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Writing Standard: Process of Macedonian Language
Standardization

ABSTRACT: This paper focuses on questions of Macedonian standardization at the most
miceo-level, Le., within the individual, Through examination of archival materials of
Macedounian writers of the carly twentieth century, questions of language shift and
standardization are addressed. While much research has been conducled on the slaie
processes of language standardizing, on access 1o the media in newly standardized
linguistic codes, and on access to education, this work refocuses discussion of language
standards on individual speakers and writers: how and why they shift their language to
the emerging norm. Two writers from this period, Anton Kavaev and Radoslay Petkovski
serve as models and provide the first step in @ larger study of processes of standardization
in the early decades of the twenticth century leading to codification in mid-century, The
written works of the authors under study demonstrate that angoage codification is not an
act, nor a series of acts, but a process, a process thal takes place within individual
speakers who are committed 10 the project of language standardization while subject (o
external political and linguistic pressures.

3

EAINTRODUCTION

How do writers adapt to changing linguistic circumstances? How  did
Macedonian writers of the first half of the twentieth century move from writing
in the languages of their schooling (Serbian or Bulgarian) or their Macedonian
home dialect to become writers of the emerging standard Macedonian?' Much
rescarch has been conducted that focuses on the state processes of language
standardizing, eg., commissions to codify grammars, publication of new
dictionaries and handbooks, access to the media in newly standardized linguistic
codes, and access 1o education, Such works leave unanswered questions: such as
why a speaker chooses to write in an emergent language or dialect, particularly
il they have been schooled in a dominant language. Dorian writes: “the social
standing ofa group of people carries over to the fanguage they speak, Social and
CCORGINIC opportunitics go mainly o speakers of the stale-sponsored language”
(26). Yet in the Balkans some writers switched to a lower status variety because
of group cohesion and ethno-linguistic identity, Although the lower status
language s a reflection of power relations in contexis of developing ethnic and
political awareness and newly standardizing languages.” some people will opl (o

'f am grateful for the Macedonian Academy of Arts and Sciences for access to Lheir
archives, which hetped in locating documents.

* See Krejei and Velimsky 1981 for a typology of Huropean languages based on ethnic
and political consciousness and olher parameters.
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emergent language since, as Dorian states: “If conditions are
orable, people identify with thelr own language and do not seek a
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t, all three have been present” (39). indeed, in Macedonia all three
» but in the earty twentieth ceniury new circumstances arose that
cedonians to choose Macedonian, How and why individuals make
and how they express themselves in a tanguage they often do not
---given that they are usnally schooled in (he higher status state

dictionaries 1o aid

them—-are key underlying guestions of processes of standardization.
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$ a shart-term blographical process that 1akes place over the covrse of the
’rf specific individaals... Many important questions are raised by focusing
on the construction of national identity al the individual level, (85

b examine individual speakers: how and why they shift their

language to the emerging norm-—and, by so doing, help to create it. This change

in focus is also informed by Kalogjera

been piven t
1992y, but re

linguistic ang

identity shifi
Bulgarian, ct
when this le
prison.

This pap
1955, These
the first deca

(212) whe notes that more attention has
» the selection stages of language standardization (cf. Radovanovié
tatively little attention to the acceptance stages, T will focus on the
1 meta-linguistic factors in language shifi and the concomitant
in the generation of writers who, though schooled in Serbian or
0s¢ to write in the nascent Macedonian standard language, even
1 to an inability to publish, social ostracism, personal injury and

ot is the first step in a broader study ol writers in the period 1935~
are writers from the interwar period and writers who published in

le afier standardization. Particular emphasis is placed on writers

who publisheid in the first issues of the literary journal Nov den, i.¢., authors

such as Aco

Sopov and bvan Totko. As a preliminary step toward this broader

4 o , .
There is a vasgi ang growing literature on this tn

Kijanovsks 1
Cartwright 199

pic, see for example Cobarrubias 1683,

986, Radovanovié 1986 and 1992, Bojadsiev 1987, Cooper 1989,

3, Friedman 1998, Greenberg 2004, and others.
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study, 1 discuss here two writers from this period: Anton Kavaev and Radoslav
Petkovsii. Both writers experienced the transition from dialect to standard in
different ways, and their experiences and linguistic autobiographies shed light
on the ways in which standardization and identity shift are experienced at this
micro-fevel, While claims have been made that Macedonian was a language
constructed by Tito and imposed on the population,? archival data show thai
there weve writers committed to Macedonian in the early decades of the
twentieth century, developing a meta-dialect that would become the basis of the
Macedonian standard.” Through the study of their writings, T will explore the
-responses of these educated individuals to processes of language standardization
‘within changing political boundaries. In this way T will be able to highlight
JGuestions of language codification and standardization at the most micro-level,
i.e., within the individoal.

