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The History of Macedonian in Primary Education in
the Balkans™

by Christina Kramer
University of Toronto

In countries with hinguisticalty diverse populations the provision of mother-tongue primary
education in minority languages has often been the subject of political debate. The author
clarifies the history and status of Macedonian in the various areas where it is spoken by
providing a summary account of its history as a language of instruction in primary education
in the Balkans from the nineteenth century to the present. The use of Macedonian has been
closely intertwined with issues of language codification and etbnic identity in the schools in
Greece, the former Yugoslavia, the Republic of Macedonia, Bulgaria and Albania. It is the
language of government in the Republic of Macedonia and enjoys limited status in Albania, but
it is accorded no official recognition in Greece, and in Bulgaria the most recent census does
not recognize Macedonian ethnic identity.

In countries with linguistically diverse populations, the provision of
mother-tongue primary education in minority languages has often been the
subject of political debate. In the Balkans there has been great variation in
the language policies of different countries and in the willingness of
different governments to provide mother-tongue primary education for
minority linguistic groups. The history of the use of Macedonian in former
Yugoslavia, Greece and Bulgaria as a minority language in elementary-
school instruction during this century from partition in 1913 o the present will
be the subject of this study.! The focus is on language use in primary educa-
tion as it relates 1o the recognition of mother-tongue use in early education as
an important indicator of language acceptance. Cooper (1989:108-109)
specifically mentions the import of education in status planning:

Determining media [language] of instruction for school systems is perhaps the
status-planning decision most frequently made, the one most commonly subject
to strong political pressures, and the one most often considered by educationists

*1 wish to thank the anonymous reviewers of this article tor their very constructive
comments. [ also with to thank Grace Fielder for her editorial help. | owe special thanks 1o
Prof, Victor Friedman for sharing his insights with me, offering me the benefit of his
knowledge and experience, and directing me (o sources I had missed.
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Bulgarian Slavs united in a fight against Hellenism and Joined in a common

cause for a literary language. The proponents of a standard based on Church

Slavonic were ultimately defeated by the proponents of a vernacular-based

standard. During the latter half of the nineteenth century, debate concerning

the development of a Bulgarian standard language based on a vernacular
rather than on Church Slavonic centered on which dialect area could serve
for a unified Macedo-Bulgarian language. The most frequently cited problem

for such a unified language was the great difference between Macedonian
and eastern Bulgarian dialects. The newspaper Pravo in 1869 (ciled in
Venediktov 1993) wrote that Macedonian Bulgarians understood Danubian
Bulgarians and vice versa less than either understood Church Slavonic; as a
result there was no consensus on the choice of dialect base for a joint
standard language. It is also worth mentioning that there was no consensus
on the name of the language either. Until codification of Macedonian in the
1940s, speakers would not necessarily call the language they spoke ‘Mace-
donian’. As Fishman (1972: 181) has noted, this is not unusuai: “It is a fact
of primordial ethnicity that not only is there little language consciousness but
that the languages employed may have no special designation or no better
ones than ‘mother tongue’, ‘our language’, ‘simple language’, ‘daily language’
etc., i.e. terms with no group or societal name attached to them.” It seems
clear that Macedonian and Bulgarian speakers felt the dialects to be suffi-
ciently far apart, regardless of what they might have termed the idiom of
their speech community, to argue against a unified language.

