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IVADAS

Si disertacija — lyginamasis kalbos ideologijy Lietuvoje, Norvegi-
joje ir Serbijoje (abécéline tvarka) tyrimas su glausta lyginamaja Siy
trijy Saliy kalbos ideologijos tendencijy apzvalga regioniniuose kon-
tekstuose (Baltijos Saliy, Skandinavijos ir buvusios Jugoslavijos regi-
onuose). Kalbos ideologijos ¢ia suprantamos kaip gana stabilts, sis-
temingi sampraty ir jsitikinimy apie kalba rinkiniai (pagal Rumsey
1990). Tyrimo tikslas — pristatyti dominuojanc¢iy ir nedominuojan-
¢iy kalbos ideologijy Siose Salyse tipologija.

Ideologijos ¢ia lyginamos makro-socialiniu lygmeniu. Sio tipo kal-
bos ideologijy tyrimuose dominuojanciy ideologijy paprastai iesko-
ma analizuojant populiariosios ziniasklaidos diskursus arba valstybi-
niuose teisés aktuose, taip siekiant nustatyti, kurie diskursai yra
laikomi legitimiais. Sioje disertacijoje nutariau praplésti to, ka jpras-
ta laikyti vieSgja sfera (ziniasklaida), ribas bei j tyrima jtraukti ir
nuolat augancia virtualigjq sferq, t.y., tiek naujienas, tiek po jomis
pateikiamas komentary skiltis. Kita vertus, apsiribojau mazesniu duo-
meny kiekiu is tradicinés ziniasklaidos — vietoje visy straipsniy apie
kalbg, nagrinésiu tik tuos, kuriuose girdimas galingiausias balsas,
priklausantis ,,kalbos ekspertams*

Taigi, kalbos ideologijy ieskosiu trijuose skirtinguose kontekstuo-
se: (1) ,oficialiajame® kontekste — valstybiniuose teisés aktuose ir
institucinéje praktikoje, (2) ,,ekspertiniame® kontekste — ziniasklai-
doje pateikiamose kalbos eksperty nuomonése bei (3) ,,vox populi®
kontekste — internetinése diskusijose apie kalba. Valstybiniy teisés
akty ir praktiky, eksperty ir ,liaudies™ poziariy i kalba lyginimas
leidzia susidaryti platesnj vaizda apie tai, kurie jsitikinimai apie kal-
ba yra dominuojantys, jsitvirting populiariojoje samonéje, o kurie —
alternatyvus ir galéty tapti dominuojanciais ateityje. Tad Sio tyrimo
duomenys — metalingvistiniai tekstai, kuriuose kalbos ideologijas
galima aptikti atliekant diskurso analize. Duomenis i§ kiekvienos
Salies sudaro: (1) valstybés institucijy teisés aktai kalbos reguliavimo



tematika, kalbos planavimo (KP) institucijy dokumentai ir (jei tokiy
yra) anksCiau atlikti akademiniai tyrimai $ia tema; (2) straipsniai i$
internetiniy naujieny portaly, parasyti kalbos eksperty, arba interviu /
straipsniai, kuriuose aptinkamas kalbos eksperty balsas; bei (3) in-
ternetiniy diskusijy platformos, kuriose neprofesionalts kalbos var-
totojai gali iSreiksti savo poziurj j kalba (j jas jeina ir naujieny por-
taly komentary skiltys bei forumai). Duomenys surinkti i§ 2008-
2016 m. laikotarpio, kuriuo komentavimas internete bei naujieny
portalai iSpopuliaréjo visose trijose Salyse.

Pagrindiniai tyrimo klausimai: Kokie kalbos ideologijy tipai
aptinkami trijuose skirtinguose kontekstuose (oficialiajame, eksper-
tiniame ir ,,vox populi®) trijose Salyse (Lietuvoje, Norvegijoje ir Ser-
bijoje)? Kurie i$ jy yra dominuojantys, o kurie — antriniai? Kokios
kalbos ideologijos aptinkamos valstybés remiamuose KP projektuo-
se Baltijos Salyse (Estijoje, Latvijoje, Lietuvoje), Skandinavijoje (Da-
nijoje, Norvegijoje, Svedijoje) ir buvusios Jugoslavijos Salyse, kurio-
se serby-kroaty kalba buvo standartine (Bosnijoje, Juodkalnijoje,
Kroatijoje, Serbijoje)?

Pasirinkau lyginti tris gana skirtingas Europos Salis / regionus.
Kaip jau minéta, kadangi visos trys Salys yra Europoje, jos turi tam
tikrg bendra istorinj XIX a. tautos kurimo procesy pagrinda ir pa-
nasias kalbos standartizavimo ideologijas, kylancias i$ racionalizmo
ir tautinio romantizmo idéjy derinio.

Salys / regionai skiriasi:

(1) Kalbos planavimo institucionalizacijos tipu ir lygmeniu

(2) Tarmiy padétimi standartinés kalbos atzvilgiu

(3) Mazumy kalby padétimi valstybinés kalbos atzvilgiu

Kai kurie skirtumai, galintys turéti reikSme tyrimui, yra nesusije
su kalba, pvz.:

(4) Valstybingumo istorija

(5) Dominavimo ir buvimo dominuojamuoju istorija

(6) Religija

Siuolaikiné ¥aliy valstybingumo istorija yra pakankamai skirtinga:
Lietuva kol kas tik labai trumpa laikotarpj buvo nepriklausoma nuo



didesniy valstybiniy dariniy (Abiejy Tauty Respublikos, Rusijos im-
perijos ir TSRS): tarpukariu ir po 1990 m.; Norvegija yra visiskai ne-
priklausoma salis jau ilgiau nei 100 mety, besivadovaujanti savo Kons-
titucija jau ilgiau nei 200 mety (nuo 1814 m.), nuo pat atsiskyrimo nuo
dominavusios Danijos Karalystés; Serbija buvo jsteigta suirus Osmany
imperijai, bet taip pat buvo galios centru tiek Jugoslavijos Karalystéje
(1918-1941 m.), tiek Jugoslavijos Socialistinéje Federacinéje Respu-
blikoje (1945-1989 m.). Lyginant $ias panasias, bet kartu ir skirtingas
salis, tikimasi atskleisti, kaip senosios europietiskosios kalbos ideolo-
gijos yra reprodukuojamos ir/arba gincijamos interneto eroje. Taip pat
siekiama nusviesti universalias ir paskiroms Salims btdingas kalbos
ideologijas bei budus, kuriais $ios ideologijos reiskiasi diskurse.

Inovatyvioji Sios disertacijos dalis — tyrimo metodologija. [prastas
prieigos prie ideologijos per teksto analize budas — turinio analizé,
siekianti nustatyti individualius pozitirius ir jsitikinimus apie kalba
ir i8 jy atkurti visa apimancia ideologija. Pasirinkau etine prieiga,
kadangi eminé tikriausiai privesty prie rezultaty, kuriuos palyginti
buty nejmanoma dél gausybés specifiniy pozitriy ir jsitikinimy Siuo-
se trijuose regionuose (atspindinciy tiek kalbos ideologijas, tiek per
jsitikinimus apie kalba besireiskiancias socialines ideologijas. Sios di-
sertacijos tyrimo objektas — tik pirmojo tipo ideologija). Taigi, kal-
bos ideologijoms lyginti bus vystomas teorinis modelis, apimantis tris
kalbos ideologijos aspektus. Sie aspektai — reprezentacija, ekspertinis
iSmanymas ir funkcija. Pirmasis aspektas — jsitikinimai apie tai, kokia
zmoniy grupe (ar individa) reprezentuoja kalba, kuria jie kalba (pvz.,
etnine, socialing, pilieting grupe ar jai priklausantj individa); antra-
sis aspektas — skirtingi jsitikinimai apie tai, kas apibrézia ,,geraja
kalba“ ir ,,gerajj kalbantjji“ (ir, atitinkamai, ,,blogaja kalba* bei ,,blo-
guosius kalbanciuosius®), kurie nurodo ir tai, kam priklauso kalbos
ekspertinis iSmanymas (pvz., ,geraja kalba“ gali buti laikoma bet
kuri kalba, kuria kalba turintys gimtosios kalbos kompetencija, arba
»geraja kalba“ gali buti laikoma tik standartiné norminé kalba, nu-
statyta kalbos institucijy); treciasis aspektas — jsitikinimai apie tai,
kokia yra pagrindiné kalbos funkcija, kokiems tikslams ji tarnauja
(pvz., komunikacinéms ar simbolinéms funkcijoms).



Tyrimo metodai — kokybiné ir kiekybiné diskurso analizés. Deri-
nu turinio analize (atvirai reiSkiamy nuomoniy, pozitriy ir jsitikinimy
apie kalba dokumentavimg) su diskurso analize (tiesioginio ir socialinio
konteksto analize; diskursiniy prielaidy analize; semiotiniy iStekliy,
tokiy kaip siuzetas, raSyba, stilistika ir diskurso strukttra — interteks-
tualumas, interdiskursyvumas, metaforos, kulttiriniai ir kognityviniai
modeliai — analize) tam, kad buty galima aptikti, kategorizuoti ir pa-
lyginti skirtingus jsitikinimus apie kalba (pagal teorinj modelj). Ga-
liausiai, jei bus aptiktas (sistemingy) jsitikinimy, daznai turinciy artima
rysj, rinkinys, jis bus laikomas paskira kalbos samprata. Visos identifi-
kuotos sampratos bus lyginamos diskurso lygmeny ir trijy saliy kon-
tekste. Siekiant nustatyti, kurios ideologijos yra dominuojancios, jvai-
riy jsitikinimy apie kalba paplitimas taip pat lyginamas kiekybiskai.

Teoriné apzvalga

Tautinés valstybés ir standartinés kalbos (per privaloma $vietima)
vystymosi poveikis tam, kaip suprantama kalba — tema, nagrinéta
svarbiuose sociolingvistiniuose tyrimuose (Milroy 2001, Fishman
1972, Fishman 2006, Cameron 2005/1995, Billig 1995). XIX a.
atsirade valstybinés kalbos standartai ir privalomas $vietimas i$ esmés
pakeité santykj tarp kalbos ir visuomenés bei tapo gausybés socio-
lingvistiniy tyrimy lauku. Kalbos standartizacijas galima laikyti ide-
ologijomis, nes jos reprezentuoja praktikoje nejmanoma psichinj
konstrukta, kuriame lingvistinés normos sutampa su realybe (Milroy
& Milroy 1999).

Iki siol atlikti tyrimai kelia prielaida, kad kalbos ideologijos nedaug
skiriasi tarp su lingvistika nesusijusiy asmeny tose Salyse, kuriose
egzistuoja lingvistinis standartas, paprastai laikomas ,,geriausia“ kal-
bos atmaina. Pasak Jameso Milroy’aus, daznai sakant ,kalba® is tie-
sy omenyje turimas ,,standartinés kalbos* metalingvistinis diskursas:
tai yra standartinés kalbos kulturos pasekmé. Visy kalbos atmainy
hierarchijoje standartiné kalba uzima auksciausia pozicija, i$ karto po
jos eina Snekamoji kalba, o ,tarmés® ir , klaidos* atsiduria Sios hie-
rarchijos apacioje (Milroy 2001, Niedzielski & Preston 2009).



