousness is a social-
ideological fact(ibid.: 12).

Anything ideological possesses semiotic value, langtideological possesses
meaning it represents, depicts, or stands for somethymggl outside itself. In
other words, it is asign (ibid.: 9). Any sign is a construct between sdgial
organized persons in the process of their intevactso the forms of signs are
conditioned above all by the social organizatiorthe participants involved and

2 Leaving aside that, according to Marx, the rulihegs of every epoch are always the ideas of the
ruling class.
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also by the immediate conditions of their intemact{ibid.: 21). The existence of
the sign is nothing but the materialization of tb@mnmunication.

In this respect, VoloSinov identified in his boakat trends of thought in the
philosophy of language, which he termadividualistic subjectivisnandabstract
objectivism He identified these two trends on the basis efdhproach towards
the solution of the problem of the identificatiamdethe delimitation of language as
a specific object of studyindividualistic subjectivisnregards language as an
activity, an unceasing process of creation realizedndividual speech acts,
governed by laws of individual psychology, whilendgmage, as a ready-made
product, as a stable system (lexicon, grammar, g@iies) is, so to speak, the inert
crust, the hardened lava of language creativitywbich linguistics makes an
abstract construct (ibid.: 48Abstract objectivismpn the other hand, takes a
linguistic system as its starting point and, whifleecognizes each utterance as
idiosyncratic and unique, it claims they contaianeénts identical with elements
in other utterances of the given speech group, smdonsiders these factors
(phonetic, grammatical, lexical) to lhaentical and, thereforenormativefor all
utterances, which ensures the unity of a givendagg and its comprehension by
all the members of a given community (ibid.: 53pr Bbstract objectivisnthe
individual act of articulating sound becomes aliistic act only by measure of its
compliance with the fixed and incontestable (foe timdividual) system of
language (ibid.).

Thus abstract objectivisndefines language as a stable, immutable system
normatively identical linguistic forms, which thadividual consciousness finds
ready-made and which is incontestable for that comsness (ibid.: 57).
Individual acts of speaking are, from the viewpahtanguage, merely fortuitous
refractions and variations or plain and simpleatigdns of normatively identical
forms.

Representative thinkers that VoloSinov associateish vindividualistic
subjectivism such as Wilhelm von Humboldt or Johann Gottfriemh Herder,
strongly connected the concept of language todka bf a nation by proposing
that the character and structure of language exghesinner life and knowledge
of its speakers, so that to the same degree asdgag differ from one another, so
do the peoples who use them. Humboldtian linguistéas later also became a
foundation (often through misreading) of Chomsktyisory of transformational-
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generative grammar or Sapir-Worf hypothesis of distic determination of
thought.

On the other hand, the trend albstract objectivisntan be traced back to
Gottfried Leibniz and his conceptions of univergghmmar ¢haracteristica
universalig, based on mathematical rationalism interesteg omthe inner logic
of the system of signs itself, completely indepenigeof the ideological meanings
that give the signs their content. This trend foutsdfinal expression in the
synchronic linguistics of Ferdinand de SaussurethBioends, however, have
origins in the common European grammatical andofiddical tradition that can
be traced back at least to Plato. It is far beythredscope of this paper to present
even the briefest outline of this traditttnHowever, what is relevant to our
purpose is the important ideological change indteception of language which
gave birth to the aforementioned trends and whiehtsace back to linguistic
thought as found in the writings of Dante Alighieri

3.1 Dante Alighieri

Both of the trends that VoloSinov identified in kisrk belong to linguistics in the
modern sense of the word and can be traced baektlgirto the philological
tradition that occupied itself with foreign and delnguages, since treating
language as an abstract system inevitably requiredview that first perceived
language asleador foreign In European tradition, the first theoretical atf at
discussing the question of language as a juxtapogif a living speech against a
dead system can probably be traced back to Darighi@di in his essayDe
vulgari eloquentia In this short text, written completely in Latibante takes as
its subject “the language of people who speak tiigar tongue® the vernacular
which ‘“infants acquire from those around them whibiey first begin to
distinguish sounds’, i.e., what Saussure would identify parole Dante thus
distinguishes sharply between this and another kihdanguage “which the

® The reader can refer to a textbook by Vivien L&803) The History of Linguistics in Europe
From Plato to 1600. Cambridge: Cambridge UniverBityss.