: Language codification and re-codification in the Balkans from the end of
the nineteenth to the beginning of the twenty-first centuries provides a
laboratory for examining issues of language, statehood, belonging, and status
shifts across national boundaries. Yet, despite the importance language plays in
identity, recent studies devoted to Macedonia have either ignored the Hnguistic
dimension of Macedonianness (e.g., Pettifer 2001, and, in some respects, Brown
20063} or accept essentialist identities such as Serbian and Bulgarian, yet treat
Macedonian  as not  imagined bui  imaginary. ® Bucholiz’s “strategic

- essentialism™-—describing contexts in which “... the group under study is scen
- by the dominant group as illegitimate or tivial, or when a stigmatized group

forms an oppositional identity to counter such negative ideologies” (401)--may
be relevamt, since for many in the Balkans, and, indeed, for many scholars,
Macedonian is an oppositional identity. By examining the speakers themselves
who chose Macedonian, 1 re-center discussion of Macedonians and Macedonian
identity on ¢ritical linguistic components.

Other scholars have focused on language policy and language codification,
yet Janguage standardization in many of these works is expressed as an event or
series of events, e.g., a codification congress, followed by attempts to implement
iis decisions. Greenberg (2004), for example, provides tables of events leading
to the demise of Serbo-Croatian and the re-standardization of separate Bosnian,
Croatian, and Serbian languages. He notes: “The successor languages are still
shaping their identities” (162). However, it is, of course, not the languages that

! See for example BAN 1978, Kofos 1993, Troebst 1994 and discussion in Lunt 1584,
Rossos 1991, Kramer 1999, Friedman 2600,
" Others have written on Macedonian writers prior 1o 1945 and on the role of tanguage for
nation building——but not with this pacticutar focus, See, for example; V. Cagule 1970,
Lum 1952, 1959, 1984, 1986, Friedman 1975, Rossos 1991, 1995, Szobries 1999,
Ristevski 2002, and others.

See Kofos 1993 as well as discussion in Friedman 2000,
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shape identitieg but the people who use them. The written works of the authors
under study demonstrate that language codification 15 not an acs, nor a series of
acts, but a progess, a process thal takes place within individual speakers who are
commitled to the project of language standardization while subject to external
political and linguistic pressures.

Koneski” was well aware of the difficulties inherent in developing a new
standard, partieularly since (in the south Balkan context) Macedonian was a late-
codifying language. He wrote in his first published piece, Muacedonian
Literatire and, the Macedonian Literary Language: "Of couwrse, a language does
not form o Hiterary language in a day. Time will have 1o pass betore all the Torms
of the titerary language would be strictdy applied” (34). The high school
texthook Odbrant detiva za makedonski jazik vo L L, 1 I klas published in 1946
confains a note on the langnage used: *in the langnage of this book there are
notable  inconsisiencies. There are doublets, even triplet forms... These
differences are unavoidable, but are even necessary in the phase of the formation
in which our fanguage finds itsel” (390). Yet, Lunt notes: “Since the
normalizers were starting anew, experiments and controversies were 1o be
expected. What is surprising is the speed with which consensus was achieved”

]

(Lunt 1999: 19).° The question then is how writers altained this standard, if at all.

As statediabove, writers schooled in Bulgarian or Serbian sought a literary
voice i Macedonian, a language that remained uncodified. In comparison to
neighbouring Hanguages, Macedonian wrilers had no instilutional SUpport or
resources, and were prone to change their styliste orientation. Only careful
study of their writing, untouched by editors, can help us to undersiand the
motivation, the process, and the personal risk they (ook o write in the
Macedonian linguage.” .

) !

Blaze i\iuﬂcslgi was not only a member of the commission which codified the tanguage,
but also ane of Macedonia’s leading poets, linguists, and acadenicians who was aware of
ihc process of codification in his own writings,