I$samiausia dominuojanciomis tapusiy kalbos idéjy suvestine pa-
teikia Baumanas ir Briggsas (2003), argumentuotai teigiantys, kad
Siuolaikiné kalbos samprata yra dviejy modernizmo idéjy sintezé:
kalbos yra abstraktus, aiskiai atskiriami dariniai ir viena tauta — viena
kalba. Jie atseké $iy dviejy modernistiniy kalbos idéjy istakas. Pir-
moiji idéja kildinama is tokiy filosofy, kaip Johnas Locke’as ir Fran-
cis Baconas, darby, kuriuose jie tvirtina esant jmanoma idealia kal-
bos bukle, kurioje, pavyzdziui, vienas zodis turéty viena reikSme;
taip buty jtvirtinta aiski taisykliy sistema, kuri kalbg paversty tiksliu
grynosios komunikacijos jrankiu, i$laisvintu nuo elementy, tokiy
kaip retorika, kuriuos galima naudoti manipuliacijai ar kurie kelia
nesusipratimy grésme. Antrosios idéjos iStakos aptinkamos Johanno
Gottfriedo von Herderio ir Wilhelmo von Humboldto idéjoje, kad
kalba kyla i vienos tautos dvasios, savyje nesancios tautos pasaulé-
vaizdj ir istorija, jrasyta kalboje ir visuose jos produktuose: sakmése,
dainose, tekstuose ir t.t. Sios dvi idéjos suformuoja kalbos, kuri yra
iS esmeés ta pati visoje tam tikroje visuomenéje, samprata, moksliné-
je literatliroje vadinama monolingvizmu arba ,,monoglotine ideolo-
gija* (Silverstein 1996, cit. i§ Blommaert 2006).

Anksciau atlikti tyrimai

Visa eilé tyrimy Sia tema pabrézia, kad minétosios ideologijos
turi jtakos kalbos ir kalbos atmainy supratimui. Monolingvistiniai ir
preskriptyvus idealai kuria kalbos diskursa, palaikantj griezta kalbos
atmainy hierarchija isivaizduojamoje lingvistinéje visuomenéje: hie-
rarchijos virSuje atsiduria standartiné (valstybiné / ,$varioji) kalba,
0 po ja — visi -lektai, dazniausiai laikomi ,,miSiniais“ ir daznai dele-
gitimuojami kaip neatitinkantys homogeniskos visuomenés idealo
(plg. Stroud 2004, Milani 2007, Krdmer 2017).

Anksciau atlikti tyrimai taip pat atskleidé tendencija kalbg diskur-
se konceptualizuoti naudojant metaforas, kognityvinius ir kultirinius
modelius. Kalba matoma kaip organizmas, medziaga, raktas, jrankis,
tautos dvasia, saitas / rySys / klijai (plg. Moschonas 2004, Spitzmiil-
ler 2007, Berthele 2008). Kai kada tokios kognityvinés konceptua-



lizacijos suformuoja sudétingus modelius; Geeraertsas (2003) lingvis-
tinés standartizacijos ideologijy analizei sitilo du kulttrinius modelius,
kurie taip pat gali buti pritaikomi ir tyrinéjant kalba: jie paremti
atitinkamai standartinés prancuzy ir standartinés vokieciy kalbos ide-
ologijomis. PrancuziSkasis modelis vadinamas ,racionalistiniu®, o
vokiskasis — ,,romantiniu® Racionalistinis modelis sitlo supratima,
kuriame standartiné kalba yra emancipacijos priemoné, leidzianti
pilie¢iams skaityti jstatymus ir dalyvauti vieSosiose diskusijose. Ro-
mantinis modelis kyla i§ pasaulézitros, kurioje standartiné kalba yra
priemoné suvienyti tos pacios tautybés zmones per viena kalba, at-
liekancia ,tautos dvasios” vaidmenj. Sie modeliai taip pat atspindi ir
skirtingus pirminés kalbos funkcijos supratimus: racionalistiniame
kalba yra komunikacijos jrankis, o romantiniame — iSraiSkos jrankis.

Metalingyvistiniy diskursy Lietuvoje,
Norvegijoje ir Serbijoje tyrimas

Si disertacija apsiriboja lietuviy, norvegy ir serby kalby, t.y., dau-
gumos kalby Siose trijose Salyse, aptarimu; taip pat démesys skiriamas
tam, kaip jos suvokiamos per ry$j su mazumos ir pasaulinémis (ang-
ly) kalbomis.

Trys palyginimui pasirinktos Salys (Lietuva, Norvegija ir Serbija)
turi svarbiy panasumuy bei skirtumy. Viena vertus, visos trys Salys
yra Europoje ir dalyvavo tautos kirimo procesuose XIX a. bei XX a.
pradzioje, kai atsiskyré nuo didesniy valstybiniy dariniy. Valstybinés
kalbos buvo standartizuojamos bttent Siuo laikotarpiu, tad pagrin-
dinés kalbos ideologijos tikriausiai kilo i§ tuometinio tautinio ro-
mantizmo dvasios.

Kita vertus, kiekviena Salis yra gana unikali. Lietuviy kalboje is-
liko kai kurie senieji gramatiniai bruozai, seniai pranyke kitose indo-
europiediy kalbose. Sis faktas Yavéjo XIX a. istorinés kalbotyros en-
tuziastus. Tautos ktrimo laikotarpio XX a. pradzioje metu Sis susiza-
véjimas virto tautiniu pasakojimu, o lietuviy kalbos ,,senoviskumas® —
nacionaliniu simboliu. Kalbiné tapatybé yra laikoma centriniu lietu-
viskosios tautinés tapatybés elementu. Norvegijoje tautinio romantiz-



mo idealas ,,viena tauta — viena kalba“ niekuomet nebuvo pasiektas:
tebeegzistuoja dvi besivarzancios rasytinés norvegy kalbos formos.
Taip pat, vietoje vienos norminés Snekamosios kalbos, norvegai var-
toja tarmes nepriklausomai nuo savo socialinio statuso, profesijos ar
komunikacinés situacijos; tokia ,tarmiy norma® iSsivysté mazdaug
per pastaruosius 50 mety. Serby kalbos situacija yra unikali tuo, kad
serby kalba neturi aiSkaus apibrézimo: jos gramatika tokia pati, kaip
bosniy, juodkalnieciy ir kroaty kalby, kalbantieji Siomis kalbomis
nesunkiai supranta vieni kitus. Negana to, iki 1990 m. Sios keturios
kalbos vadinosi vienu serby-kroaty kalbos vardu. Tad néra iki galo
aisku, ar serby kalba egzistuoja kaip kalba ty, kurie save laiko serbais,
ar vis délto egzistuoja tam tikra virSvalstybiné regiono kalba. Normi-
né rasytiné serby kalba taip pat leidzia kalbos vartotojui pasirinkti
rasyti tiek kirilica, tiek lotyny abécéle (iSskyrus valstybés tarnautojus,
i$ kuriy formaliai reikalaujama rasyti kirilica). Turint omenyje Siuos
skirtingus pagrindus, panasius kai kuriais istoriniais standartinés, na-
cionalinés kalbos vystymosi aspektais, kyla klausimas: kiek — ir ar i$
viso — lygintinos yra kalbos ideologijos Siose trijose salyse.

Eksperty nuomonés tyrimai Lietuvoje rodo monolingvizmo ir
preskriptyvistinés idéjos dominavima (¢ia iSimtis yra zurnalistai), ta
patj galima pasakyti ir apie valstybinj KP, steigiantj ir palaikantj
monolingvistinius standartus; tyrimai, kuriy objektas — ne-ekspertai,
rodo jvairesnius ideologinius jsitikinimus apie kalba (plg. Raila &
Subacius 2012, Vaicekauskiené 2012, TamasSevicius 2016, Vaicekaus-
kiené & Sepetys 2018).

Moksliné¢ literatiira apie kalbos ideologijas Norvegijoje koncen-
truojasi ties ne-lingvisty ir ziniasklaidos pozitriu bei ideologiniais
jsitikinimais; Cia atsiveria plati skirtingy pozituriy jvairové. Tyrimai
rodo, kad ziniasklaida konstruoja kalbos supratima, prilygstantj di-
dziajai daugumai standartinés kalbos kultiry, kuris valstybés etninés
daugumos kalba ir jos ,teisinga“ forma pozicionuoja auksCiau nei
tai, kas laikoma Oslo regiono ,,multietnolektais®; pastarosios kalbos
atmainos laikomos vedanciomis j kalbineg atskirtj, diskurse jos daznai
siejamos su macizmu ir smurtu. Kita vertus, norvegy kalbos bruo-
zas — kiek lengviau ziniasklaidoje priimamos tarmeés. Tyrimy apie
kalbos eksperty ideologijas radau nedaug. Vis délto pozitris j angly



kalbos vartojima Cia daugiau neigiamas, nei teigiamas (plg. Sandoy
2009, Ims 2013, Ims 2014, Svendsen & Marzo 2015).

Tyrimai apie serby kalba koncentruojasi ties nacionalizmo jtaka
serby lingvisty kalbinéms praktikoms ir diskursams, taip pat ties
skirtumais tarp serby ir kroaty lingvisty, bet beveik nesigilina j ne-
lingvisty diskursus. Paprastai tyrimuose lyginami su kroaty ,,puristais,
serby lingvistai daznai demonstruoja svetinguma skoliniams ir susi-
laiko nuo zodyno ,,gryninimo* ar kalbos inzinerijos (Ivi¢ 2001, Ra-
dovanovi¢ 2004, Bugarski 2004). Tyrimai taip pat parodé, kad tarp
serby lingvisty vyrauja kalbinis nacionalizmas (Greenberg 2004) bei
jo ry$j su kirilica ir staciatikybe (Jovanovi¢ 2018).

Metodai ir duomenys

Kalbos planavimo (KP) tyrimas: Rémiausi anksciau atliktais
tyrimais ir man suprantamomis kalbomis (angly, bosniy/juodkalnie-
¢iy/kroaty/serby, lietuviy ir norvegy) parasyty dokumenty analize,
kuriuos papildziau interviu su 3 lietuviy, 5 norvegy ir 3 serby kalby
ekspertais, dirbanciais KP institucijose atitinkamose Salyse.

Metalingvistinis tyrimas: Kad buty jmanoma pasiekti lyginti-
nus rezultatus, buvo pasitelktas i$ anksto sukonstruotas analitinis
modelis, suformuotas atliekant anksciau atlikty tyrimy apzvalga ir
galiausiai iSskiriant tris ideologizuojamus kalbos aspektus (jsitikinimy
kategorijas). Jie yra:

I. Reprezentacija: idealizuotas santykis tarp kalbos ir Zmoniy
grupés, kalbancios ta kalba. Santykis laikomas idealizuotu, jei
tarp Siy dviejy reiSkiniy jvyksta esencializacijos procesas —
lietuvius kalbine prasme reprezentuoja lietuviy kalba.