4«_.. locutioni vulgarium gentium ...” (Dante 1996: 2-3

5«_.. quod vulgarem locutionem appellamus eam quanitefs assuefiunt ab assistentibus cum
primitus distinguere voces incipient ...” (ibid.)
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Romans calledyramatic&® and which can only be acquired through study. For
Dante, the vernacular is natural, universal andnkg by instinct, while
‘gramatica’ is none of this. Based on this defomti he already draws a novel and
revolutionary conclusion at the beginning of hisatise, when he states that “of
these two kinds of language, the more noble isrgieacular: first, because it was
the language originally used by the human racegrebdecause the whole world
employs it, though with different pronunciationsdamsing different words; and
third, because it is natural to us, while the ofisein contrast, artificial”Dante
draws a distinction between ‘natural’ spoken lamguand the ‘artificial’ language
system used in writing (i.e., Latin or Greek), et does not arguenguagein
terms of its connection to @ation as a community. In the eighth chapter of the
first book of hisDe vulgari eloguentiaafter having told the story of the fall of the
Tower of Babel, which led to the settlement of Bwohe explains how the
European settlers brought with them a tripartitegleage ydioma tripharium
(Dante 1996: 17), which he considers to be of angles origin. Each of these
three varieties was spoken in a particular geogecaphrea, roughly corresponding
to Northern, Southern and Eastern Europe. The Eagpoup, which he says
settled partly in Europe partly in Asia, are nowleth Greeks. The Northern
vernacular split up into many vernaculars, at wipoimt he mentions the Slavs,
the Hungarians, the Teutons, the Saxons, the Englisl several other nations
(Sclavones, Ungaros, Teutonicos, Saxones, Anglicakas natione} (ibid.: 16),
while the Southern variety, roughly covering modéaty, France and Spain, is
again dominated by a single vernacular, which afgtahim in his day again
divided into three, which he categorizes accordimghe word each uses as an
affirmative: thus he recognizes the language@fthe language obil and the
language 0§i.°

b “Est et inde alia locutio secundaria nobis, quasmBni gramaticam vocaverunt.” (ibid.)

" “Harum quoque duarum nobilior est vulgaris: tunieqerima fuit humano generi usata; tum quia
totus orbis ipsa perfruitur, licet in diversas ptanes et vocabula sit divisa; tum quia naturedis
nobis, cum illa potius artificialis existat.” (ihid

8 «“Totum vero quod in Europa restat ab istis tertiemuit ydioma, licet nunc tripharium videatur:
nam aliioc, alli oil, alii si, affirmando locuntur, ut puta Yspani, Franci etihi& (Dante 1996: 16).
Dante thus speaks of one tripartite language divid® the vernaculars afc, oil andsi, which he
geographically delineates and connects to the Spdyispan) French Eranci) and Italiansi(atini).
However, he never speaks in terms of Spanish, Rrenttalian languages, since these concepts
were not yet in existence. And although he conntbetdanguage ajc to the Spanish, it actually
refers to the speakers of what we would todayRadlencal and Catalan.
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It is with these three vernaculars, especially w\lith language ofi, of which
Dante is himself a speaker, that the rest of thekb® concerned. From there on,
he discusses the question of linguistic change, the reasons for humanity’s
degeneration from linguistic unity and he recogsitteat linguistic diversity does
not exist only among these larger groups, regiansities, but even within the
boundaries of a single city.

However, we must now investigate why the origiresiguage should first
have split into three, and why each of the threfferdint forms exhibits
variations of its own, so that, for instance, theexh of the right side of Italy
differs from that of the left (since the people Rddua speak one way and
those of Pisa another). We must also ask why pasptelive close together
still differ in their speech (such as the Milanesel the Veronese, or the
Romans and the Florentines); why the same is tfyeeaple who originally
belonged to the same tribe (such as those of NapldsGaeta, or Ravenna
and Faenza); and, what is still more remarkablg, ivis true of people living
in the same city (such as the Bolognese of Borgo Bdice and those of
Strada Maggiore) (Dante 1996: 20-21).

In the following pages, Dante sums up the wholestjoe of linguistic change
across both time and space and explains his vidangtiage as a living organism,
which is destined to grow, change and adapt. He thalizes that people in his
day differ much more from ancient inhabitants afittown city than they differ
from their contemporaries who live far 8fHe then continues with an interesting
dialectological journey through the Italian penilaswhere he delineates at least
fourteen different vernaculars which, on their pagain differ internally®

However, after he establishes these facts of Istgudiversity, he continues
with what is the real purpose of his writing, naynle search for a language that

°“On this account, therefore, | make so bold ageclare that if the ancient citizens of Pavia wiere
rise from the grave, they would speak a languagindt and different from that of the Pavians of
today” (ibid.: 21).

10«Thus the language of the Sicilians is differewmnf that of the Apulians, that of the Apulians from
that of the Romans, that of the Romans from théh@foeople of Spoleto, theirs from that of the
Tuscans, that of the Tuscans from that of the Gasa@nd that of the Genoese from that of the
Sardinians; and, likewise, the language of the I@&las is different from that of the people of
Ancona, theirs from that of the people of Romaghat of the people of Romagna from that of the
Lombards, that of the Lombards from that of thepgteaf Treviso and the Venetians, theirs from
that of the people of Aquileia, and theirs fromttbithe Istrians. [...] All these vernaculars alsow
internally, so that the Tuscan of Siena is distislged from that of Arezzo, or the Lombard of
Ferrara from that of Piacenza; moreover, we caectisbme variation even within a single city ...”
(ibid.: 25).
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is the most noble among them, the search for that negpectable and ‘illustrious’
language that exists in Italy. In the following pkers, he once again considers
each of the above mentioned Italian vernacularyy tm dismiss them all by
showing that none of them is what he is looking fidie most interesting part of
Dante’s language ideology reveals itself at prégitds point. His dismissals of
all the existing vernaculars are, of course, nosedaupon anything more
substantial than entirely arbitrary arguments widomot for the most part bother
to go farther than ‘it is obvious that this is sot. Although Dante apparently sees
the problem in the inadequacy or profanity of indijal vernaculars, what actually
lies behind this ideology concerning the ‘nobilitgt ‘profanity’ of individual
language is the ideological quest for a unitargleage.