, For mare details on Koneski see Kramer 2002 as well as references cited there,

l'il(:ru 1 wmli(if ke 1o draw atiention to two additiona) facis. fiest, when we talk abowt
writers from Macedonia during the early decades of the (wentietls centinry, we usually do
not mention their material circumstances. Looking through the archives, one is struck by
the poverty in which these authors lived, Much of their writing is on found paper and
wiltten in pendil. These werks need 10 be recorded and saved because they will be
c:<.n‘n|x¥clul’y useess in another decade and this record of the process of pre-codification
witting will be fost. Much of the writing is already o0 faded to read, The famous inter-
war playwright Risto Kele, for example, wroie plays on the back of playbills from a
(_‘1"oafinn traveling theatre troupe. Other poems are written in schoot notehooks, on scraps
Qf toose paper, and in pocket nolebooks—-ie., paper of poor quality, On the other hand, &
b Em:;remlihic 1hat s much did get published and preserved during perieds of war, poverty,
mmprisonment, earthquakes and continued political upheaval in Macedonia,
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2. ASIN KAVAEY

Asen Kavaev'” was born on 11 August 1895 in the village of Avlanovo,
Buigaria. He completed his schooling in Gabrovo in 1915, He served in the

received his law degree in 1923, Kavaev received official Bulgarian awards for
his military service in 1937 and for his editorial work at the Obdtestvena
Tribuma in 19381 Yet, in his wittings it is clear that he strongly identifies
himself as Macedonian. In his autobiographical sketch, written in the early
1966s, he discussed both his family’s emigration to Bulgaria and the reasons
wiy he sought to return to Macedonia. This story of family disruption, violence,
shifting identity, and resettlement is not atypical for this period. In order to
understand this process, we will first look at elements of his avtobiography, then
the content of his writing, and finally we will turn to specifics of language use.

Asen Kavaev’s futher, Hristo Kavaev, was born in Struga in 1865 1o Josil
Kavaev, a priest in Struga who was, according o Kavaev’s account, active in
Macedonian nationalist activities. According to Asen’s account, his grandfather
Josif aided the Macedonian poet Grigor Priidev, arranging a teaching post for
him i Struga after be had been removed from his teaching post in Ohrid and
was unable to find work. Josif then became a target of attack by the Greeks for
his Macedonian works. He was forbidden to conduct services and was restricied
in bis movements. In February 1903 Father Josif was ambushed and beaten o
death while returning from church in Radozda.

Asen’s father, Hristo, also took part in Macedonian nationalist affairs and,
in 1884 after taking part in an uprising, fled w Bulgaria. He became a teacher in
the village of Targovisie where he married and started a family but, in 1898,
died at the age of 33. Asen’s mother had relatives in Sofia and with their help
Asen was able to pursue his schooling, though not without great hardship and
disruptions due to outbreaks of war and years of military service. In Sofia, Asen
became involved in the Makedonski literaturen rufok (Macedonian literary
circle). As he writes: “At this time, 1922, the Macedonian émigré organizations
were experiencing greai social engapement and turbulent political life. They
were divided into two groups, mainly, one tied to the Bulgarian national
aspirations, and the other, 1o a Federated orpanization, one which promoted the
formation of a Macedonian nation, Macedonian literacy, and Macedonian
independence i its own country.” Kavaev belonged to this laiter group.

Kavaev, while training as a lawyer, began wriling in various genres, all
refated to the targer Macedonian quesiion. He was involved in the publication of

i . . . . . . . - -
information on Kavaev is taken from his avtobiographical statement and official
personal documenits; Kavaev archive, Box 1, folder |
He was also sent official thanks from the Macedonian government in 1949 for his work
building Skopje.
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M ezavisimaj Makedonija  (Independent Macedonia) and in the first issues
published tie poems Crni Vetr (Biack Wind), Makedonija, Manifest, and others,
When members of the literary circle came under smp;uon and threat from the
Rulgarian ;,overnmbm forces, Kavaev went {0 Sumen and from there to his
lome village of Targovidte.

E{avaei}f worked as a lawyer in Bulgaria, became a member of the writers’
union, andicontinued writing on Macedonian themes. When the Second World
War brokejowd, he crossed the border and resetiled in Oirid. At the end of the
war Kavaek attempted o normalize his citizenship and become a Yugoslav but
encounteretl opposition and his claim of citizenship was at first¢ denied. While in
Buigaria he had been viewed as a Macedonian, now in Macedonia, he was
considered| Bulgarian. In 1948 he requested a review of his stalus in the
Repubtic of Macedonia. Tie based his request on his parental ties to Macedonia,
his wife’s birthplace, Obrid, and his sentiments as a Macedonian in Buigaria,
expressed through his publications on Macedenian topics. His language is
standard i a number of important respects and the Bulgarisms are somewbhat
residual, which is even more the case when we consider the norms of 1948
Thus, in his writing, both through the medium and the message, he sought to
demonsirate his fitness for recognition as a Macedonian, clearly exemplified in
these exceipts:?