By the early 1870s, with the establishment of an independent Bulgarian
autocepholous church, the victorious Bulgarian movement had fully rejected
a lnguistic compromise (Rossos 1995:225) and “publicly adopted the
attitude that Macedonian was a degenerate dialect and that Macedonians
should learn Bulgarian™ (Friedman 1975: 88). The impetus and pressure for
the recognition of a separate Macedonian literary language was subsequently
vastly increased. Stojan Novakovié wrote in 1888 (Oradibing, cited by
Koneski 1980): “Finally there is one phenomenon which must not be lost
sight of. That is the Macedonians® aspirations to remain themselves... Even
among the salaried teachers of the Bulgarian secondary schools in Macedonia
there are people in whom these aspirations are being aroused, in the same
way in which the Ukrainians react against Russification.” By this point at the
end of the nineteenth century it is clear that linguistic fission, rather than
fusion or incorporation, was progressing (see Haarman 1986 for discussion
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twenties and thirties show that the local population was dissatisfied with this
state of affairs. For example, a letter from the Minister of Internal Affairs
to the Ministry of Education dated 19 November 1926 (archive of Yugosla-
via 66-21-160, cited in Risteski 1988: 76) describes the situation in schools
in the Ohrid district: “former exarchist [Bulgarian] teachers, although they
finished education courses in Belgrade for teaching in the Serbian language,
are speaking Bulgarian and they are teaching their students that they are
Macedonians, not Serbs.”
During the twenties and thirties, while Macedonian appeared in print
through the publication of folktales, regional literature, and plays, Serbian
continued to be used in all official spheres of life. Desire for a standard
Macedonian language continued, however: a Macedonian youth revolutionary
organization set out an eight-point program which included the recognition
of Macedonia as a free nation in Yugoslavia with its own language, schools,
administration, civil servants and courts (see Risteski 1988: 76). The Serbian
government, in turn, tried o quell the struggle for Macedonian as a language
of instruction. A 1939 document written to the Ministry of Education
(archive of Macedonia, 346, cited in Risteski 1988: 85-86) cited the “greal
evil” in the cities: “at every opportunity Macedonian intelligentsia and youth,
in their houses, on the street and in public places speak only in [the]
Macedonian dialect.” As Friedman (1985) and others have pointed out,
“[Florcing Macedonians to attend Serbian schools had the effect of increas-
ing Macedonian self-awareness and unity by bringing together Macedonians
from different paris of the country and compelling them 1o learn a language
which was obviously different from their native one.”

The standardization of Macedonian was ultimately tied to the shifting
policies of the Balkan Communist Federation, as well as to the separate
communist parties of individual Balkan states. In the late twenties and early
thirties the various Balkan communist parties recognized the separateness of
the Macedonians, but it was not until 1934 that the Comintern recognized
that the Macedonians had a right to exist as a separate people with a
separate language, a position which led ultimately to the recognition of the
Macedonian standard language (see Rossos 1995:238-239 on the shifting
policies of the communist party, and Katard¥iev 1977). In Vardar Macedo-
nia, Macedonian was ultimately granted status as one of the official
tanguages of Yugoslavia in August 1944, and in the course of the past fifty
years Macedonian has been the official language used in all spheres of
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minority in Greece. The Greek government sought to control the northern
province by moving the Macedonian minority out of Greece in accordance
with the policy of ‘voluntary resettiement’ defined by the Treaty of Neuilly
with Bulgaria (according to data provided by Rossos 1991:283: see also
Kiselnivoski 1987:23). In the period between 1913 and 1928 the Greek
government transformed the ethnographic structure of Aegean Macedonia
from an area in which Slavs had constituted the majority, into an area in
which, according to Rossos (1991: 283), the remaining Macedonian popula-
tion in Aegean Macedonia found itself a minority in its own land, and an
unrecognized and oppressed minority at that. It was overwhelmingly rural
and scattered in smatl, mainly mountainous towns and villages. There was no
longer any large Macedonian urban centre there, and, since virtually the
entire exarchist educated intelligentsia and most Macedonian activists had
been forced to leave and seek refuge in Bulgaria, it lacked an elite of its

own, The number of well-educated Macedonians remained small and their

education in Greek tended 1o estrange them from their Slavic roots and
cultural traditions.

In 1924, Austin Chamberlain, the British foreign secretary, protested at
the League of Nations that Greece was inhibiting minority rights as outlined
in the Treaty of Sévres and sought assurances from the Greek government
that the obligations to its minorities would be met (Kulevski 1988: 15).
Because of this pressure the first primer intended to be used by Macedonian
children in Aegean Macedonia was published in 1925. The primer was
printed in the Latin alphabet and based on the Lerin-Bitola dialects. It was
sent to the regions of Voden (Edhessa), Kostur (Kastoria) and Lerin (Florina)
for the 1925-26 school year, but was never used. Citing political unrest
between Greece and Bulgaria, as well as diplomatic pressure from both
Serbia and Bulgaria (which did not welcome the possibility of Greek
recognition of a separate Macedonian language and ethnicity}, the govern-
ment confiscated the primer and all measures to ensure mother-tongue
instruction in Aegean Macedonia were stopped (Apostolski 1972: 328).