The motive behind this quest is mainly the questibmvhat language would
be suitable for the art of poetic composition asdnbt primarily based on
nationalistic motives, although Dante, at the séime, also discusses the political
aspect of language. He writes about the need Verrzacular that will both answer
the needs of the poet as well as fill the void wm@ady the absence of a single
political authority or court in the Italian peniauFor Dante, the answer to what
he is looking for, that ‘illustrious’ language heurtted across ltaly, is the
vernacular which “belongs to every ltalian city wetems to belong to none, and
against which the vernaculars of all the citiesttad Italians can be measured,
weighed, and compared” (Dante 1996: 41). He wiles just as “one vernacular
can be identified as belonging to Cremona, so caothar that belongs to
Lombardy; and just as one can be identified thdorgs to Lombardy, so can
another that belongs to the whole left-hand siddady; and just as all these can
be identified in this way, so can that which belohg Italy as a whole. And just as
the first is called Cremonese, the second Lombararal the third half-Italian, so
this last, which belongs to all Italy, is callee thalian vernacular” (ibid.: 45).

And since such a vernacular obviously did not yeés$teit is up to Dante to
create one; which is what he sets out to do iDeisulgari eloquentia

Dante thus drew a clear distinction between thénty’, ‘natural’ spoken
language fgarole) and the ‘dead’, ‘artificial’ written language $gm (angue and

1 Dante does not of course call the languiggjéean. Cf.: “Et sicut illud cremonense ac illud
lombardum et tertium semilatium dicitur, sic istagdiod totius Ytalie est, latium vulgare vocatur”
(ibid.: 44).
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gave the former absolute priority. Then, however irevitably realized that this
‘natural’, ‘living’ language is in fact impossibte discover or to delineate since it
can be limited neither to a larger group, nor teegion or even to a city, i.e., it
cannot be conceptualized at all. Therefore, withhtelp of impeccable ideological
acrobatics, he sets out to create a new commonmdaegthat will simultaneously
transcend the indefinite number of idiosyncratieesghes of regions and cities and
yet, this time around, will not be ‘artificial’ andead’ but will remain ‘natural’
and ‘living’. It is on this ideological backgrourtdat much later linguistics as a
science will be established. Linguistics becamersm in the modern nomothetic
sense exactly at the moment when philological prepation with ancient
languages gave way to the treatment of modern &gep) their genealogies,
accomplishments and theidpirit — that is with the articulation of philology to
nation building Modern living languages took the place of clealsand dead
languages, an operation by which the distinctiotwbken langue and parole
became the ideological blind spoar excellencavhen language as a system and
language as the spoken word apparentingly becemmend the same thinget us
now take a look at this process of aligning langutmy nation building, through
reconceptualization of ‘living’ languages as lirgfig systems.

3.2 Johann Gottfried von Herder

In 1772, Johann Gottfried Herder published Risatise on the Origin of
Language,in which he primarily attacked ideas concerning thivine origin of
language. Herder argued in his essay that langisagssentially a product of
mankind and, consequently, linked to thgirit of the nation. He states at the
beginning of highird natural lawthat, just as it was impossible for the whole of
mankind to remain one single herd, in same veivag impossible to preserve one
single language; thusational languagesvere formed?

The argument that traces the source of languaggetspirit of the nation
requires Herder to give preference liging speech overdead grammatical

12450 wie das ganze Menschliche Geschlecht unméglink Heerde bleiben konnte: so konnte es
auch nicht Eine Sprache behalten. Es wird alsoRildeing verschiedner National-sprachen”
(Herder 1959: 97).
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construct, to puparole beforelangue,so to speak. Herder is thus a pioneer of the
linguistic trend that VoloSinov termeddividualistic subjectivism

In other words, we can trace back to Herder therkegnent of re-articulation
of an ideological paradigm that discovered in laggithespirit of the nation and
basically conceptualized it as a nationidture The ideological background that
allows Herder an understanding of language as atraah system lies in the
philological tradition we traced back to Dante, vas showed in the previous
chapter. However, in order to conceptualize languag a differential ‘cultural’
moment of each respective ‘nation’, he must alssyppose language kgng
speechasparole in saussurean terms and, accordingly, attack aheept of the
language as a grammatical systém.