Has cyw maxenonen 1 xuseliam co dbamumjara on so Cxonje, xako Oyrapeky
nonapm. . Bo Byrapuja musecame o rp, Tapromsmre. Tamo xnpeenMe Kako
MAKEOHIL ¢ C8 HHC/ISRME BO PEOBHTE Ha MaKEIOHCKATS EMETPaiia.

ITopags Tosa wre cakasse ma ce sparkMe Bo Makenounja, nopaposse npes 1930
roit monfa 3a broon. HopgaaereoM BO O JypH A8 C¢ Ypedd  TO3M BOTIPOC
geduimrunie--gactaiaa colurajara ox 1941 rou Y

Jaz suin makedonee | Ziveam so fwmilijata si ve Skopje, kako bugarski podanii. Vo
Buganija Fiveevme vo gr. Targovidte. Tamo Ziveevme kako makedonei i se Cislevme
vo redovite na makedonskata emigracija.

Poradi tova $to sakavme da se viatime vo Makedonija, podadovme prez 1936 god

molbai za Jgosl. Podanstvom no durl da se uredi wzi vopros definitivno-—nasianaa
sobitifata od 1941 god.

" The orth graphy is typical of many writers during this time because they did not have
typewriters with Macedenian characters, including the letter ;. Archival materials show
they used a broad ranpe of typewriters; people made do with what they had. Some
variation, for example, with the dorso-palatals k', g' was due to the fact that the fonts were
long unavailable. Farly publications, such as the journal Nov Den and the newspaper
Nova Makedenija contained special editorial notes conceming typefaces. See also
Fricdman 1998: 39,

¥ Kavaev's request sent 1o Skopje Regional Council, MANU archive, Kavaev fond, box
|, folder i
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Tam a Macedomian aud | live with my family in Skopje a5 a Bulgarian citizen. In
Bulgaria we lived in the village of Targoviste. There we lived as Macedenians and
considered ourselves among the sanks of the Macedenian émigré communiiy.

Because we wanted fo return to Macedonia, we submitted a request to the Yugoslay
embassy during 1936 but before the question could be settled definitively, the events
of 1941 ok place.

In his 1948 request for a review of his citizenship application, he included not
only the fact that he had already been working as a lawyer in Skopje since 1947,
but also a list of his writings, writings which, he pointed out, were ail on
Macedonian themes. These included, among other works, & fong poem entitled
Biljana, a play devoled to national liberation, 2 one-act play entiled Maviovo, a
three-act play Pesnata na Vardarot {Song of the Vardar], a puem entitled
“Longing for Struga”™ writlen in henour of Konstantin Milidanov. ™ He cites
these writings as foundational to his claits of Macedonian and Yugoslav loyalty
and citizenship because, as he wriles:

Gy opa evarena mofia teopGa, Bue nevo raka Moxele ga smouiyaire, aeka fiay
MowaEM Mocakam Az Gupam egen o nal aoGpere monofiasuu vparitans oa
Makenonniia v Hyrochanniia,

-

Od ova petatena moja tvorbe, Vie isto taka modete da zakljudite, deka jaz mozam i
sakarn da bidam eden od naj dobrite i lojatni gragjani na Makedosija | Jugosiaviia,

From this published work of mine, you can also conclude that 1 can and wish to he
one of the best and most loyal citizens of Macedonia and Yugoslavia,

Kavaey felt he had long been a foreigner, ie., 8 Macedonian in HBulgaria. He
now wished to be a Macedonian at home in Macedonia. At the close of his
request e writes:

3

S HME3 caxaM ja ue oxapeiam peke ksko “ryrunen.” Caxam aa amseiiam Kako
opiewen. Henniior ¢aol RaBOT CYM 10 niposea ro Oyrapuila,—Kako Maxegnen,
TERIEAKK 33 orae. Tam Oerme TYTUHIM, XOH pacrhen, secaliks eaen el 1a oo
sparar osge, M ocera, kora cg BpaTHB--CakaM Ja OHAaM NPHMEH KAKO CHH WA
semiiara, koit fia alyOu u kol caxa pa u Guan nosesen.

-.Jaz sakam da ne Zivejam veke kako “tuginec.” Sakam da Zivejam kako ovdesen,
Celijol svoj Zivot sum go provel vo bugarija, kako makedonec, tenejki za ovde,
Tan bevme fuginei, koi rastiea, Cekajki eden den da se vratat ovde. | sepa, koga se

vratiy sakmn da bidem primen kako sk na zemjata, koj ja Lubi i koj saka da | bidi
polezen.

4
Kavaey produced two versions of this poeim, A comparison of their linguistic features
w it be the subject of future research.