During the 1930s, under the dictatorship of General Metaxas, Greek
policy toward Macedonian became increasingly hostile. Metaxas sought to
hellenize Aegean Macedonia by further limiting the potential domains in
which Macedonian could be used. Not only was the language outlawed as a
medium of education, but it was no longer allowed in any public discourse
at all. People were also forbidden to use it even in the privacy of their own
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homes, and] the policy of minority assimilation was intensified, Evening
classes were established for adults, providing mandatory instruction in
Greek.® This prohibition on the use of Macedonian at all levels of discourse
was a powerful tool for the stated Greek government goal of hellenization.
Language, as Fishman (1996: 48) argues, is a carrier of national character;
“we must now acknowledge that it flanguage] is viewed as cognitively and
emotionally formative as well, ie. as affect expressing, arousing, and
deserving, and, in that sense, also as national character related”,

The decade of the 1940s in Greece was marked by foreign occupation
during the Second World War and by waves of civil war. Beginning in
August 1944, preparations for opening Macedonian schools in the districts of
Lerin (Floring) and Kostur (Kastoria) were undertaken. In October 1944, the
Kostur branch of the Communist party of Greece announced compietion of
a Macedonian primer and reader. One hundred and fifty copies of the books
were printed. The books, however, were never used. In February 1945, with
the capitulation of the National Liberation movement and the restoration of
the pre-war regime in Greece, Macedonian was no longer permitted.

In the final period of the Civil War, during the years 194748, in the
nothern areas%contmlled by the communists, Macedonian once again became
a language o;f education in those compact areas controlled by the Resis-
tance. In 1947 a teacher training school was opened with 257 student-
teachers, Fm;m October 1947 to March 1948 eighty-seven Macedonian
schools were operating with 10,000 pupils. In March 1948 the decision was
made to evacuate children to other countries. Approximately 30,000
children, bothi Greek and Macedonian, were evacuated to Czechoslovakia,
Poland, Hung;ary, Albania, East Germany, Romania, and the Soviet Union,
where the children were housed in children’s homes and given instruction
in the native language of the host country as well as in Macedonian and
Greek. It is interesting to note that Greek children did not have to learn
Macedonian. Instruction in the children’s homes was in the standard
Macedonian literary language as it was codified in the Republic of Macedo-
nia in 1945 using the first published grammar written by Krume Kepeski.
In 1948, with the Tito-Stalin split, the Communist Party of Greece, together
with the Macedonian organization linden, began formation of a so-called
Macedonian micro-literary language, based on the Lerin dialects, to counter
the “Titoist” grammar of Kepeski (Kiselinovski FOBT7:99). A reader and
grammar based on the Lerin dialect were published. Although these texts
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were sent to the children’s homes, the books were not adopted. This
political attempt at further linguistic fission was rejected and the so-called
micro-literary Lerin-based dialect was ultimately abandoned in favour of the
literary standard as codified in Vardar Macedonia,

The final defeat of the Communist side during the Greek Civil War in
1949 represented a blow to the recognition of Macedonians as an ethnic
minority in Greece. In Aegean Macedonia a policy of one state/one language
again ensued and all hope of official recognition of the Macedonian minority
disappeared. Even to the present, the Greek government denies the existence
of a Macedonian language, but speaks instead of the “Skopian idiom”.

It is difficult under present conditions to ascertain how many Macedo-
nians there are in northern Greece. The Greek Monitor of Human and
Minority Rights, published in December 1995, gives an estimate of 200,000
based on various studies and surveys,

The Greek foreign ministry has labeled the rise of the standard Macedo-
nian language in the Republic of Macedonia a ‘transformation by decree’ of
west Bulgarian dialects into a literary language. The dialects spoken by so-
called Slavophone Greeks are considered to be an unrelated oral idiom with
no written form, or grammar.® This is an example of national status planning
that denies the speakers of a minority language the benefits of corpus
planning, codification and standardization in their language. Cutting off the
Macedonian speakers in Greece from the literary tradition of standard
Macedonian is a policy that would seem to have as its goal the isolation of
Macedonians in Greece. A high-school teacher in northern Greece told the
Human Rights mission in 1993 that students may or may not be punished for
speaking Macedonian to each other, depending on whether or not individual
teachers choose to report the incident. One member of the Macedonian
Movement for Balkan Prosperity told the fact-finding mission, “We want all
the rights of people who have their own identity and culture.... One of the
most important of these is the right to have our children educated in their
mother tongue.... Since the government says the Macedonian language
doesn’t exist, they won’t give anyone license to teach it.”

Since the Civil War, Greek citizens of so-called Greek genus have been
allowed to return to Greece and reclaim family property. This right is not
granted, however, to Macedonians. In addition, it has been reported that the
Greek government has given generous financial support to Greek-language
instruction and cultural centres for these returning CGreeks. The Macedonians
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of northern Greece have been protesting the resettlement law while at the
same time denianding that funds provided by the European community for
mother-tongue | instruction should be used to fund Macedonian and Viah
language at the primary levels, rather than instruction in Greek dialects
offered to returning land claimants.