Herder's argumentative position is therefore one pafole, i.e., living
language,as opposed to a philological approach that dedls fareign and dead
or classical languages. In this way, he establiiegdeological background upon
which modern linguistics — which will take as itsject thenational language-
will form itself. At the same time, he explicithdentifies language within the
sphere otulture,i.e., the common set of human practices that septethespirit
of the nation

The process of language diversification, accordmnberder, proceeded in the
following manner: he begins by stating that in thetaphysical sense even with
male or female, father and son, child and old mamlanguage is never possible.
Since his argument here is obviously onepafole and not oflangue he finds
himself in the sphere of phonetics. He mentionseéfals’ and their long and
short vowels, a series of aspirated and gutturahds, as well as a myriad of other
details in the elements of language (Herder 1959: Ble goes on to mention
differences in vocal organs depending on gendager from which he concludes
that, since there are can be no two people conhplati&ke in their appearance,
likewise we cannot find a language uttered fromntioaiths of two people and still
constitutingonesingle language (ibid.: 97—98).

13« . und was kann denn der Philosph und Philologgimem todten Museum an einer Sprache

verbessern, die in alle ihrer WirksamKelit?” ... and what can philosopher and philologisttirit
dead museum improve upon language, that in adffiestiveness iiving?] (Herder 1959: 85).

14450 wenig als es zween Menschen ganz von EinGgetalt und Gesichtsziigen: so wenig kann es
zwo Sprachen, auch nur der Aussprache nach, im enmwdener Menschen geben, die doch nur
Eine Sprache waren.”
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Herder next makes a leap from the idiosyncraticnplaical characteristics
of an individual speaker to family idiosyncrasy sfeech and states that each
kinship group will add to its languageh@musehold and family tongHaus und
Familienton which, on the basis of pronunciation, will tumtd a variety of
dialects(Mundari. Climate, air and water, food and drink will affehe speaking
organs and, accordingly, also the language. Samigtoms and the mighty
Goddess Habit will thus consecrate such charatitariand varieties and a dialect
(ein Dialek) will be born (ibid.: 98).

This is precisely the point at which we can idgnkiferder’s ideological blind
spot; a blind spot that was later conceptualized~ésdinand de Saussure as the
theoretical distinction betwedangueandparole, a disinction that Saussure was
able to make precisely because it remained anddaall blind spot for him, too,
and thus became the point at which his theory stippto the realm of ideology.
What, then, is this blind spot exactly?

The ideological moment that haunts Saussure is ntrer tharthe speaking
subject(sujet parlan} itself, which he tries to exclude from languageaasystem
of normatively identical forms. Saussure’s struatlinguistics, which represents
the other trend of thought, which VoloSinov ternadxstract objectivismfalls into
the trap represented by the speaking subject, suiit®ut the speaking subject
there can be nparole while, at the same time, there can bepawole if the
speaking subject does not master ldregue if he, one way or another, does not
possess knowledge of the linguistic system {Mio 1985: 11-12). So while
structural linguistics wishes to exclude the spegksubject from its sphere of
research, at the same time it is unable to corstog signifier without the
speaking subject, whom it reintroduces in its thiess non-theoretical ‘mystical’
knowledge (ibid.: 25).

Dante’s redefinition of the vernacular made it floss to conceptualize
modern spoken languages in terms of linguisticesyst i.e., to think of them in
terms of classical languages. However, since Daoteceptualizedanguage
exactly in terms ofopposition to classical languagegramaticg, he thus
established an ideological framework that finallyakled this ‘split’ view of
language an understanding of language on the one handrinst ofgramatica
but, at the same time, also as something completiélgrent. To go back to
Herder, on the one hand he treats language asdandmal and idiosyncratic
speech acin which, as he says, one language is never gdessitle, at the same
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time, he can also think of this language in terfgramatica i.e. as an abstract
system completely devoid of the speaking subjeetjufhps from one to the other
without noticing the gap across which he is leagind without realizing that it is
a completenon sequituror, put another way, not realizing that while jungp
across this gap the speaking subject accidentally into it. Modern linguistics
attempted theoretically to conceptualize this idgmal gap by way of making a
theoretical distinction betwedangue and parole but, by doing so, although it
made it explicit, it did not succeed in overcoming

However, this distinction was not an issue for Herdloreover, the fact that
this distinction did not exist for him enabled him glide effortlessly from the
characteristics of the speaking organs of an iddai through ‘household and
family speech’ all the way to social dialect sameéd by social convention and
‘the mighty Goddess Habit'.