* Kavaev's request sent to Skopje Regional Council, MANU archive, Kavaev [ond, box
1, folder 1.
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| do not wish to live any joager as a ‘foreigner’. | want to five as one whe belongs
here, 1 hlve lived my whole life v Bulgaria-—as a Macedonian—-longing for here.
There we were {oreigners, who grew up waiting for the day to return here. And now,
when [ Have returned, T want to be accepted as a son of the country, one who loves
ber and who wishes to be usefui [or her.

Kavaev provides an interesting example of the difficulties encountered hy
writers of tHis period. He wrote on Macedonian matters, though not in standard
Macedoniar, For a long time he was claimed neither by Bulgaria nor Macedonia.
His persenal wrilings from his twenty years in Macedonia are not wrillen in
Rulgarian, but he also never fully acquired standard Macedonian, a fact he
highlights in his autobiographical sketch,'® written in 1961, Here he makes bis
most exphicit remarks on lus linguistic code:

O Torapa o 08P NHINAM HENPERHIETO, HEAKD HE HOHABAM 0GP0 MAKEAOHCKHOT
jaznk. Ha MaKe0RCI JAK 0 MOKAM 48 HATHIEM HTTO CUHO CIRAOTBODEINS HO
cyM Ratpacas 1 EyGaMKoBA) MEoTo pazckan bo 5, Hosa makesonnja, 8o Pasyiean,
80 hupsk. ..

Od togava do sega pisam neprekinato, iako ne poznavam dobro makedonskiot jazik,
Ma makedonski jazik ne mefam da sapifam nite edno stixotvorenie, no sum napisal
i pubiikeval maogo raskazi vo v. Nova Makedonija, vo Razgledi, vo Birlik...

Sromt (hat time to the present 1 bave been writing without break, although 1 doe not
krow the Macedonian language well. In Macedonian 1 cannot write a single poem,
e | have writien and published many stories in the newspaper Nova Makedonija, in
Razgledi, n Birtik. V7

Perhaps it is not surprising that Kavaev’s last vears were spent in Paris, where
he died far from the Balkans in August 1967,

3. RADOSLAY PETROVSEE

Let us now look at one other writer from this period, Radoslav Petkovski.
Petkovski is ane of the mest significant literary figures i inler-war Macedonia,
Fte has a much less complex history than Kavaev, yet he loo experienced
difficullies[in developing a Macedonian literary style and in getting his works
published in Macedonian.'™ He was born on August 13, 916 in Resen, though,
he notes, lle is an Ohrid resident by background. He completed some of his
schooting in Obrid, then continued studies for four years in Bitola, He took up
faw in Belprade, but, due to financial difficulties, returned to Ohrid where he
became active in the cultural fife of that city. According t his autobiographical

* Biographigal notes, writien by Kavaev; MANL, Kavaey foud, Box 1, folder 2
.

" Nova makedomija is v leading daily newspaper, Ruzgledi, a fiterary journal, Birfik a
Turkish language newspaper.
18 H .. . PN

For more on Petkovskij, see Ristovski 1980 185-211
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7 .. . . .
notes,’? hie began writing poetry as a young student and published his (st work

while in a gymmnasium in Bitola, His poem Riberde | The Younp Fisherman] was
his first published work in Macedonian,?

Petkovski comments that he was unable to publish much of his work from
the thirties due to censorship, adding that some of his work was even banned by
ihe office of the public prosecutor. Smilevski (2000) comments that sinee it was
sot legally possible for a Macedomian paper to appear, Macedonians employed
various sirategies to publish newspapers and journals in other langunges, ie.,
Serbian or Bulgarian, and then inserted some Macedonian works in ihe hopes of
gelting them past the censors.

The materials in the Petkovski archive allow us to see the processes of
standardizalion in detail. I is important to recall that writers were developing
both language and new genres. Other writers experienced difficalties as weli due
to the lack of resources and an inability fo get their Macedenian works published.
Such a situation 15 deseribed by the inter-war playwright Anton Panov in his
autobiographical notes,”! when e remarked on the difficnliies of Wwrilitig in any
type of standard when there were no grammars, no dictionaries, and the dreat of
prison for weiting in Macedonian. Petkovski also wiites of his prersonal
difficulties caused by virlue of his Macedenian writings, as seen, for example, in
his autobiographical notes of 1946:%

Hapouno 1ewko sy Seipe kora saepions marypa. Heman posMomnocy ma ce
WRAPHABAM HA CIYAA W CTHESIUBUN HE MU C8 A4e Mua) Ha BB QUIHUeH Yueiy 1
SARPINAE MATYPA :UHM RO, CTHICHEA 1He MI 0o e OHIEHKH YITe K yenui
€2 WIEIAR CO HECHIE I YIHTE BO CHMAGZHIA H KAKO CTYHEUT HIEE 18 MAKEHOHCKI
jarnx..