II. Ekspertinis iSmanymas: idealizuotas supratimas apie tai,
kas apibrézia legitimia arba ,,geraja” kalba. Tai gali buti tiek
iSoriniai $altiniai (vadovéliai, Zodynai, kitos institucijos), tiek
vidiniai $altiniai (paciy kalbanciyjy kalbiniai gebéjimai);

III. Funkcija: kuri kalbos funkcija yra idealizuojama. Dazniausiai
tai yra komunikaciné arba simboliné funkcijos.
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Duomeny (metalingvistiniy) rinkimo metodas buvo pasirinktas
toks, kad surinkti duomenys reprezentuoty 2008-2016 metus. ,,Duo-
menys apie ekspertus® buvo renkami i§ populiariausiy naujieny por-
taly. | tyrima buvo jtraukti Lietuvos portalai ,,Delfi.lt", ,,15min.It"
,Bernardinai.lt® ,Irt.1t ,lrytas.lt” ir ,lzinios.It", Norvegijos portalai
»Aftenposten.no® ,,Dagbladet.no®, ,,nrk.no* ir ,,vg.no*; Serbijos por-
talai ,,politika.rs®; ,,B92.net" ,blic.rs® ,danas.rs* ir ,novosti.net"
Straipsniy buvo ieskota naudojantis paciy portaly paieskos sistemo-
mis bei raktiniais zodziais kalba, lietuviy/norvegy/serby kalba,
lingvistas/é ir kalbos politika. Taip buvo surinkti 62 straipsniai lietu-
viy kalba, 44 — norvegy ir 79 — serby.

., Vox populi buvo isskirtas i$ kertiniy virtualiosios sferos erdviy,
kuriose vyksta vieSai prieinamos diskusijos (socialiniai tinklai ir pa-
nasios vieSai prieinamos platformos j tyrima nebuvo jtrauktos). Lie-
tuvos kontekste naudojau tik komentarus i$ populiariojo Delfi.lt;
didzioji dalis norvegisky komentary buvo atrinkti i§ populiaraus fo-
rumo vgd.no, likusieji — is vg.no / dagbladet.no; serbisky komenta-
ry Saltiniai — b92.net, blic.rs, telegraf.rs ir politika.rs. I§ viso buvo
surinkta 10500 komentary. 5797 — i 34 komentary skil¢iy po lie-
tuviSkais straipsniais (vidutiniskai po 168,37 komentaro), 2332 — i§
22 Norvegijos internetiniy forumy temy (vidutiniskai po 106 ko-
mentarus) ir 2371 — i§ 37 komentary skil¢iy po serbiskais straipsniais
(vidutiniskai po 64 komentarus i§ vienos skilties).

Rezultatai I: Ideologijos valstybés remiamame KP

Sio tyrimo tikslas buvo nustatyti ideologijas, kuriomis vadovaujasi
valstybés remiamas KP trijose Baltijos, trijose Skandinavijos ir ketu-
riose buvusios Jugoslavijos Salyse. Tai buvo daroma analizuojant teisés
aktus, KP tikslus ir jgyvendinimg, KP institucijas ir jy turimas galias.

Pagal ideologija ir tos ideologijos institucionalizacija isskyriau
Sesis KP tipus (zr. 1 lentele)

Tik Lietuvoje valstybé priziuri, kad buty vartojama tik viena kal-
ba ir tik viena tos kalbos versija bei aktyviai grynina zodyna. Pirmo-
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jo tipo ideologija (A tipas) sudaro monolingvistinés, normatyvinés
ir puristinés ideologijos. Kitos dvi Baltijos Salys prizitri, kad oficia-
liame kontekste buty vartojama tik viena kalba, bet, kitaip nei Lie-
tuvoje, neprimeta i§ anksto nustatyto tos kalbos korpuso (B tipas).
Tai vadinsiu ,monolingvistine ideologija, kadangi ji yra paremta
idéja, jog viena kalba turéty absoliuciai dominuoti visuomenei svar-
biose institucijose ir valstybéje kaip butina socialinés tvarkos salyga
(toks pozitris yra laikomas nattraliu daugybéje kity tautiniy Europos
valstybiy (Bauman & Briggs 2003), bet institucionalizuotas tik Bal-
tijos Salyse). Monolingvistiné ideologija ¢ia yra jrasyta jstatymuose,
ja kiekvienoje Baltijos Salyje palaiko po dvi nuolatines institucijas
(isskyrus Estija, kur kalbos priezitros institucija yra praktiskai nuo-
latiné, o antroji institucija — laikina). Dél to, kad kalbos stebéjimas
yra finansuojamas valstybés ir egzistuoja teisiné galimybeé priversti
laikytis KP, Baltijos $aliy institucijos klasifikuojamos kaip ,kietosios
galios™ institucijos (A tipo — reguliuojancios tiek kalbos korpusa, tiek
statusg, B tipo — tik statusa). Skandinavijoje vyrauja samprata, kad
dany, norvegy ir Svedy kalbos turéty buti vartojamos ne maziau, nei
uzsienio kalbos (t.y., turéty dominuoti), bet tuo pat metu jos jgy-
vendinimui skiriama mazai realaus démesio ir léSy, todél §i ideolo-
gija interpretuotina kaip ,,i§ dalies monolingvistiné*®

Politikos jgyvendinimas ¢ia vykdomas rekomendacijy forma, KP
institucijos taip pat gauna finansavima tam, kad stebéty kalbos var-
tosena ir jos pokycius bei teikty gerosios kalbos rekomendacijas.
Todél visos Skandinavijos $alys klasifikuojamos kaip C tipo — jos
turi konkrety KP, jgyvendinama jvairiais budais, bet be galimybeés
priversti jo laikytis. Kroatijoje ir Serbijoje monoglotiné ideologija
jrasyta tik KP institucijy dokumentuose, bet ¢ia néra aktyvaus fi-
nansavimo ir valstybinés politikos monoglotinio idealo jgyvendini-
mui. Nepaisant to, KP institucijos visuomenéje turi ,,moralinj /
intelektualinj autoriteta, kylantj i$ jy ilgaamziskumo, tad jos kla-
sifikuojamos kaip ,,minkstoji galia® Vienintelis skirtumas tarp Kro-
atijos ir Serbijos KP yra tai, kad purizmas ir sisteminga kalbos in-
zinerija / skoliniy Salinimas Serbijoje yra kur kas retesné praktika
(E tipas), kai Kroatijos KP ragina tiek lingvistus, tiek neprofesiona-
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Ideologija Institucijy galia Salis

Monolingvistiné,

A tipas |normatyvistiné, ,,Kietoji Lietuva
puristine

B tipas | Monolingvistiné ,,Kietoji Latvija ir Estija

IS dalies mono-

. lingvistineé, e Norvegija, Danija
C tipas ) B »Minkstoji e
Usus-ideologija, ir Svedija
funkcionalistiné
Monolingyvistiné,
D tipas |normatyvisting, »Minkstoji* Kroatija
puristine
. Monolingvistiné, e .
E tipas . »Minkstoji Serbija
normatyvistine
. Neaiski (re-stan- ) Bosnija
F tipas o Néra . .
dardizacija) ir Juodkalnija

1 lentelé. KP sistemos Baltijos, buvusios Jugoslavijos ir Skandinavijos Salyse

lus aktyviai jsitraukti j puristinés kalbos inzinerijos procesa (D tipas).
Bosnijoje ir Juodkalnijoje tebevyksta kalbos re-standartizacija, tad
sunku vertinti, ar $io proceso dalyviai vadovaujasi kokia nors aiskia
ideologija; kadangi paskutinieji radikalus méginimai re-standarti-
zuoti kalba buvo nesékmingi, j klausima, ar vietinéms KP institu-
cijoms pavyks jsitvirtinti bei jgauti galios, bus galima atsakyti atei-
tyje (F tipas).

Rezultatai II: metalingvistiniai diskursai

Duomenyse buvo aptikta visa eilé skirtingy jsitikinimy apie kal-
bos reprezentacija, ekspertinj iSmanymg ir funkcijg. Kai kurie
is 8iy jsitikinimy, saveikaudami tarpusavyje, suformuoja kompleksi-
nes kalbos sampratas.
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Buvo identifikuoti Sie jsitikinimai apie kalba:

Reprezentacija: etniné (kalba reprezentuoja etnine grupe), ge-
ografiné (kalba / tarmé reprezentuoja teritoring kalbing bendruo-
meng), socialiné (kalba reprezentuoja socialine grupe), individu-
ali (kalba reprezentuoja individa) ir anti-etniné (jsitikinimas, kad
kalba reprezentuoja etnine grupe, paneigiamas, bet alternatyvus
jsitikinimas apie reprezentacija nepateikiamas).

Ekspertinis iSmanymas: iSorinis (kalba matoma kaip taisykliy
sistema, diktuojama iSoriniy institucijy, tokiy kaip zodynai, grama-
tikos vadovéliai, lingvistai), vidinis (kalba matoma kaip kalbanciyjy
produktas), autonominis (kalba matoma kaip ,,pati sau Seimininké®
sistema, egzistuojanti nepriklausomai nuo kalbanciyjy ar institucijy,
besivystanti ir besikei¢ianti pagal savo pacios taisykles).

Funkcija: komunikaciné (kalba pirmiausiai matoma kaip ko-
munikacijos jrankis), kultariné-identifikaciné (3ig funkcija sudaro
dvi sub-funkcijos: kalba matoma kaip asmens statuso visuomenéje
matavimo jrankis — hierarchinés socialinés identifikacijos funk-
cija; arba kaip asmens lojalumo tautinei valstybei simbolis — nacio-
nalinés identifikacijos funkcija; kai kada Sios sub-funkcijos per-
sidengia), horizontali socialiné identifikaciné (kalba matoma kaip
priemoné reikstis skirtingoms socialinéms tapatybéms, nesudéliotoms
i vertikalig hierarchija) ir instrumentiné (kalba matoma kaip jrankis
nekomunikaciniams tikslams, pvz. ekonominiams, pasiekti).

Buvo identifikuotos Sios kalbos sampratos:

* Nacionaliné-elitistiné: sudétingiausia samprata, kurig sudaro etni-
né reprezentacija, iSorinis ekspertinis iSmanymas ir kul-
tariné-identifikaciné funkcija. Ideali kalba — gryna ir taisy-
klinga, taigi, atspindinti asmens tautine tapatybe ir socialinj sta-
tusg.

*  Monoglotiné: apima etninés reprezentacijos ir iSorinio eks-
pertinio iSmanymo jsitikinimus. IS esmés kalba mato kaip ne-
kintancig ir nurodancia j viena tauta, nemini kalbos funkcijos.