Dialect in his case becomes a kind of boundary area irchwlangue as a
language system armhrole as ‘living’ speech meet. However, Herder must go
further, since what he needdasguage or rathernational languageBecause he
understands language as a product of the human siogke language in his
understanding springs from man’s inner feelings tieed to be expressed through
voice, he must, as we have shown, begin by postglatsingle origin of language
(Herder 1959: 109). Since he rejects the divingiorof language, he has to
transfer the burden of its creation to human shersldand he thus faces a new task
of explaining language diversity in terms of onattral’ origin. In other words,
his argument about the ‘natural’ origin of languggesupposesne singleand
common origin, yet, at the same time, he must éxplhe present state of
linguistic diversity™ Precisely at this point he makes the conceptus of
language to the nation’soul i.e., national characteristics; at this point he
conceivedanguageasculture

How, then, does Herder conceptualize the existerguage diversity and how
does he introduce the categorynattional languag@ Since national languages are
not of divine origin but, at the same time, alsa just ‘natural’ products of the

15 “\jie Ein Menschenvolk nur auf der Erde wohnetasoh nur Eine Menschensprache: wie aber
diese groRRe Gattung sich in so viele kleine Lardaniationalisirt hat: so ihre Sprachen nicht
anders.” [Just as onbnesingle human race inhabits the Earth, so onlgsingle human language
exists; however, since this enormous species hamahzed itself into so many regional kinds, the
same has happened with their languages.] (Herds3: 19.0).
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human spirit which by its ‘nature’ createmhe singlelanguage, this linguistic
heterogeneitymust be explained in a different way, by juxtapgsit with a
homogeneityon a local, in his belief,national level (die Einheit der
Familiensprache in Einer NatiQnHerder's own argument thus brings him to the
conclusion that the cause of the existence of diffelanguages, different ways of
thinking and different lifestyled_ €bensarti.e., culture§9 among people who live
close together is none other thantual family and national hatrebid.: 101)*®

Nations, their different cultures and their diffietéanguages were thus formed
through mutual antagonism, or ‘hate’ as Herder fiutswas therefore impossible
for a language to remain unitary and so the saamily’ feeling that produced
one singldanguage, when it turned intmtional hatebegan producing linguistic
differences by viewingthers as barbarians speaking a foreign language (ibid.:
103)Y

Thus, through a process of differentiation basedanotual hatred, as Herder
explained the separation and organization of peoyte different nations, also
different languages, which were based on one sowi@mon origin, were formed.
Dante’s ideological framework enabled Herder toamthndianguageas living
speech and grammatical system at the same times@arid conceptualize this
linguistic Chimera — which differed in the mouth efery individual speaker and
yet, at the same time, existed as a unified lingusystem — agational language

4 Japanese language

The last two chapters were concerned with the Eeaophilological tradition and
the process of the conceptualization of vernadalaguages as language systems
on a par with classical languages and, later, i re-articulation of these
vernacular language systems as national languagesteason for the attempt at
an analysis of the Western philological traditienthat language ideologies or
linguistic discourses in Japan from the nineteeettitury onwards, were primarily

18 «“Der Grund von dieser Verschiedenheit so nahén&tevolker in Sprache, Denk- und Lebensart
ist — gegenseitiger Familien- und National Haf3.”

17 «Die konnte also unméglich Einerlei bleiben, umdsshuf dasselbe Familiengefiihl, das Eine
Sprache gebildet hatte, da es Nationalhal’R wurti®epschiedenheit, vollige Verschiedenheit der
Sprache. Er ist Barbar, er redet eine Fremde Serach
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influenced by this same philological tradition; winer directly as with the ‘father’

of modern Japanese language, Ueda Kazutoshi, wboghi back European
linguistic ideas from his study in Germany, or nedily through criticism, as in

the case of neo-nativist scholars who tried to waos a uniquely Japanese
discourse through the rejection of imported ideasather, by appropriating them
as uniquely Japanese.

However, language in Japan did not of course be@mebject of study only
in the nineteenth century, and there was indeeHtilalggical tradition in Japan,
which had articulated itself throughout the Edo igubrwithin the so-called
‘nativist’ school orkokugaku Or, to be more precise, in the wake of modern
nationalism the tradition okokugakuwas reinterpreted as a uniquely Japanese
version of philological tradition and appropriatsisuch. It was exactly the desire
to create a Japanese nationalism that was on fariwit not derived from, that of
Western nation-states that motivated the produdifaine ‘new kokugaku’ ghin-
kokugaki of the Meiji period (Burns 2003: 225).

Thus neo-nativists such as Haga Yaichi (1867—19&n¢ through painstaking
efforts to construct a narrative of the rise ofiaral consciousness stretching back
to antiquity but culminating in the ‘philologic’ actice of Motoori Norinaga, a
narrative that paralleled but never intersectedh wibse of Western nationalisms.
Situated within this narrative, Norinaga's work bew presciently scientific,
academic and modern — but still distinctly Japan@sie.: 225). It was Haga
Yaichi that coined the terrbunkengakuSCi#k“") as a translation for the term
philology and applied it to the tradition &bkugaky although he simultaneously
argued thakokugakuwas of a completely different status against wieatalled
the ‘general view' thakokugakuwas nothing more than the study of things
Japanese and thereby akin to ‘Chinese studiesV@adtern studies’ (ibid.: 198—
99).

Haga, like many others, was sent to Germany at rgovent expense to
research “methods for studying the history of &tare” and departed from
Yokohama in 1900 on the same ship as the most faud@panese novelist of the
Meiji era, Natsume &eki, who was on his way to England (ibid.: 199).