Narodne tedko mi bede koga zavrsiv matara, Nemav voziooinost da se izdsfavan va
studi 1 stipendija ne mi se dade mukar da bev odliden adenik i zavidiv matura
udlidno. Stiperdija ne mi se dade bidejki ulte kako ullenik se zapidav so pesni § ulte
vo gimnazija | kako student pisev na makedonski jozik.

It was especially difliendt for me when | finished high school. T didn’t have the
oppuertunity (o renain at my stiudies and | didn’t receive a scholarship even though 1
was an excellent student and 1 completed high scheol with excellent marks.?? 1 was

i: Biographical notes, written by Petkovski; MANLL Petkovski fond, folder |, doc. 16,
Novigiar, U, 1619, Biwls, Aug-Nev, 1935, 4. Cited in Ristovski 1980202,

" MANU atclive, Panov fond, hox 1. folder 1.

? MANLU archive, Petkovski fond, box 1, doc. 16,

1 tact his high school records (or the years 19311934 do show that he received

excellent marks (35) in all courses ranging (rom languages (Serbo-Croation, Latin,

German. and French), science (Natural sciences, chemistry, physics), Retigion, and

Phifosophy. The only exceptions: in 1931 he received a very good (4) in nate study,

and drawing, and a good (3) in physical education. and in 1932 very good (45} in
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naot giver; a stipend because 1 had already as a schoolboy begun o wrile poems and
as a high school student T wrote in the Macedonian language.

x_vhici‘l Petkovski later wrote in hand omto the text. Underlining shows changes
from 1938 to 1941, bold-face shows later changes to the 1941 edition.

In the Petkovski archives are mulliple versions of several poems: the original
versions from the 1930s wrilten in school notebooks, the setf-published edition
of 1941, as weil as this latter version with the author's hand-written editorial
changes. Hefe we see an individual who was bomn and educated in Macedonia,
whao sel~identified as Macedonian, who published in Macedonian, and who was
eommitted to moving his language to the emerging standard. In the introduction
to the 1941 edition, he wrote:

Osue ndcMy ©¢ HAaRHCans 8o Bpemero oa 1936/1938 rop Tpebame na Gmper
UITAMILARM TOTA BO €188 30HPKA €O APYIH HeCMH HAICAHN B3 CPLCKR Hasik, ama
OPASIE BUITHYEH Npadiik ie Deila wraMoakm.

Cuyerami oTH IERECKa THE CBe HaK kile uMar axke n1exoila napowna KHIDKERHA
BPEHOCE, OHA MCTOPHCKD HOMMTVHMKA—HA BHIET OTH fora npenu moiiuara ce
2 . 7,

FHIBE0 (B0 MaKe0HkER 17 HAPOARIOT Mareronekn okt

Ovie pesmi se napisani vo vremeto od 1936/1938 god. Trebade da bidet Stampani
topa vo edna zhirka so drugi pesmi napisani na sipski jazik, ama poradi politicki
pricini ne beja §tampani.

Smetan ofi deneska tie sve pak kie imal ake nekoja narolna knizevna vrednost, ona
istoriska polititke—da vidit oti toga predi vojnata se pifelo vo makedonija na
narodnidt makedonsk: jazik.

The poems were wriiten in the period between 1936 and 1938, They should have
been published then in a collection of other poems written i Serbian, but due to
politicat reasons they were not published.

Al the same, 1 consider that today they will have some sort of literary value, an
historicad political one—to demonstzale that the Macedonian folk language was
wrilten in Macedonia before the war.

In addition to the importance of this statement for historical, political reasons, it
is also interesting 1o note how close it conforms to the standards of the codified
Macedonian language. That is not to say that there are not obvious dialectisms,
even here (in a ‘public’ genre). Most notably we see the presence of the Ohrid
dialect fornk: -t in the third singular of the verb bide “be’.

When we take a closer look at one poem, we can [ollow the transition {rom
dialect to standard more clearly. 1n the following table Cotumn One represents
the poem in its handwritten version of 1938.% The second column presents the
self-published text of 1941.2° The third has been modified to include the changes

Ihe ellipses here represent the punctuation of the first two versions. This was changed

N TP . 1T . n -
chemistry and hygiene. to a period in the Gnal version.
i

" Archive af MANL, fond Radoslay Petkovski, Box 1, document 99,
25 ‘ .