* Etnolingvistiné: apima etninés reprezentacijos ir kultarinés-
identifikacinés funkcijos jsitikinimus. Sioje sampratoje pabré-
ziama etniné kalbos prigimtis ir asmens tautinés tapatybés reis-
kimo funkcija; kalba ,,priklauso® tautai.
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Normatyvistiné: apima iSorinj ekspertinj iSmanymag ir kulta-
rine-identifikacine funkcija. Kalba matoma ne kaip asmens
tautinés tapatybés, o veikiau kaip socialinio statuso dalis. Taisy-
klingai rasantys ir kalbantys (viena ar daugiau kalby) matomi kaip
kompetentingesni ir ,,geresni* kalbos vartotojai, esantys ,,auksciau*
socialinéje hierarchijoje, o kalbantys netaisyklingai, ,,misriai®, vien
tarmémis ar panaSiomis nestandartinémis atmainomis, laikomi
,he tokiais kompetentingais® vartotojais, taip pat esanciais ir ze-
mesnéje socialinés hierarchijos pozicijoje. Kalba naudojama ma-
tuoti, kiek asmuo atitinka socialines (ne vien kalbines) normas.
Preskriptyvistiné: apima iSorinio ekspertinio iSmanymo ir ko-
munikacinés funkcijos jsitikinimus. IS esmés kalba laikoma ko-
munikacijos priemone, bet ,taisyklinga® kalba, nustatyta jos nor-
mintojy, yra matoma kaip ideali sékmingos komunikacijos salyga.
Pragmatiné: apima vidinio ekspertinio iSmanymo ir komuni-
kacinés funkcijos jsitikinimus. Kalba matoma kaip zmoniy ir
jy saveikos produktas.

Variacionistiné: apima vidinio ekspertinio iSmanymo ir hori-
zentalios socialinés identifikacinés kalbos funkcijos jsitiki-
nimus. Kalba matoma kaip asmens savybé, o jos variacijos pri-
klauso nuo skirtingy asmens prisiimamy socialiniy tapatybiy.
Atominé: apima individualios reprezentacijos ir komunikaci-
nés funkcijos jsitikinimus. Kalba matoma kaip komunikacijos tarp
individy jrankis, bet kiekvieno individo kalba laikoma skirtinga.

Skirtingi jsitikinimai ir sampratos buvo suklasifikuotos pagal ide-

ologine orientacijg: zr. 1 diagrama. I$skirtos trys kategorijos: (1) mo-

nolingvistiné (raudona spalva), (2) kognityviné (geltona) ir (3) istoriné

(violetiné).

Pirmoji grupé nurodo jsitikinimus, priklausancius ideologijai, so-

ciolingvistinéje mokslinéje literattroje vadinamai monolingvistine — Sia

ideologija apibréziau jvade: idealiu atveju, vienai tautai priklauso viena

(pagrindiné) homogeniska kalba; i$ to iSplaukia, kad individuali kalbos

vartosena gali buti jrankiu asmens tautiniam lojalumui ir socialiniam

statusui nustatyti. Tarmés ¢ia vertinamos kaip kalbos atmainos, bet tik

kaip etnokultiiriniai simboliai, 0 ne bendravimo priemonés.
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Diagrama 1. [sitikinimy ir sampraty klasifikacija

Kitoje spektro puséje atsiduria sampratos, paprastai atmetancios
minétasias pirmos grupés sampratas arba netgi besireiskiancios kaip
atitinkamos sampratos i$ Sios grupés kritika. Anti-etninis jsitiki-
nimas yra akivaizdziausias to pavyzdys: jis tiesiogiai reiskia idéja,
kad kalba néra etniniy grupiy reprezentacija, , kulttira® ar ,,dvasia®
(bet nepateikia konkretaus paaiskinimo, ka tuomet ji reprezentuoja).
Visi kiti Sios grupés jsitikinimai paremti idéja, kad kalba yra kogni-
tyviniy procesy — automatinio kalbos jsisavinimo, mastymo, komu-
nikacijos, kalbinio tapatybés kurimo ir t.t. — produktas. Todél jie
klasifikuojami kaip kognityviniai. Trecioji ,grupé® — tai vienintelis
isitikinimas, kad kalbos esmé yra abstrakti sistema, kad kalba yra
pati sau Seimininké ir skleidziasi bei vystosi nepriklausomai nuo
zmoniy veiklos. Svarbu paminéti, kad, atsirades diskurse, Sis jsiti-
kinimas dazniausiai iSstumia kitus ideologinius jsitikinimus (repre-
zentacija ir funkcijg).

Kokybinis tyrimas atskleidé, kiek paplite yra individualis jsitiki-
nimai bei sampratos trijy Saliy ekspertiniuose ir ,,vox populi® dis-
kursuose.
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aptikti tarp ,vox populi® Zvelgiant kiekybi¥kai, dominuojantys
jsitikinimai priklauso monolingvistinei grupei. Galimas to paaiskini-
mas — ilgas mokymosi skaityti ir rasyti procesas, vykstantis moky-
klose ir jtvirtintas taisyklingumo ir netaisyklingumo ideologijose.
Mokytojai taip pat skatina mokinius vartoti taisyklinga kalba. Tokios
tendencijos kyla i8 idéjy, bendry visoms Europos tautinéms valsty-
béms: ,,viena“ valstybiné kalba yra laikoma tautinei valstybei tinka-
miausiu sprendimu (taip buty galima paaiskinti ir paplitusj neigiama
pozitrj j reciau vartojama norvegy kalbos standarta nynorsk (nauja-
ja norvegy kalba).

Pagrindiniai skirtumai tarp ,,vox populi* ideologijy: Duomenys i$
Norvegijos rodo populiaresn¢ geografine reprezentacija (4,9%), ku-
ri vis délto retesné, nei etniné (11,7%). Tai lengvai paaiskinama auks-
tu tarmiy, vartojamy didziojoje dalyje vieSojo ir privataus gyvenimo
sfery, statusu S$ioje Salyje. [sitikinimai apie kalbos funkcijg trijose
salyse varijuoja labiau; vis délto reikia paminéti, kad tik maza dalis
komentary apskritai reiské kokia nors funkcijos samprata (tik 17,4%
imties Lietuvoje, 19,8% Norvegijoje ir 12,9% Serbijoje). Reikty pa-
pildomy tyrimy, kad buty galima patvirtinti ar atmesti Sios i§vados
visuotinj pritaikomuma. Jei ji yra visuotinai taikytina, tai reiksty, kad
interneto komentatoriy jsitikinimai apie kalbos funkcijg yra panasus
i eksperty Lietuvoje ir Norvegijoje, bet ne Serbijoje, kurioje komu-
nikaciné funkcija dazniau reiskiama ,liaudies™ ir rec¢iau — eksperty.

Kalbos ekspertai demonstruoja jvairesnius jsitikinimus apie
kalbg ir kalbos sampratas. Akademinés bendruomenés atstovai Lie-
tuvoje ir Serbijoje yra aiskiai pasidaline j ,ideologines” stovyklas:
vieni reiskia labiau monolingvistinius, kiti — labiau kognityvistinius
isitikinimus apie kalba. Ekspertai i§ uz akademijos riby taip pat ab-
soliuc¢ia dauguma atvejy reiskia monolingvistinius jsitikinimus apie
kalba ir kalbos sampratas. ,,Monolingvisty” akademiné grupé aiskiai
dominuoja straipsniy skai¢iumi (LT: 69,4%, SR: 68,4%), o ,.kogni-
tyvsty” akademiné grupé (LT: 19,4%, SR: 17,7%) ir ekspertai i§ uz
akademijos riby (LT: 16,1%, SR: 15,2%) yra maziau reprezentuojami
internetinéje ziniasklaidoje. Vienintelis isskirtinis Serbijos ekspertinio
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diskurso bruozas — kai kurie ekspertai ¢ia taiko ,,pirmapradj” tauty-
bés, o kartu ir kalbos, supratimg. Jame reiskiasi kalbos kaip ,,pirmi-
nés tautos” atmainos, atkurto ,,proto-dialekto® vaizdinys. Norvegijos
situacija skiriasi gana smarkiai. Cia vos vienas populiarus lingvistas
reiské monolingvistinius jsitikinimus apie kalba ar kalbos sampratas
(4 straipsniuose). Visi like ekspertai i$ akademinés bendruomenés
(29 straipsniuose) demonstravo kalbos sampratas, priklausanc¢ias nuo
tematikos. Instrumentinés sampratos aptinkamos straipsniuose apie
dvikalbyste, variacionistinés naudojamos straipsniuose apie jauni-
mo kalba ir miesto multietnolektus, o istorinés kalbos sampratos —
kalbos kaitos tematikai aptarti.

ISVADOS

Sioje disertacijoje prista¢iau skirtingus kalbos ideologijy tipus
trijose Europos Salyse — Lietuvoje, Norvegijoje ir Serbijoje — bei
trijuose regionuose, kuriems priklauso Sios Salys — Baltijos 3aliy,
Skandinavijos, ir buvusios Jugoslavijos.

Cia pristatytas kalbos ideologijos situacijos vaizdinys $iek tiek
skiriasi nuo paprastai aptinkamo sociolingvistinéje literatiiroje ir kal-
bos ideologijos tyrimuose. Baltijos $aliy situacija jau eile mety ana-
lizuojama tik is jy politikos ir praktikos mazumy kalby atzvilgiu bei
kalby saveikos perspektyvos; jy (ne maziau jdomi) daugumos kalbos
politika tyrinéta nedaug. Naujausi tyrimai rodo, kad Lietuva galimai
turi pacia galingiausia (de jure ir de facto) valstybés finansuojama KP
sistema daugumos kalbos administravimui i§ visy Europos saliy.
Skandinavija pristatoma per kontrastg tarp dviejy $aliy su anksti stan-
dartizuota kalba — Danijos ir Svedijos — bei Norvegijos, %alies su
dviem vélai isskirtomis standartinémis kalbomis. Norvegija taip pat
matoma kaip vienas unikaliausiy kalbos ideologijos atvejy Europo-
je — i8 pirmo zvilgsnio ¢ia niekas neatitinka ,,normaliosios* Europos
kalbos kulttiros: néra vienos standartinés kalbos, tarmés placiai var-
tojamos $nekamojoje kalboje netgi tokiose sferose kaip mokykla ar
televizija. Buvusios Jugoslavijos regiono kalbos ideologijos jau ilga

18



laika matomos re-standartizacijos praktiky, isigaléjusiy po Jugoslavi-
jos suirimo, kontekste. Daznai pabréziamas kontrastas tarp ,,puristi-
niy" praktiky Kroatijoje ir liberalesniy, ,,anti-puristiniy” — Serbijoje.
Galima susidaryti jspudj, kad kalbos ideologijos Serbijoje yra ,,libe-
ralios®] kadangi ¢ia niekad nebuvo intensyviy bandymuy re-standar-
tizuoti ar ,iSgryninti“ kalba (tokiy bandymuy taip pat buta Bosnijoje
ir Juodkalnijoje). Tik visai neseni tyrimai pradéjo pabrézti naciona-
listiniy kalbos ideologijy Serbijoje stipruma bei idéja, kad pagrindi-
né ideologiné jtampa regione egzistuoja tarp nacionalizmo / izolia-
cionizmo ideology, reikalaujanciy ,,viena tauta — viena kalba®“ idea-
lo, vienoje puséje, ir transnacionalinés, antinacionalistinés ir antika-
rinés ideologijos, reprezentuojamos pritarianciyjy vienos bendros
regioninés kalbos idéjai — kitoje.