Just as Ueda Kazutoshi, who had returned from Euaogecade earlier and on
his return to Japan had presented his famous &eckiokugo to kokka to”
(National language and nation-statén which he employed European concepts of
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language by defining it as thepiritual blood of the nation’so Haga Yaichi on
his return in 1904 delivered a talk before an asdermf students at Kokugakuin
University entitled “Kokugaku to ha nanizo yaWWhat in fact is kokugakj?
However, in contrast to Ueda, who introduced tlieysbf European linguistics to
Japan and set about revolutionizing research on lhpanese language,
transforming the field from a tradition relying &do periodkokugakupractices to
the adoption of modern scientific methodology, Hagturned to Japan with a
rather different conception. Instead of discoveringEuropean scholarship a
method for studying national literature, he coneldidhat there was a method
within kokugakupractice as modern as anything Europe had to (Bfems 2003:
203) and thus he set about reinterpreting kbkugakutradition in terms of
philology.

In the process of reinterpreting the tradition kokugaky which had been
extremely heterogenous throughout the Edo periad, far from ideologically
united, as Susan L. Burns has shown in her exteramalysis of th&okugaku
tradition'®, Haga had to interpret it in the light of a newiomalist ideology or, in
other words, to re-situatkokugakuas a point of origin for modern Japanese
nationalism. He thus characterized it as the stidihe character of the Japanese
nation’ (kokusuj and ‘the spirit of the nation’kpkka seishinand, as he moved
chronologically through the history &bkugaky he demarcated ‘truékokugaku
by selecting, discarding, and reinterpreting aspefikokugakudiscourse and thus
creating a new image of Japanese nation (Burns: 2008.

Haga set out on a journey of reinterpretation, bgnang the kokugaku
tradition to his own views, mainly by stating whasva reakokugakuscholar and
who was not. As previously mentioned, there hadlzed#vely and heterogenous
tradition of kokugakudiscourse throughout Edo period, exemplified bghsu
diverse scholars as Motoori Norinaga, Ueda Akin&mjitani Mitsue and
Tachibana Moribe. Though it was only natural fohaars to take sides and
criticize others, Haga and other neo-nativists hadtake the ideological
reinterpretation one step further. For them, it wadonger about who was right
and who was wrong withitkokugakuscholarship, but rather about who even
deserved to be part of it, and the answer to that based on the completely novel

18 Susan L. BurnsBefore the NatiorKokugaku and the Imagining of Community in Earlydéim
Japan Durham and London: Duke University Press.
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argument of who was ‘nationalist’ enough. Haga, iftstance, thus dismissed
Ueda Akinari and Tachibana Moribe as me&ragakushascholars who studied
Japanese texts but lacked the nationalism necessapyalify as practitioners of
kokugakuBurns 2003: 200). At the same time, Haga saw @tddri Norinaga the

embodiment of the most excellekbkugakuscholar, who held true nationalist
views as to how the Japanese nation must be erdlaamd so Norinaga’s
kokugakutradition — along with scholars such as Kada namamaro, Kamo no

Mabuchi, and Hirata Atsutane — became canonizedalrsiibsequent scholarship
about Japan relied on and was heavily influencedhtsyinterpretation. Modern

post-war studies of the Japanese nation, usuallggoezed under the term
nihonjinron, thus employed, and still continue to do so, cpteéke ‘the thought

of the Japanese people,” ‘the way of Japan,” ahd 4pecial character of the
nation.’

However, Haga could not, as we argued in the ¢ingipter, construct his view
of the nation without reference tbe other without having something to set his
ideology against. Thatther, of course, was the West. In the speech we mesdion
Haga began by posing questions like: “In the Wiehft do they call this thing we
call kokugak@ Is it permissible to speak diokugakuover there? From the
perspective of today’'s science, cdokugakube established as an academic
discipline?” (ibid.: 203).

Haga’'s answer to all of these questions was aitefpes. Arguing that, in its
aim and methodkokugakuresembled the discipline called philology in Genyna
he declared, “Kokugaku too is a science,” (ibidad éhe cited with approval
Wilhelm von Humboldt's description of philology a$Vissenschaft der
Nationalitat (ibid.: 204). Haga's interpretative operation,\wlyich he constructed
his ideological paradigm, was twofold; on the oaed he aligned to his ideas the
concept of Western philology and on the other, idetlie same with the concept
of kokugakuAs Susan L. Burns writes:

But if Haga's equation of kokugaku and philologgtesl upon a purposeful
misreading of the work of the German scholars hedciit was equally a
manipulation of the kokugaku discourse of the lBvdkugawa period. While
Haga described the texts that were the object &fudaku practice as
examples of “national language and literature,” iNmga and the others
scholars of Haga’'s genealogy never conceived ofteékes they studied as
“literary” in nature. [...] In order to render the Risgawa discourse into a
“science,” Haga had to suppress the emphasis ofditi@e” nature of the
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mythohistories, a defining feature of precisely foems of kokugaku he
valorized. Ironic as well is the description of Naga, in particular, as a
practitioner of bunkengaku, when the whole of i@ikiden was organized

around the suppression of textual issues and th&témce that the “orality” of
Kojiki meant that it was a transparent representatiothefreality of the

Divine Age (Burns 2003: 205).