MANU archive, Petkovski fond, box 1, doc. 84,
" MANU archive, Petkovski fond, bos 1, doe. 99,

This may not be the most felicitous translation, Clearly this is o game whose name
includes two anfmals, i.e., cat and mouse.
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: st T einrEehe S ipataRMe abd
._1/_1;_.'{_1;-1;_4?[;@(? Mo H nepans ¢ e
FeRITHIY it

; Vhyiwhy o't we. .
- darg i Bt
iy id they have -
i, He

Fything and we'
thing|?/
“pveryilifg that they
have? o

4 Huje HeT 5

E i ¥ and lexicon.
Here we see changes in orthography, phenology, mmpholngy___‘ nlld. lt,xI °
Agai  hote i are mechanica nature.
Again, we pote that some problems in orthography are l‘ﬂti,ltadilibd in e,
i ¥ ) & N . N o later vore 3 e See !,
Petlovski consistently writes the letter —j- but in the L;lte.;. vusn_ul;sll:q pee hc;c
fact illic int as using. We will disregard this fact here.
ifact of the Cyritlic :hine he was using. We will disreg _
astifact of the Cyritlic machine . 3 disiegard s fact e
» will alsh need 1o disregard the spelling of k. We see two dilferent solu
b dhis font e e, Kyxinre,” e, either ignore the
1o this foni problem represenied here: xyrwre, KygiHye,”™ re., pher ignoe e
d-i’;cr%l'ic oriinsert -i-. kn the later versions we see also the same digraph
(2389 o L - T
o solve for the lack ol I it

Changes between 1938 and 1945 include: s
o Lass of intervocalic §j] in the first person pronoun: nije | (zlz'g;" -
e I the {irst version Petkovski spells mki ‘t.nmle-nts 'v?’nh a f‘imwl;;id.“-d
epresenting phonemic schwa. Later versions modily to the stand:

£

r
reflex of ~a-. mki -2 maki . ‘
ing of g CSRIVE PrOTIOD,
»  We should also note here the spelling of noun phus possessive l?u 1 -
- an accentual wnit in the first version, but separated as two separy

]

o i ini vs TaTxol an tatko)
Jexical items in the second two! taTkojuy tatkojni vs TaTgol a3 1atko)
niaz |
‘ O . 3 : M1,
® ¢ nofe the lexical changes. as well: eg., sred (0 megiu "among
hetween™.

» T iation i transiati are and in the
" fhe [irst version differs from the Tater two. The variation in translation here and ir

1 . -".)"v __ ) 14 ';}'

line helow & separated by a slash { , o I
Y the southwest dialects k7 ocours less frequently {see Vidoesii 2000:27), &

4 l‘l(llt ClerEning CALSE 3 10 DOCALE &) (4 H S nentioned above
WE G hi, AUELE © S ADSEC l COARE he o 1830eS C il
e { de > the > of 1ts abse 2 s of the { tis ey 213t o] gt a

N o wics in the Pravonis
¥ Note thisiwas a standard orthographic issue. CIL the rules in the Pravog - -
% At the Uni ity of Tor any heritage speakers from southeast dialect areas,
Ar the University of Toronto many heritage spi e e ranon
: . ) M - - ] L]
i rticularly st onsistently write the possess )
e i s are particularly strong, consislen " noun
where accentual units are pag b e s meri o motms. Pt
i el areas i spelling confuorm
noak o singde unit, even when other areas of their sp :
and noun ak a single anit, even et arens ol thele spefine oot
wformation on accentual units in these dizlects see Vidoeski 25
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Later chanpes include:

® n the final column we see orthographically correet —v- in the first-
person plural past tense ending, earlier written phonetically as -f, e g,
belime > bevine,

® The cluster ua 88, typical for Ohrid reflex of *§ (see Vidoeski
2000:27) becomes standard wr 3 HEMAWMHEH 2 HEMAITHEMM,

*  The metathesis and diphthongization typical of Ohrid dinkect seen in
the noun xapajuin karajnici (<karainei = karanici, of. Vidoeski
2000:25) is absent in the final version: Kapapurye, '

® In the neuter plural, the -n- is soflened: HICKSPUIIa-®  Inerepaiitha
§ekercing 2 Sekercinga.
* Ihe thicd-plural verb ending, which earlier appeared in the southeast
dialect [orm imael {¢f, Vidoeski 2000:27) regularizes for the a class to
al: imaat.
*  Several lexical changes including ese sve 10 ce se ‘everything', and
onreednie opitveline ‘we asked’ becomes Bpaianme prafavine,

Despite these changes, other examples of Ohrid dialect remain. OF COUNSE, Some
of these may have been preserved for artistic feasons, e.g., zo$Che and lopki 1o
keep a dialect Navour in the poem. Other non-standard features present in the
poem are due, in part, to the fact that the standard was not yel lully codified in
the early 1940s, e.g., -0/ reamined an acceplable variant for -ovi uniil 1950.