Manasis lyginamasis tyrimas sitlo kiek modifikuota kalbos ideo-
logijy ¥iose Salyse vaizdinj. Sios disertacijos tikslas — identifikuoti
dominuojancias ir nedominuojancias ideologijas Lietuvoje, Norve-
gijoje ir Serbijoje bei pristatyti jas regioniniame ir pasauliniame kon-
tekste. Tai buvo daroma apzvelgiant KP dokumentus ir tyrimus apie
KP bei isskiriant jsitikinimus ir jsitikinimy rinkinius (sampratas) apie
kalbg $iy Saliy metalingvistiniuose diskursuose. Taip pat praplésta
iprasta kalbos ideologijos tyrimy teritorija — tradiciné ziniasklaida —
jtraukiant ideologijas valstybés sistemos viduje bei nuolat augancio-
je virtualiojoje sferoje, suteikianc¢ioje balsa didesnei visuomenés da-
liai. Aiskiai parodydama, kaip skirtingos ideologijos dominuoja skir-
tinguose vieSosios sferos sektoriuose, tokia prieiga leidzia susidaryti
niuansuotesnj kalbos ideologijy vaizdinj.

Pirmiausia buvo isskirtos trys pagrindinés kalbos ideologijos. Pir-
moji atspindi modernisting idéja, kad kalba yra (arba jei néra, tai
turéty bati) vientisas homogeniskas darinys, idealiu atveju egzistuo-
jantis vienos tautos ar valstybés ribose (monolingvistin¢). Antroji
ideologija atspindi ideologijas, susidarancias suprantant kalba kaip
kognityvinj jrankj, jgalinantj bendravima, tapatybiy kiirima, sociali-
nj mobiluma ir t.t. (kognityvistiné). Trecioji paremta idéja, kad kal-
ba yra abstrakti sistema (ar ,esybé®), egzistuojanti nepriklausomai
nuo kalbandiyjy, besivystanti ir besikeicianti pagal savitas taisykles,
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kuriy zmonija niekuomet negali pilnai pazinti (nei sukontroliuoti)
(istoriné). 2-ojoje lenteléje parodytos kiekvienoje Salyje dominuo-
jancios ideologijos.

Valstybiné Ekspertu »Vox Populi®

LT Monolingvistiné Daugiausiai mo- | Daugiausiai mono-

(prizitrima valstybés) nolingvistiné lingvistiné

I§ dalies monolingvisti-

né, bet daugiausiai ko- | Daugiausiai ko- o

. . L Daugiausiai mono-

NO | gnityvistiné/funkciona- | gnityvistiné ir is- | =~

S ) o lingvistiné

listiné (jgyvendinama per | toriné

rekomendacijas)
SR Neoficialiai monolingvis- | Daugiausiai mo- | Daugiausiai mono-

tiné (néra aktyvaus KP) |nolingvistiné lingvistiné

2 lentelé. Dominuojancios ideologijos

Naudodamiesi tokia ideologijy tipologija, galime i$ naujo apzvelg-
ti situacija Siose Salyse ir regionuose Sio tyrimo kontekste.

I§ lietuvisky duomeny gauti rezultatai ne tik patvirtina teiginj, kad
Lietuvos KP yra labai stiprus, bet ir parodo, kad eksperty ir ne-eks-
perty metakalboje Cia reiskiasi tokie patys monolingvistiniai idealai,
kokie yra nustatyti KP. Lyginant Baltijos Salis, Lietuva regione turéty
biti laikoma ypatingu atveju, nes nei Latvija, nei Estija nepraktikuo-
ja tokio plataus masto kalbos korpuso kontrolés (Siose Salyse kontro-
liuojamas tik kalbos statusas, ir tai kur kas siauresniu atzvilgiu). Nor-
vegijos atvejyje nustebinti gali tai, kad ne-eksperty reiskiamos ideo-
logijos ¢ia nedaug skiriasi nuo aptinkamy Lietuvoje ir Serbijoje. Sis
faktas tikriausiai patvirtina sena lingvisty pastebéjima, kad jsitikinimai
apie kalba retai atspindi realias kalbines praktikas. Kita vertus, vals-
tybinis KP ir eksperty balsai ¢ia demonstruoja didesne ideologine
jvairove savo metakalboje ir KP praktikose. Nei viena ideologija ¢ia
nedominuoja visos $alies mastu, minétosios trys ideologijos ,,gyvena®
viena Salia kitos skirtingose visuomenés dalyse. Galiausiai, duomenys
i$ Serbijos atskleidzia, kad kalbos ideologijose yra labai mazai ,,anti-
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purizmo® ar ,liberalumo® Tiek eksperty, tiek ne-eksperty metakalba
¢ia demonstruoja monolingvistine ideologija, po kuria slypi ,,pirma-
pradisku® tautos ir kalbos supratimu paremti nacionalistiniai pasako-
jimai ir idealai, nedaug pasikeite nuo desimtojo deSimtmecio kary
laikotarpio. Vis délto, kitaip nei Lietuvoje, valstybé ¢ia neuzsiima
sistemingu iStekliy investavimu j aktyvy KP. Kitaip tariant, Sie dis-
kursai (bent jau kol kas) nesulaukia valstybinés paramos.

Galima teigti, kad Sios trys Salys patenka j tris skirtingas ideolo-
gines kategorijas. Pirma, Lietuva galima matyti kaip posovietinés
teritorijos $alj, kurioje monolingvistiniai idealai ne tik dominuoja,
bet ir yra aktyviai propaguojami valstybés. Antra, Norvegija galima
matyti kaip Siaurés $alj, kurioje ,,neprofesionalai* ir kalbos ekspertai
i$ uz akademijos riby (zr. 2 diagrama disertacijos tekste) reiskia mo-
nolingvistines ideologijas, o ekspertai i§ akademinés bendruomenés
atsiriboja nuo tokiy ,liaudisky® supratimy ir reiskia kognityvine ir
istorine kalbos ideologija; valstybé ¢ia demonstruoja tiek monolin-
gvistinés, tiek kognityvistinés ideologijy elementus. Trecia, pasak
anksciau atlikty tyrimy, kaip buvusios Jugoslavijos valstybé, Serbija
demonstruoja tokj patj zymy monolingvistinés ideologijos domina-
vima, kaip ir kitos Salys (tikriausiai kylantj i$ tebesitgsiancio ,,tautos
atstatymo* proceso arba kaip deSimtojo deSimtmecio kary pasekmé),
bet visos Balkany $alys atsakomybe uz kalbinius klausimus perleidzia
kalbos akademijoms ir tyrimy institutams. | klausima, kiek sutampa
ar skiriasi situacijos Baltijos $aliy, Skandinavijos ir buvusios Jugos-
lavijos regionuose nuo atitinkamy situacijy Lietuvoje, Norvegijoje ir
Serbijoje, tiksliau padéty atsakyti tolesni tyrimai.
bos pasakojimams®, atsakyti buty galima (bent jau 2008-2016 m.
periodui) — tikriausiai ne. Nors karybisky, i$$tkius kalbiniam naci-
onalizmui ir standartinés kalbos ideologijai metanciy balsy interne-
te girdéti, didzioji dauguma komentatoriy uzsiima i$ esmés priesin-
ga veikla: laiko monolingvistines ideologijas nykstan¢iomis ir reika-
lauja, kad valstybé ir ekspertai jas palaikyty. Viena vertus, negaliu
teigti, kad Sioje disertacijoje pristatytos ideologijos atspindi kalbos
ideologijy visuma Lietuvos, Norvegijos ir Serbijos virtualiojoje sfe-
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roje vien dél pasirinkto 2008-2016 m. laikotarpio (pavyzdziui, ,,dvi-
kalbystés diskusijos” Norvegijoje ir kalbos kampanija Serbijoje ga-
léjo turéti jtakos rezultatams). Kita vertus, rezultatai sudaro iSsamy
diskurso apie kalba virtualiojoje erdvéje butent $iuo laikotarpiu (2008-
2016 m.) vaizdinj. Sis periodas gali biti laikomas laikotarpiu, kuriuo,
socialiniams tinklams Facebook, Twitter ir pan. tampant vis svarbes-
niais internetiniy diskusijy jrankiais, virtualioji sfera i§ anoniminés
virto j itin suasmeninta. Be abejo, virtualioji sfera toliau augs ir
vystysis jvairiausiais budais, tad galbut ateityje ja ir bus galima lai-
kyti ideologiniy pokyciy varikliu. Kita vertus, intensyvéjantis virtu-
aliosios sferos komercializavimas ir politizavimas kelia pagrjsty abe-
joniy tokio scenarijaus jmanomumu. Neseniai nuskambéjes ,,Face-
book-Cambridge Analytica® skandalas nusvieté tamsigja socialiniy
tinkly puse ir paskatino pesimistinj pozitrj j jy vaidmenj demokra-
tiniame politiniame dalyvavime.

Nuspéti, kaip toliau vystysis internetas, kokie nauji internetinio
dalyvavimo buidai atsiras, o kurie — pradings, nejmanoma. Longitu-
diniai tyrimai ir skirtingy internetiniy metalingvistiniy diskursy pa-
lyginimai galéty pateikti jzvalgy, kaip ir kodél, bégant laikui, keisis
(arba nesikeis) kalbos ideologijos.

Galiausiai grjzkime prie teoriniy klausimy, uzduoty jvade: ar Bau-
mano ir Briggso (2003) apibrézti metadiskursiniai rezimai yra hege-
moniniai, o gal jiems interneto eroje mestas rimtas i$$ukis? Savo
tyrime prieinu i$vada, kad modernistiné kalbos ideologija neturi
hegemonijos statuso nei virtualiojoje sferoje, nei valstybés remiamame
KP. Lietuva galéty buti laikoma Salimi, kurioje $i ideologija yra ar-
Ciausiai hegemoninio statuso, bet net ir ¢ia girdimi alternatyvus eks-
perty bei ne-eksperty balsai. Taigi, monolingvistinés ideologijos
statusa geriau apibtudina terminas ,,dominuojanti”, o ne ,hegemoni-
né* Serbiskajame diskurse situacija panasi, bet pats galingiausias
aktorius — valstybé — ¢ia neremia Sios ideologijos finansiskai. Nor-
vegijoje tiek valstybinis KP, tiek eksperty diskursas rodo, kad mo-
dernistiné kalbos ideologija praranda turimas pozicijas ir legitimuma

tarp galingiausiy ideologiniy tarpininky.
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Kad bty galima numatyti jy statuso kitimus ateityje, modernis-
tiniai metadiskursiniai rezimai turéty biti vertinami atitinkamuose
politiniuose ir socioekonominiuose kontekstuose. Vienas svarbiausiy
faktoriy, palaikanciy modernistinj kalbos supratima, yra intensyvis
tautos atstatymo procesai, siekiantys atkurti tai, kas suprantama kaip
prarasta per kelis valstybinio socializmo deSimtmecius. Politiky ir
institucijy vaidmuo bei jy ekonominiai ir politiniai interesai Siuose
procesuose galéty tapti tolesniy tyrimy Sia tema objektais.
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INTRODUCTION

This dissertation is a comparative research of ideologies of language
in Lithuania, Norway and Serbia (alphabetical order), with a brief
comparative overview of the language-ideological regional context
of these three countries tendencies (the Baltic, Scandinavian and
ex-Yugoslav regions). Ideologies of language is understood as more
stable, systematic sets of notions and beliefs about language (following
Rumsey 1990). The aim is to present a typology of the dominant
and non-dominant ideologies of language in these countries.