With shin-kokugakscholars such as Konakamura Kiyonori, Haga Y aaciai
Muraoka Tsunetsugu, one specific linekakugakuschool, and particularly one
kokugaku scholar — Motoori Norinaga — came to be canonized thus
consecrated as the only true scholarship of Japaalling the philological
traditions of the West. At the same time, thoughwas also perceived as
inherently different from the Western tradition biging uniquely Japanese.

Motoori Norinaga thus became the standard poirdepfarture for discussing
the origin of the concept afational languageor kokugoas is the Japanese term
for it, coined by Ueda Kazutoshi. However, as Lemoihsuk has pointed out,
even though the tradition d&okugakusince Norinaga is usually employed when
discussing this topic, one must be careful witls thterpretation. It is true that in
Norinaga’s line ofkokugakuthe connection between Japanéseguage and
Japanesspirit had already taken a distinct ideological form, fsatm a nativist
scholar’s point of view the ideal language was thfathe old texts, especially
Kojiki, a language free of all elements of the “Chingset’s( karagokorg, the so-
calledYamato kotobarlhat, though, was far from what was to becomentimnal
language Kokugq in the Meiji period (Lee 1996: vi).

We will not proceed with further analysis of thelpiem of national language
and will save the question of how the concepkafugotook shape during the
Meiji period in the works of linguists like Ueda Kaoshi, Hoshina Koichi,
Tokieda Motoki and others for another occasiong¢esiour aim in this paper is
limited to establishing a theoretical and histdritamework in which language
ideologies that have been formed in Japan candoeisied.

As we have seen, language ideologies relatethation buildingandnational
languagewere based on pre-existing philological traditicasd were not just
inventedex nihila While nation was being conceived as a conceplesftity and
connected to the idea of nation-state, language siasiltaneously being
reinterpreted asnational-language based on pre-existing conceptions that

340



Asian and African Studies XIII, 1 (2009), pp.323634

language can be understood in a dual manner, aicayncratic and diachronic
speech act on the one hand and as a systematsyacitionic language system on
the other.

Such a view was made possible only through thaexnds of written language,
as Karatani Kojin has argued in his paper “NatimmalandEcriture’, in which he
criticized Jacques Derrida’s assumptions that pbenism dating back to Plato
is peculiar to the West (Karatani 1995: 5). Karatéms that phonocentrism was
already present within thkokugakuof the eighteenth century, which saw its
ultimate expression in Motoori Norinaga who cortgdstheNihon shoki written
in Chinese characters, with th&ijiki, which appeared to preserve the spoken
language of ancient Japan and in which he sougHbistmver the ‘ancient way’
(inishie no michi (ibid.). According to Karatani, the buds of natiddism appeared
first and foremost in Japan in the movement toilege phonetic writing within
the Chinese character cultural sphere, a situsttiaiwas far from unique in Japan,
since with respect to the forming of nations, thene problem has emerged all
over the world and thus a historical consideratibthe case of Japan should look
at the problem from a more universal perspectiviel:(5—6).

As we have shown in the second chapter, so caledqzentrism emerged in
Europe in an attempt to write the vernacular asoeeg to Latin and one of the
first to undertake this project was Dante Alighievho not only started writing in
the vernacular but also made an effort to attaebrtttical significance to the act
(ibid.: 6). These vernacular attempts have shapedanguages of every nation.
As Karatani says, in every nation these classinsstll be read today, not because
the languages of each nation have not changed nmghrather because the
languages of each nation have been formed by ntéahsse works (ibid.).

We have attempted in this paper to establish ar¢tieal framework that
would enable us to approach the question of thmdton of language ideologies
in connection with nation building in modern Jap&vie have shown how, in
European philological tradition, language ideolsgieconcerning spoken
vernaculars first came to be formed in opposition classical and written
languages, based on the concept of the prioritgpoken language, i.e., on the
concept of phonocentrism. The ideology of phonaitemt brought into existence
ethnicities and races which had previously beenelated and therefore
nonexistent (Karatani 1995: 13). With the concelptation of vernaculars as
languages on a par with classical languages, @rhegpossible to bring together
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ideologically the actual linguistic diversity of egkers but, at the same time,
conceive language as a homogenous system thatgsetiorall individuals of that
imagined linguistic group, as we have shown indh&e of Herder. In other words,
language was conceptualized as a common cultureaghg that community. For
instance, the idea that Latin was succeeded byckrisnmerely a projection onto
language of the inheritance of culture. In otherdso historical linguistics saw
culture and spoken language as one and the samgg(iiid.: 9).

This ideological background made it possible fonctural linguistics to try to
conceptualize this difference theoretically by drayva line that separates
language langug as a synchronic system and thus a social faoin fspeech
(parole) as diachronic speech act and limited to indivighggchology.