In Albania, estimates of the Macedonian population range from the
official 1989 census figure of 5,000 to the Macedonian estimate of 150,000,
In the years immediately following the peace treaties of Bucharest and
Versailles, the government of Albania followed a policy of denationalization
and assimiliation. No instruction was given in Macedonian, though from
published sources it appears that the language was permitted both in the
home and in public. After the Communists came to power in 1946, a
Macedonian minority was recognized in Albania, a primer of Macedonian
was published and mother-tongue instruction through grade four was offered
in the early primary grades of some villages.

Cobarrubias” taxonomy of official attitudes towards minority languages (1.
attemnpting to kill a language; 2. letting a Janguage die; 3. unsupported coexis-
tence; 4. partial support of specific language function; 5. adoption as an official
language) gives a good sense of the range of attitudes towards Macedonian
and clearly defines different stages in language policy in the Balkans.’

In the Republic of Macedonia, the language continues to serve as an
official language. Already recognized within the former Yugoslavia as one
of the official state languages and the official language of one region, in
independent Macedonia it is the official language of the state. In Bulgaria
there have been shifting policies ranging all across Cobarrubias’ five
attitudes. While Macedonian was given status as a regional official language
prior to the Tito-Stalin break, most policies have tended towards a more
aggressive position of language assimilation and minority-language suppres-
sion. The Greek policy has clearly been directed towards the elimination of
Macedonian, The policy has also been extended to deny any connection
between the codified standard and the language spoken by the Slavophone
minority in Greece, If we accept the notion that language rights {particularly
as elaborated by Kloss, Fishman, Cobarrubias, Skutnabb-Kangas and
Phillipson, Schiffman and others) should be extended to captive communi-
ties, communities that have historic precedence over the dominant communi-
ty, then we must accept that the language rights of the Macedonians in
Greece and Bulgaria are being denied.
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The Republic of Macedonia, now an independent nation, is in the
process of sorting out minority rights and mother-tongue instruction. While
there is a history of providing elementary language instruction for speakers
of minority languages, e.g. Turkish and Albanian, there are pressures for
increased language rights in education. We can only hope that those in
power will keep in mind the fundamental linguistic rights of minorities.
Those demanding ever-increasing linguistic rights and educational opportuni-
ties, however, should not lose sight of the incredible odds Macedonian has
had to overcome to achieve its current status in the Republic of Macedonia
(a right denied Macedonians in neighboring countries), and all citizens of
Macedonia should respect this history,
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RESUME

Langue officielle, langue minoritaire, pas de langue du tout: L histoire du
macédonien dans Uenseignement primaire dans les Ftats Balkanigues

Dans les pays avec des populations diverses, la disposition d’enseignement
primaire de langue maternelle dans les langues minoritaires a souvent été le
sujet de débats politiques. L’ auteur éclaircit histoire et état du macédonien
dans les régions ditférentes ot on le parle en fournissant un compte rendu
abrégé de son histoire comme langue d’instruction primaire dans les Etats
Balkaniques du dix-neuviéme siécle jusqu’a présent. L'usage du macédonien
a été relié de prés avec les questions de la codification de langue et de
I'identité ethnique dans les écoles en Gréce, en ancienne Yougoslavie, dans
la République macédoine et jouit d’un statut limité en Albanie mais on ne {ui
accorde pas de reconnaissance officielle en Gréce. En Bulgarie le recen-
sement le plus récent ne reconnait pas I'identité ethnique macédonienne.
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RESUMO

Oﬁ a]a hllgw'), 1 lt g it lng!r' i,(] hls or ¢l ed Tl €n
d 1 1 (9] ]
1 mMIinRor [Fi1e] in VI), ne . (¢ 1o de la m(.fk
ele}neﬂla eﬁukado e la ba[kana }eglﬂno !

f: Ia‘ndgj kun !Engve. div_crsaji logantaroj, Ia liverado de elementa denaska-
L&g:uat e uﬁad(_) en m:ngntafaj lingvoj ofte farigas temo de politika debato
o u.ofe i‘_iangats fa historion kaj situacion de |a makedona en 1a diverqaj'
e]: orioj, Rie oni paroiag gin, resumante gian historion kjel lingvo de
Ut.:r_}entg edukado en |a ‘bai.k'ana regiono de la deknatia Jarcento §is hodiag
y nlazgig:!) n:: la ma;ie;iona Intime ligigis kun demandoj de fingva normigo kaj:
cnteco en la lerejoj de Grekio la antaiia Jugoslav; i
g Blgaria ekio, 4 Jlgoslavio, Ia Respubliko de
N J Abbanio. Gi estas 1a registara lin
‘ )_ : A 0. 6 : Evo en ja Res-
i{ul;l:k:ﬁit?u?akf;d?r?o kaj puas limigitan statuson eq Albanio, sed oni cedag
U officialan rekonon en Grekio kaj i i
' > KaJ en Bulgario Iy p) s
popo!nombra:fdu ne rekonis makedonan etnan identecon. ) P fasa