Ideologies are compared on the macro-societal level. Studies of
ideologies of language of this type usually look for dominant
ideologies through an analysis of the mainstream meda discourse or
in state legislation in order to determine what type of discourse is
considered legitimate. In this dissertation, I have decided to extend
the scope of what is usually considered public sphere (news media)
and include the growing virtual sphere into the research, that includes
both news articles and the comment sections under them. At the
same time, I have limited the news media data section — instead of
taking all the media articles on language, I will take only the most
powerful voice — of the “language expert”.

I will, therefore, look for ideologies of language in language three
different contexts — (1) the ‘official’ context — in state legislation and
institutional practice, (2) ‘expert’ context — in the opinions of language
experts in media and the (3) ‘vox populi’ context — in online
discussions about language. The comparison of states’ legislation,
practices, the experts’ and ‘vox populi’ views on language will provide
more insight into what beliefs about languages are dominant
internalized in people’s consciousness and officially institutionalised,
and which ones are alternative and could become dominant in the
future. The data for the research will, therefor, consist of metalinguistic
texts in which ideologies of language can be detected by means of
discourse analysis. For each of the three countries, the data consists
of: (1) state institutions’ legal documents that concern language
regulation, documents from language planning (LP) institutions and
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(when possible) previous research on the same subject; (2) articles
on online news portal, either written by a language expert or
interviews / news pieces where the voice of a language expert is
present; and (3) online discussion outlets, where lay language users
can express their views on language (these include comments sections
or forums of news portals). The data covers a period of the years
2008-2016, when internet commentating and online news portals
became popular in all three countries.

The main research questions are: What different types of
ideologies of language are present in three different contexts (official,
expert and vox populi) in three countries (Lithuanian, Norway and
Serbia)? Which ones are dominant, and which ones are secondary?
Which ideologies of language are present in the state-sponsored LP
efforts in the Baltic (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania), Scandinavian
(Denmark, Norway, Sweden) and Ex-Yugoslav countries where the
standard language used to be Serbo-Croatian (Bosnia, Croatia,
Montenegro, Serbia)?

I have chosen to compare three rather different European
countries / regions. As noted above, their European history provides
some common background in terms of a similar nation-building
processes in the 19" century and similar ideologies of language
standardization arising from the combination of the rationalist and
national-romantic ideas.

What is different is:

(1) The type and level of language-planning institutionalisation

(2) The status of dialects vis-a-vis standard language

(3) The status of minority languages vis-a-vis official language

The differences also include non-language related differences,
which might also play a role, such as:

(4) The history of statehood

(5) The history of dominance / domination

(6) Religion

The modern history of statehood is quite different: Lithuania has
had a very short period of independence from larger state formations
(The Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, Russian Empire the USSR):
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between two world wars and then after 1990), Norway has been fully
independent for over a 100 years, with its own constitution for over
200 years (since 1814), when it split from the dominant Danish
kingdom, while Serbia was created when the Ottoman empire fell
apart but was also a centre of power in both the Kingdom of
Yugoslavia (1918-1941) and Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(1945-1989). The comparison of these three similar-yet-different
countries hopes to provide insights into how old European language
ideologies are reproduced and/or challenged in the era of the
Internet. It will also shed some light on the universal and country-
specific language ideologies, as well as ways in which those ideologies
manifest themselves in discourse.

The innovative part of this dissertation is the research methodology.
The usual way of approaching ideology through analysis of text is
through a content analysis that seeks to identify of individual attitudes
and beliefs about language and then construct an overreaching
ideology. I have chosen an etic approach, as an emic one would most
likely yield incomparable results, due to many specifics of attitudes
and beliefs in these tree regions (reflecting both ideologies of language
and societal ideologies expressed through beliefs about language. This
dissertation’s research object is only the first kind of ideology).
Therefore, a theoretical model will be developed that will be used
to compare ideologies of language, consisting of three aspects of the
ideology of language. These aspects are will be called representation,
expertise and function. The first aspect is concerned with beliefs about
what group of people (or individuals) are the represented by the
language they speak (f. ex. an ethnic, social, civic group or an
individual), the second aspect is about different beliefs about what
defines ‘good language’ and a ‘good language speaker’ (and,
consequently, ‘bad language’ and ‘bad speakers’), thus also defining
who can be considered having high expertise in language (f. ex.
‘good language’ can be considered any language produced by those
having mother-tongue competence, or, ‘good language’ can be
considered only the standard language norm, as defined by linguistic
authorities) and the third aspect is about the belief about what the
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main function of language is, what goals it serves (f. ex. communicative
or symbolic functions).

The methods of the research are qualitative and quantitative
discourse analysis. I combine content analysis (documenting ex-
plicit opinions, attitudes and beliefs about language) with discourse
analysis (analysis of the direct and social context, analysis of discur-
sive pre-suppositions, analysis of semiotic resources such as script,
spelling, phrasing and the structure of discourse — intertextuality,
interdiscursivity, metaphors, cultural and cognitive models) to detect,
categorize and compare different beliefs about language (according
to the theoretical model). Finally, if a set of (systematic) beliefs that
often go hand in hand is found, it will be considered an individual
notion of language. All the identified notions will then be compared
in between levels of discourse and the three countries. The prevalence
of different beliefs about language is also compared quantitatively
to determine which ideologies are dominant.

Theoretical overview

Seminal sociolinguistic studies have been devoted to question of
how the development of the nation-state and standard languages
(through obligatory schooling) has affected the way language is
understood (Milroy 2001, Fishman 1972, Fishman 2006, Cameron
2005/1995, Billig 1995). The appearance of national language
standards and obligatory schooling in the 19th century changed the
relationship between language and society essentially and has been
a subject of many sociolinguistic studies. Language standardizations
can be viewed as ideologies, since they represent a mental construct
where linguistic norms match with reality, which is impossible in
practice (Milroy & Milroy 1999).

Research so far has suggested that language ideologies are not
much different amongst non-linguists in countries where there is a
linguistic standard, which is usually considered the ‘best’ variety.
According to James Milroy, it is often the case that ‘a language’ refers
to ‘a standard language’ metalinguistic discourse, which is the
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consequence of the standard language culture. The standard is located
highest on the hierarchy of all varieties, followed by colloquial speech,
and “dialects” and “errors” are located at the bottom of the hierarchy
(Milroy 2001, Niedzielski & Preston 2009).

The most comprehensive summary of the ideas of language that
have become dominant was given by Bauman and Briggs (2003),
who showed that the contemporary understanding of language is a
synthesis of two modernist ideas: languages are abstract, clearly
separable entities and the idea that one people speaks one language.
They traced the origins of these two modernist ideas of language.
The first was traced back to the work of the philosophers such as
John Locke and Francis Bacon, who insisted on the ideal condition
of language, where, for example, one word had one meaning; a
system of rules would be imposed order to make language a precise
tool of pure communication, free of elements that would be used
for manipulative purposes or cause misunderstandings, such as
rhetoric. The latter idea was traced back to Johann Gottfried von
Herder’s and Wilhelm von Humboldt’s idea of language being a
creation of the spirit of one people, which bears the worldview and
the history of the people imprinted in the language and all products
of those languages such as folk tales, songs and texts. These two
ideas form an understanding of language as essentially unified across
one whole society, in literature referred to as monolingualism or the
“monoglot ideology” (Silverstein 1996, as cited in Blommaert 2006).
The main theoretical question in this paper is what types of ideologies
of language can be found in the period of late modernity in online
discourse, which of them are dominant and which are not.

Previous research

Studies repeatedly report that the above-mentioned ideologies
have consequences on the understanding of language and language
varieties. Monolingual and prescriptivist ideals create a discourse on
language that sustains a strict hierarchy of language varieties in an
imagined linguistic society: at the top of the hierarchy is the standard

31



(national / pure) language, followed by all -lects, most often perceived
as ‘mixed’ and often delegitimized as they do not match the ideal of
a homogenous society (cf. Stroud 2004, Milani 2007, Krdmer 2017).

Previous research has pointed out that language tends to be
conceptualised in discourse though metaphors, cognitive and cultural
models. Language is seen as an organism, substance, key, tool, soul
of the people, a tie / bond / glue (cf. Moschonas 2004, Spitzmdiller
2007, Berthele 2008). Some of these cognitive conceptualisations
form complex models; Geeraerts (2003) offers two cultural models
for the analysis of ideologies of linguistic standardization, which can
be applied to an exploration of language too: they are based on the
ideology of standard French and German language. The French
model is called the ‘rationalist’ model and the German is called the
‘romantic’ model. The rationalist model offers an understanding of
standard language as a means of emancipation, providing the citizens
with the necessary tool to read laws and participate in public debate.
The romantic model arises from a view of standard language as means
of uniting all people of the same ethnicity under a single language,
which presents the ‘spirit of the nation’. These models also reflect
different understandings of the primary function of language
differently: language as a tool of communication in the rationalist, and
a tool of expression in the romantic model.

Research on metalinguistic discourses
in Lithuania, Norway and Serbia

The dissertation is limited to the discussions about the majority
languages in these three countries — Lithuanian, Norwegian and
Serbian, as well as how they are perceived in relation to minority
languages and the global languages (English).

The three countries chosen for the comparison (Lithuania, Norway
and Serbia) display significant similarities as well as differences. On
the one hand, all three countries are European, they underwent a
nation-building process in the 19" and early 20" centuries by splitting
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from larger state entities. The national languages were standardised
in this period, thus the main ideologies of language probably come
from the national-romantic spirit of that age.

On the other hand, each country is quite unique. Lithuanian
language preserves some old grammatical features that have been
lost in all other Indo-European language. This fascinated the 19™
century historical linguists. During the time of nation-building in
the early 20™ century, this fascination turned into a national narrative
and the ‘ancient character’ of the Lithuanian language became a
national symbol. Linguistic identity is considered the central aspect
of Lithuanian national identity. In Norway, the national-romantic
‘one-nation-one-language ideal’ was never achieved, as two competing
written norms of Norwegian language continue to exist. Also, instead
of a single spoken norm, Norwegians use their dialect regardless of
their status, profession or the communicative situation; this ‘dialect
norm’ has developed over the past 50 years or so. The Serbian
language situation is unique because of the unclear definition of the
Serbian language itself: it shares the same grammar and is mutually
intelligible with Bosnian, Croatian and Montenegrin. Moreover, all
of these four languages were called Serbo-Croatian until 1990. It is,
therefore, unclear whether Serbian is the language only by those
who consider themselves to be Serbs, or whether there is some
supra-national regional language. The Serbian written norm also
allows the use of both Cyrillic and Latin script, the language user
choses which one to use (except for the government officials, who
formally have to use Cyrillic). Against a divergent background with
some shared historical aspects in the development of the standard,
national language, the issue was to what extent — if at all — the
language ideologies in the three countries were comparable.