The phonocentrism of Japan’s eighteenth-centurivistascholars contained
within it a political struggle against the domimatiof Chinese ‘culture’, as well as
a critique of the samurai system of which Confuisianwas the official ideology
of Tokugawa shogunate. As Karatani writes:

In an effort to find a Japanese that preceded Ghicharacters, as well as the
“ancient way” that would correspond to it, nativistholars looked to works
written between the seventh and eleventh centgtiek as théMan’'yoshuy
the Kojiki, and theTale of Genji But they totally lost sight of the fact that
such écriture did not begin as an effort to record speech, hther as an
attempt to translate written Chinese into Japafie@satani 1995: 17).

Within these language ideologies, as Karatani datme equation was made
between language as a system and written langtiyeever, when Dante wrote
in the vernacular, he did not directly transposet@mporary spoken language into
writing. From the various spoken languages existithgver Italy, he selected one
and it is not because he selected the standardboheather because he wrote in
the vernacular as a form of translating Latin, th& written language later
became the standard and the others were relegathé status of dialect (ibid.).
The same happened with other languages. For irsstdfrench’ did not exist as a
spoken language; it was simply that written ‘Frénielter became the spoken
language (ibid.).

The same has happened with ‘Japanese’, since ppritrahe opinions of
nativist scholars of the Norinaga school, the lagguof theKojiki did not simply
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transpose the contemporary vernacular into writlng, was rather a translation
into the vernacular of what was hitherto writterciassical Chinese.

The ideological process of the neo-nativists ofritmeteenth century was first
to canonize a single school kbkugakuscholarship and then to reinterpret its
teaching to fit their needs of language ideologie Tdeological acrobatics they
performed can be basically summarized as follolwsy tadopted the idea of a
Western scientific approach only to reject it amdlfits counterpart in Japanese
kokugakuwhich again they paralleled with Western philol@gain only to show
that it was something different and uniquely Japandhe ideological platform
for the birth of national languagekekugo— was thus established.

5 Conclusion

At this point, however, the story was far from oveeological background based
on national identity did not exclusively supporsiagle view on the nature of

national language. Ideas of one single nation,cofrse, led to a new interest in
language issues, but the view was as yet far freimgbunified. Ueda Kazutoshi,

for example, who was very much influenced by wesideas of language, was
motivated by the connection he saw between natideatity and the treatment of
language. He therefore asserted that the ‘Japdaegeage’ could be greatly

improved by the adoption of a standard form ofl#mguage and of the colloquial
style in writing. Ueda did not view this as tamperiwith tradition or destroying a

respected cultural icon; far from it, to refine thational language was to treat it
with respect (Gottlieb 2005: 45). A standard largguand a modern written style
were, in his view, interdependent; both were essletat the future development of
language in modern Japan (ibid.)

Not everyone shared these views, however. The tallscript reform that
began to surface in the 1870s and 1880s were opgoseas vehemently as the
development of a modern written style. Ueda's fedis in the twentieth century,
such as Hoshina dfchi or Hirai Masao, who were advocates of the aled
genbun itchimovement, the unification of written and spokemglaage, and of the
introduction of the Roman alphabet, were strongbpased by conservative
traditionalists such as Yamada Yoshio or TokiedadWio who were in favor of
preserving the historical usage of writing and rditg style. Tokieda even
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constructed his own grammatical theory, calledgiege process theorgdngo
katei sets) in part also as a criticism of Saussure andskirechronic language
theory.

The ideas of language 'reformists’ met resistarateonly from the more
conservative linguists but also from the officigivgrnment establishment. If the
novel concept of nationalism became the platform lémguage ideologies, as
represented in Ueda’s ideas about the formatiora afew standard national
language Kokugq, then the ultra-nationalistic ideology that beeaprominent
after the Sino-Japanese war (1894-1895), brougbutah different view of
national language, one which saw any reform defsite direct attack on national
values, history and tradition. These ‘values’, esenting a distinct pattern of
national unity around the Emperor, eventually reegi articulated form and
official status within the concept &okutaior ‘national polity’. Forming one of
the basic constructs withikokutai was kotodama or ‘the spirit of the Japanese
language,” a term used to imply an inseparable etiion existing between the
unique Japanese language and the essence of #ieedapspirit (Gottlieb 2005:
47).

Linguistic thought formed in Europe over the cemsy together with
philological tradition in Japan itself, constructadplatform for new language
ideologies and ideas concerning national languagejature and its role as the
main building block of the new ‘Japanese cultuléiese ideas, however, were far
from unified. Individual ideas of intellectuals die early Meiji era were first
formed into official language policy only in 190&hen the government finally
approved and set up a committee called the Natioaagjuage Research Council
(Kokugo Clasa linkai) within the Ministry of Education. Nevieeless, the ideas
promoted by Ueda Kazutoshi and the reformists @g#nbun itchimovement had
to wait until the end of the World War |l to seesithofficial implementation in
public life. Discussions on the nature of the staddspoken language and writing
system were, however, at that point far from cotetly but rather continued to
occupy linguists, as well as the general publiopughout the second half of the
twentieth century and indeed continue to occupynthatil this day.
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