NOTES

b1 will also briefly discuss the A Wi
. ; use of Macedonian in primary education i i
' 0
since the close of World War i, Macedonian has been used i schﬂo?sm e s

four in the Macedonian areas of Prespa, but not in ¢ alobrdo o Gogy up through grade

2. Fishman's use of ‘pg ial” j
E pramordial’ js better underst a5 ‘nascent’ i i
coents iy rstood as ‘nascent’ angd 15 0ot intended 10
3 fE:Eshman also discusses differences in muli)i
ension. In Toron
wil stenms tzr:r:::k \:;leredmafly young speakers do not speak Auent Macedonian they
acedonian to their grandparents, In itdren
! cak : - I many cases, the ch
quite fluent in their comprehension levels even when production )::, al i

want t ‘ "
addz;,‘;ﬁﬂ' and }becumf: Greek™ (see Kramer 1993 and Human Rights Watch 1994 for
mtarviews with Macedoniang from Aegean Macedonia on this subject)
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6. This is a familiar claim when discussing the “legitimacy” of various languages — that the
language in guestion doesn't have a grammar, etc. The same has been said about sign
languages, Black English etc., and in every case is both wrong and silly. (1 am grateful to
a reviewer of this article for this observation.}

7. There have been other taxonomies proposed. Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson (1995: 80}
offer the following grid of language attitudes:

Assimilation-oriented Maintenance-Oriented

Overt

Promaotion

Permission

Prohibition —— Toleration —.— Non-discrimination
prescription

Covert

It is difficult 10 plot dischronic processes on a grid, bul we can see that in Greece and
Bulgaria language policies have been far to the feft on this grid, with intermittent attempts
through education policy to shift support of minority language to the right,
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Grassroots English in a Communication Paradigm”

by Lachman M. Khubchandani and Priya Hosali
Centre for Communication Studies / Central Institute of English
and Foreign Languages

The paper focuses on the communicative approach in plurilingual settings and analyzes data
from Indian English in the light of the speakev/listence, the task, the context, and other
negotiating factors which regulate speech in everyday life. In the post-colonial period there has
been a noticeable growth in the use of grassreots English among those who spomancousty
acquire certain rudimentary characlenistics of the language in an urban plurilingual miliew. By
and large, such use of language is not formally learnt by education. This situation reveals the
processes of adaptation o the context-and-task-specific reality. Instead of deliberating over the
normative characteristics of Indian English on the global pluricentric cline of native and non-native
Englishes, this study concerns itself with identifying the complementarity of grassroots English with
other Indian languages, and its emergence as one of the vital contact languages in plural India,

Introduction

In the past few decades various aspects of non-native varieties of English
have been explored in South Asia and in neighbouring countries like
Singapore, Hong Kong and the Philippines (cf. Nihalani, Tongue and Hosali
1979; Platt and Weber 1980; Smith 1981; Kachru 1986, 1989; Gorlach 1991;
Khubchandani 1991; Leitner 1991; Cheshire 1992; Sridhar 1992; Dasgupta
1993). Most of these studies are concerned with determining representative
normative varieties of English prevalent in specific regions. The South Asian
English version (SAE) has been postulated on the basis of the “imperial” role
of English as a carrier of elitism and refined education, as manifested among
the Brownsahebs aspiring to a maximum proximity with British English (a
la Nirad Chaudhary).

But the pursuits of this enquiry appear to have somewhat neglected the
other end of the spectrum, i.e. the zero-level grasp of English in everyday-
life commaunication. The post-colonial proliferation of English in the Indian
subcontinent has virtually sealed the monopoly of the English “go-between”,
acquired when the British empire was at its zenith, as there is a noticeable

* The paper was first presented at the South Asian Languages Association Round Table
Conference, Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi, Junuary 1997, We are grateful to
Professor Gérlach for his comments and suggestions, We also deeply appreciate the help
rendered by Professor Mohale, Cyrus Taraporvala, and David Cook in data colleetion.
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