The studies on the experts Lithuania shows the dominance of
monolingualism and prescriptivist idea (with the exception of jour-
nalists), the same can be said about the state LP that is enforcing
monolingual standards while results of the studies on non-experts
display more varied ideological beliefs about language (cf. Raila &
Subacdius 2012, Vaicekauskiené 2012, TamaSevicius 2016, Vaicekaus-
kiené & Sepetys 2018).
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The literature on ideologies of language in Norway focuses on
the attitudes and ideological beliefs of non-linguists and the media
that display a plethora of diverging attitudes The research shows that
media constructs an understanding of language that is equivalent to
most other standard language cultures, in which the nations majority
language, and its ‘correct’ form is above the perceived multiethnolects
of the Oslo area, that are perceived as a variety that leads to linguistic
exclusion, often is often connected to machoism and violence in the
discourse. On the other side, Norwegian do exhibit a slightly higher
acceptance of dialects in the media I have not found many studies
focusing on the ideologies of language experts. But attitudes towards
the use of English are more negative than positive (cf. Sandey 2009,
Ims 2013, Ims 2014, Svendsen & Marzo 2015).

The research on the Serbian has been focusing on the influence
of nationalism on the linguistic practices and discourses of Serbian
linguists, as well as what differentiates them from their Croatian
counterparts but little about the discourses of non-linguists. Usually
compared to Croatian “purist” linguists in research, the Serbian
linguists have often exhibited an acceptive attitude towards loanwords
and refrained from purifying the lexicon or engineering (Ivi¢ 2001,
Radovanovi¢ 2004, Bugarski 2004). Research has also shown that
linguistic nationalism is strong amongst certain Serbian linguists
(Greenberg 2004), and that it is connected to the Cyrillic script and
the Orthodox religion (Jovanovi¢ 2018).

METHOD AND DATA

Research of language planning (LP): I have relied on previous
research and the analysis of the documents in languages known to
me (English, Bosnian/Croatian/Montenegrin/Serbian, Lithuanian
and Norwegian) supplemented with interviews with 3 Lithuanian, 5
Norwegian and 3 Serbian language experts that work in LP institutions
in the respective countries.

Metalinguistic research: In order to achieve comparable results,
a pre-constructed analytical model was employed, constructed though
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a review of previous research and ultimately drawing three aspects
(categories of beliefs) of language that are subject to ideologization.
These are:

I. Representation, or the idealized relationship between
language and the group that speaks that language. The
relationship is considered idealized if there is a process of
essentialization between the two phenomena — Lithuanians
are linguistically represented by the Lithuanian language.

II. Expertise, an aspect that idealized understanding of what
defines legitimate, or ‘good’ language. It can be either external
sources (grammar books, dictionaries, other authorities) or
internal sources (the linguistic capacities of the language
speakers themselves);

ITI. Function, or what function of language is idealized. In most
cases it is the communicative or the symbolic function.

The method for (metalinguistic) data gathering was made so that
the collected data represents the year 2008-2016. The ‘expert data’
the data was drawn from the most popular news portals. The
Lithuanian news portals included were “Delfi.lt”, “15min.lt”,
“Bernardinai.lt”, “Irt.1t”, “lrytas.lt” and “lzinios.It”, the Norwegian
portals were “Aftenposten.no”, “Dagbladet.no”, “nrk.no” and “vg.
no”, the Serbian portals were “politika.rs”, “B92.net”, “blic.rs”,
“danas.rs” and “novosti.net”. Articles were searched in the websites
own search engine using keywords language, Lithuanian/Norwegian/
Serbian language, linguist and language policy. In this way, 62 articles
in Lithuanian, 44 in Norwegian and 79 in Serbian were collected.

The ‘vox populi’ was drawn from the central places of publicly
visible debates in the virtual spheres (social media and similar
platforms that are publicly visible was not included). In Lithuania,
I used only the comments from the popular Delfi.lt, in Norway most
were drawn from the popular forum vgd.no and a few from vg.no /
dagbladet.no, in Serbia, from b92.net, blic.rs, telegraf.rs and politika.
rs. A population of 10500 comments was collected. 5797 of them
from 34 comment sections under Lithuanian news articles (168.37
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comments on average), 2332 comments from 22 threads from the
Norwegian forums (106 comments on average), and 2371 comments
from 37 comment sections under Serbian news articles (64 comments
per thread on average).

Results I: Ideologies in the state-sponsored LP

The goal of this research was to determine the ideologies that
guide state-sponsored LP in the three Baltic, three Scandinavian and
four Ex-Yugoslav countries (). This was done through and analysis
of the legislation, the LP goals and implementation, LP institutions
and their power.

On the basis of ideology and the institutionalisation of that
ideology, I have formed six types of LPs (shown in table 1).

It is only in Lithuania that the state enforces only one language
and one version of that language and engages in purification of the
lexicon. The first type of ideology (type A) consists of monolingual,
normative and purist ideologies. The other two Baltic countries are
enforcing one language in official use, but unlike in Lithuania, they
do not enforce the pre-defined corpus of that language (type B).
This will be called “monolingual ideology”, since it is based on the
idea that one language should be absolutely dominant in important
societal institutions and the state, as a necessary condition for the
social order (it is seen as natural in many other European nation-
states (Bauman & Briggs 2003) but institutionalised only in the
Baltics). The monolingual ideology is written in the laws and
supported by two permanent institutions in each of the Baltic
countries (except for Estonia, where the language surveillance
institution is more permanent, and other one was temporary). Because
of the state-financed task to monitor language use and the legal
possibility to enforce LPs, the institutions in the Baltic states are
labelled as “hard power” institutions (type A — enforcing both corpus
and status, type B — enforcing only the status). In Scandinavia, the
argumentation that Danish, Norwegian in Swedish should not be
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used less than other languages (they should be dominant), but at
the same time — little actual attention and financing are given to
achieve this goal — is interpreted as “partially monolingual” ideology.

Power of
Ideology . Country
institutions

Monolingual, . . . .
Type A o . Hard power Lithuania

normativist, purist

) Latvia and
Type B | Monolingual “Hard power” .
Estonia

Partially monolin- Norway,
Type C | gual, Usus-ideology, | “Soft power” Denmark,

functionalist Sweden

Monolingual, . . .
Type D o . Soft power Croatia

normativist, purist

Monolingual, . . )
Type E o Soft power Serbia

normativist

Unclear Bosnia and
Type F L No power

(re-standardization) Montenegro

Table 3. Systems of LP in the Baltic, ex-Yugoslav and Scandinavian countries

The implementation takes the form of recommendations, LP
institutions also receive financing to monitor language use and change
and give recommendations on good language. This is why all
Scandinavian countries are labelled type-C — there is a concrete LP
policy being implemented in various ways, but without the possibility
to enforce it. In the Croatia and Serbia, the monoglot ideology is only
written in the documents of the LP institutions, but there is not active
financing, state-guided policy to implement the monoglot ideal.
However, the LP institutions do have a “moral / intellectual” authority
in society, because of their long tradition, therefore they are labelled
as having “soft power” The only difference between Croatian and
Serbian LPs is that purism and systematic language engineering / loan
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erasure is much less present in Serbia as a practice (Type E), while
Croatian LPs encourage linguists and lay-folk to engage in purist
language engineering (Type D). In Bosnia and Montenegro, re-
standardization is in process, and it is difficult to see if there is any clear
ideology guiding these efforts, as the recent, radical re-standardization
efforts have failed, it is yet to see whether the LP institutions will
succeed in establishing their position and gaining power (type F).

Results II: Metalinguistic discourses

Frist, a number of different beliefs about the representation,
expertise and function of language were found in the data. Some
of those beliefs interact with each other and form a complex notion
of language.

The identified beliefs about language are

Representation: ethnic (language represents an ethnic group),
geographical (language / dialect represents an territorial linguistic
community), social (language represents an social group), individual
(language represents an individual) and the anti-ethnic representation
(the idea that language represents an ethnic group is negated, without
offering an alternative belief about representation).

Expertise: External (language is seen as system of rules, dictated
by external authorities, such as dictionaries, grammar book, linguists),
internal (language is seen as a product of the speakers), autonomous
(language is seen as ‘its own master’, a system beyond the speakers
or authorities, that develops and changes according to its own rules).

Function: Communicative (language is primarily seen as a tool
of communication), cultural-identificational (this function consists
of two sub-functions: language is seen as a measurement tool of one’s
status in society: function of hierarchical identification; or as
a symbol of ones loyalty to a nation-state: function of national
identification; in some cases, both), horizontal-identificational
(language is seen as means of expression of different social identities
that are not ranked in a hierarchical manner) and instrumentalist
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(language is seen as a tool of achieving non-communicative goals,
such as economic ones).

The identified notions of language are:

1. National-elitist: This most complex notion, consisting of ethnic
representation, external expertise and the function of
cultural identificational. Ideal language is seen as pure,
correct and is thus a reflection of one’s national identity and
social status.

2. Monoglot: includes the beliefs in ethnic representation and
external expertise. It essentially sees language as invariable
and corresponding to one nation, without mentioning the
function of language.

3. Ethnolinguistic: includes the belief in ethnic representation
and the function of cultural identificational. The stress
in this notion is on the ethnic nature of language and its
function to express one’s national identity; language ‘belongs’
to the nation.

4. Normativist: This notions includes the belief in external
expertise and the function of cultural identificational.
Language is not seen as a part of one’s national identity, but
rather of one’s status in society. Those who write and speak
correctly (one or more languages) are seen are more competent
and “better” language users and have a “high” in the social
hierarchy, and those who speak incorrectly, “mixed varieties”,
use only dialects or similar non-standard varieties, are seen as
“less competent” users, but also as lower in the social hierarchy.
Language is used to measure one’s adherence to societal (not
just linguists) norms.

5. Prescriptivist: This notions includes the belief in external
expertise and the function of communication. Essentially,
language is presented as a means of communication, but
“correct” language — the one set by norm-makers — is considered
the ideal condition for successful communication.

6. Pragmatic: This notions includes the belief in internal
expertise and the function of communication. Language
is seen as product of humans and their interaction.
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7. Variationist: This notions includes the belief in internal
expertise and the social-identificational function of
language. Language is seen as a personal attribute and its
many varieties corresponding to different social identities a
person takes upon.

8. Atomic: This notions includes the belief in individual
representation and the communicative function. Language
is seen as a tool of communication between individuals, but
each individual’s language is seen as unique.

The different beliefs and notions have been classified according
to their ideological orientation, shown in diagram 1. The three
categories are called (1) monolingual (red), (2) cognitive (yellow) and
(3) historical (purple).

The first group points to beliefs that are elements of an ideology
broadly referred in sociolinguistic literature as monolingual or the
same ideology that I described in the introduction: the ideal state is
when one nation has one (main) homogenous language, and as a
consequence of that, the way one uses language can be used as a
tool to measure one’s loyalty to the nation and status in society.
Dialects are valued as varieties, but only as an ethnocultural symbol,
not as a tool of communication.

On the other side, there are the notions that usually exclude the
ones mentioned in the first group or are even expressed as a criticism
of the corresponding notion from the other group. The most obvious
such belief is anti-ethnic, which directly expresses and idea that
languages are not representations of ethnic groups and their ‘culture’
or ‘spirit’ (but with no concrete idea of what it represents). All the
other beliefs in this group are based around the idea that language
is a product of the cognitive processes — automatic language
acquisition, thinking, communication, linguistic creation of identity
etc. Therefore, they are labelled cognitive. The third “group” is a
single belief in the essence of language is an abstract system, that is
its own master and unfolds and develops despite active human
engagement in language. It is also significant that when this belief
appears in the discourse it very often excludes other ideological
beliefs (both representation and function).
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Figure 2. Classification of the beliefs and notions of language into three groups:

Monolingual, cognitive and historical.

The qualitative research shows the prevalence of the individual
beliefs and notions in the three countries in the experts’ and ‘vox
populi’ discourse.

The most similar beliefs and notions in all three countries
was amongst the “vox populi” Quantitatively, the dominant
beliefs about belong to the monolingual group. A possible explanation
is the long process of learning how to read and write in a school is
embedded in ideologies of correctness and incorrectness. The
teachers also encourage use of correct language. This comes from
the same ideas common in any European nation-state, where ‘one’
national language is considered the best solution for a nation state
(which also would explain many negative attitudes towards the less
used Norwegian standard language nynorsk).

The main differences between “vox populi” ideologies: The
Norwegian data exhibits more geographical representation (4.9%),
but still not higher than ethnic (11.7%). This is easily explainable by
the high status of dialects in the country, used in most spheres of
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public and private life. The beliefs about the function of language
are more varied all three countries, however, a very low present of the
comments exhibited any notion of function (only 17.4% of the sample
in Lithuania, 19.8% in Norway and 12.9% in Serbia). More research
would be needed to confirm the generalisability of this finding. If
generalizable, this would mean that the Lithuanian and Norwegian
commentators reflect similar beliefs about function as the experts in
the same countries, but not Serbia, where the communicative function
is expressed more by ‘vox populi’ and less by experts.

The language experts exhibit more varied beliefs and
notions of language. Representatives of the academia in Lithuania
and Serbia as clearly divided into “ideological” camps, one expressing
more monolingual, others more cognitivist beliefs about language.
The non-academic experts also overwhelmingly express monolingual
beliefs and notions of language. The “monolingual” academic group
are in clear majority according to the number of articles (LT: 69.4%,
SR: 68.4%), the “cognitivist” academic group (LT: 19.4%, SR: 17.7%)
and the non-academic experts (LT: 16.1%%, SR: 15.2%) are less
represented in the online media. The only distinguishing feature of
the Serbian expert’s discourse is that some of them employ a
primordial understanding of nationality and, consequently, language.
This entails a view of the language as variety of the “original nation”,
a reconstructed “proto-dialect” The situation in Norway is quite
different. No academic expert expressed the monolingual beliefs or
notions of language, except for one popular linguist (in 4 articles).
All the others (29 articles) exhibit notions of language dependant
on the topic. Instrumentalist notions are found in articles that
discuss bilingualism, variationist notions are used in articles
discussing youth language and urban multiethnolects, and historical

notions of language are used in subjects of language change.

42



CONCLUSIONS

In this dissertation, I have presented different types of ideologies
of language in three European countries: Lithuania, Norway and
Serbia, as well as in the three regions they belong to: the Baltic, the
Scandinavian and the Ex-Yugoslav.

The picture of the language ideological situation presented here
differs slightly from what is usually presented in sociolinguistic
literature and language-ideological research. The Baltic countries
have for a long time been examined only from the perspective of
their policies and practices towards minority languages and language
contacts, rarely on their (no less interesting) majority language policy.
The recent research in Lithuania has pointed to the possibility that
Lithuania has the most powerful (both de jure and de facto) state-
financed LP system in Europe when it comes to the management
of the majority language. Scandinavia is shown as in contrasts between
the two countries with early standard languages, Denmark and
Sweden, and the country with two late standards, Norway. Norway
is also presented as one of the most unique language ideological
cases in Europe where nothing seems to match the normal European
language culture, as there is no “one standard”, dialects are widely
used orally, even in such places as school and TV. In the Ex-Yugoslav
region, language ideologies have for a long time been observed based
on the practices of re-standardization that followed the break-up of
Yugoslavia. A contrast is often stressed between the “purist” practices
in Croatia, and more liberal, “anti-purist” ones in Serbia. This gives
the impression that language ideologies are ‘liberal” in Serbia, as no
excessive re-standardization or purification efforts were ever attempted
(and they were also attempted in Bosnia and Montenegro). Only
quite recent studies have pointed to strong nationalist ideologies
within Serbia, and to the idea that the main ideological tension in
the region is between the nationalist / isolationist ideologists on one
side, who insist on the one-nation-one-language ideal, and the

transnational, anti-nationalist and anti-war ideology, represented by
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those that support the idea that one joint language is needed for the
whole region.

My comparative research offers a somewhat modified picture of
the language ideologies in these countries. The aim of this dissertation
was to identify the dominant and non-dominant ideologies in
Lithuania, Norway and Serbia and present them in the regional and
global context. This was done through a review of LP documents
and studies on LP and identifying and beliefs and sets of beliefs
(notions) about language in the metalinguistic discourses in these
countries. I expanded the usual territory of language ideological
research — the mainstream media — to include ideologies within the
state system and the growing virtual sphere, that provides a voice to
a more general public. This approach offers a more nuanced view
of language ideologies, as it clearly shows that different ideologies
dominate in different areas of the public domain.

First, three main ideologies of language were identified. The first
ideology of language reflects the modernist idea: that language is (or
if not, should be) a single, homogenous entity that ideally matches
ethnic or national borders (monolingual). The second ideology
reflects ideologies constructed through an understanding of language
as a cognitive tool that allows for communication, as well as identity
construction, social mobility etc. (cognitivist). The third is based the
idea that language is an abstract system (or a “being®) beyond the
speakers, that develops and changes according to rules that can never
be fully known to (nor controlled by) humans (historical). Table 3.
shows the dominant ideologies in each country.

Then, using these types of ideologies, we can look back at the
picture of these countries and the regions against the background
of current research.

The results from the Lithuanian data not only confirm the thesis
that Lithuanian LP is extremely powerful, but also shows that the
metalanguage of the experts and non-experts express the same
monolingual ideals that are set in the LP. The comparison with the
other Baltic countries reveals that Lithuania should be treated as a
special case in the region, as neither Latvia nor Estonia have been
practicing such a large-scale control of the corpus of their languages
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State Experts Vox Populi

LT Monolingual Mostly Mostly
(enforced) monolingual monolingual

Somewhat monolingual,
mostly cognitivist/

Mostly cognitivist | Mostl
NO | functionalist ¥ o8 Y

. and historical monolingual
(implemented through
recommendations)
SR Unofficially monolingual | Mostly Mostly
(no active LP) monolingual monolingual

Table 2. Dominant ideologies

(only the status, and even that in a much narrower field). When it
comes to Norway, what could come as a surprise is that the non-
experts do not differ greatly in their ideologies from their Lithuanian
and Serbian counterparts. This probably confirms what has been
long noticed by linguists, that the beliefs about language rarely reflect
the actual linguistic practices. On the other hand, the state LPs and
the voices of the experts exhibit a larger ideological variation in the
metalanguage and the LP practices. No ideology can be said to be
dominant in whole of the country, and these three ideologies live
side by side in different parts of the society. Lastly, the results of the
Serbian data reveal that there is very little “anti-purist” or “liberal”
about ideologies of language. The metalanguage of both experts and
non-experts exhibits and a monolingual ideology behind which lure
the nationalist narratives and ideals that have been prominent in the
wars of the 1990s, based on a primordialist understanding of the
nation and its language. But unlike in Lithuania, the State has not
systematically invested any resources in an active LP. These discourses,
in other words, do not have state support (at least not yet).

It could be said that these three countries fall into three ideological
categories. First, Lithuania could be seen as a country of the post-

Soviet area, in which the monolingual ideals are not only dominant,
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but also enforced by the state. Second, Norway can be seen as a
Nordic country, in which the ‘lay people’, as well as non-academic
language experts (see diagram 2 in the dissertation text), express
monolingual ideologies, while the academic experts distance
themselves from such ‘folk’ understandings and instead express a
cognitive and historical ideology of language, while the state LP
exhibits some elements of both the monolingual and cognitivist
ideology. Third, as an ex-Yugoslav country, Serbia exhibits the same
overwhelming dominance of monolingual ideology as in the other
countries, as suggested by previous research (possibly because of the
ongoing “nation-re-building” process or because of the consequences
of the wars of the 1990s), but all the countries in the Balkans rely
on language academies and research institutions to take responsibility
for language issues. How similar the situation is in the Baltic,
Scandinavian and Ex-Yugoslav are to Lithuania, Norway and Serbia
remains to be verified in future research.

Answering the question on whether the ‘virtual sphere’ poses a
challenge to the monolingual “grand narratives” of language, the
answer is (at least in the period of 2008-2016): most likely no. Although
voices that provoke and challenge linguistic nationalism and standard
language ideology in creative ways can be seen on the internet, the
vast majority of the commentators are doing quite the opposite: they
perceive the monolingual ideologies as in decline and demand from
the state and the experts to sustain them. Although, I cannot claim
that the ideologies presented in this research reflect the entirety of
language ideologies in the Lithuanian, Norwegian and Serbian virtual
sphere, because I chose the period 2008-2016 (for example, the
“bilingualism debate” in Norway and the language campaign in Serbia
could have affected the results). On the other hand, the results provide
a comprehensive picture of the discourse on language in the virtual
sphere for the exact period of 2008-2016. This period can be labelled
as the period in which the virtual sphere changed from being
anonymous to being highly personalized, with social media such as
Facebook, Twitter and similar becoming increasingly important tools
of online debate. The virtual sphere will no doubt continue to develop
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and grow in many ways and perhaps in the future it could be seen as
a force for ideological change. On the flip side, the growing
commercialization and politicisation of the virtual sphere, raises doubts
about whether this is possible. The recent “Facebook-Cambridge
Analytica scandal” reveals a dark side of social media and a pessimistic
view of its possibilities as a tool of democratic participation.

There is no way of knowing how the Internet will develop, and
what ways of online participation will be made possible, and which
ones will disappear in the future. Longitudinal studies and comparisons
of different online metalinguistic discourses could provide insight
into how and why ideologies of language will change (or remain the
same) over time.

Finally, coming back to the theoretical questions raised in the
introduction: do the metadiscursive regimes described by Bauman
and Briggs (2003) have hegemonic status, or are they challenged in
the era of the internet? My research suggests that the modernist
ideology of language does not have the status of a hegemony neither
in the virtual sphere, nor in the state-sponsored LP. Lithuania could
be considered as an example of a country where this ideology is
closest to having a hegemonic status, but even there, an alternative
voices emerge amongst experts and non-experts. So, the status of
the monolingual ideology can be described as dominant rather than
hegemonic. The situation is similar in the Serbian discourse, but the
most powerful arbitrator — the state — does not support this ideology
financially. In Norway, both the state LP and the discourse of experts
show that the modernist ideology of language is losing ground and
legitimacy amongst the most powerful ideological brokers.

The modernist metadiscursive regimes should be observed in
particular political and socioeconomic contexts in order to determine
their status in the future. One key factor that sustains the modernist
view of language are the intensive nation-re-building efforts that
come as a response to the perceived loss of national identity during
a few decades of state socialism. This could be extended to the
research of the role of politicians, institutions, as well as their
economic or political interests.
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