4 CONCLUSHON

The work of the two writers discussed above, Kavaev and Petkovski, serve as
example of the difficulties faced by many writers in Macedonia in the first
decades of the twentietl century. As the language was codified, these WrHers
were ready 1o contribute works (o the emetging literary journals. There are
archives filled with documenis, personal writings, poems, plays, official letters,
all written before 1945, which give evidence of this literary activity and the
desire ol individuals 1o contribute o a Macedonian linguistic and literary
wentity, This current paper is a fust examination of these processes of
standardization within individual writers based on archival documents. In
contrast to other works that focus on stages of development and an examingtion
ol features present al one morment, | propose a diachronic analysis of the
tnguistic changes within individuals, In Tuture work | will develop a data base
in which specific linguistic features will be tagged as dialect, ineta-dialect, or
standard. These features will then be examined along several parameters: ( Iy a
temporal parameler: how does writing evolve as individual wrifers develop lrom
pre-standardization in the 1920s and 19305 1o pOSI-1945 standardization; (2) a
genre parameter: can we detect differences in dialect vs, standard, depending on
tpe of writing, e.g., personal diaries and private fetters, poetry, prose, official

Canadian Slavonic Papers/Revae canadienne des slavistes
Vel L, Nog 12, March -Jupe 2008




50 CHRISTINA KRAMER

documents.?® Finally, {3) a content parameter: documents will be weighted for
Macedoniai content, i.e., is the writer claiming Macedonian identity explicitly.
This latter parameter will be an important feature of this research because, lor
example, there are writers, such as Kavaev, who sought recognition as
Macedoniats, whose work is on Macedonian subjects, yet who wrote in diatect
or meta-dialect but not in standard Macedonian.

I is both well known, and well studied, that national identity in the Balkans
is closely tikd to national language. Because emerging statehood has heen tied to
a program of language standardization, Friedman (1999), echoing Naylor, wries
of “language as flag.” Yet surprisingly fiitle research has focused explicitly on
the impact of these changing standards on individual speakers, how
standardization processes are lived. While many studies privilege the spoken
language, slandardization happens in writien code perhaps more obviously than
in spoken and, in the case of Macedonian, we have access to this written record.

REFERENCES

AN, 1978 Balgarska akademija na naukite. Edinstve na bilgarskija ezik v mimaloto i

dnes. Balparski ezik 28: 3 43. [Published in English: The Unity of the Bulgarian

Language in the Past and Today].

Rojadziev, Todor. 1987, Mezdu dialekinoto § knifevnoto. Solia: Nauka {izkustvo.

Brown, Keillt. 2003, The Past in Question: Modern Macedonia and the Uncertainties of
Nation. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press.

Bucholtz, Mary. 2003, “Socielinguistic nostalgia and the authentication of identity.”

ackwell Publishing, Lid,

Bugarski, Ranko. 1993, “The Language Suvation and Language Fducation in

Eugosiavia” in Language Education for Interendural Communicotion. Ed.

ennis Ager, ef al. Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.

Cartwright, Don. 1993, “Sociolinguistic Bvents i an international Borderiand” in

Amgrage Conflict and Language Planning, ed. Lrost Hakon Jehe. Berlin:

j N

o

.

=

outon de Gruyter,

Cagule, Vatga. 1970, Qd prizoavanje do negiranje. Skopje: Kultora,

Cobarrubiag, Juan. 1983, “Ethical lssues in Status Planning” in Progress in Language
Planning:  International  Perspectives, eds. Juan Cebarrubias, Joshoa A,
Fishuiman. Berling Walter de Gruyter.

Cooper, Rabert L. 1989, Language Plonning and Social Change. Cambridge: Cambridge
Universily Press.

Danforth, Loring M. 2000, “ltow Can a Woman Give Birth 1o One Greek and One
Macedonian? The Construction of National klentity among lmmigrants Lo
ustralia Froms Nosthern Greeee,” in Jane K. Cowan (ed), Macedonia: The
Politics of lderiity and Difference. London: Plato Press. 85-103,

Y ere Gal's (2005) “public/private” distinction will be vaiuable.

PROCESS OF MACEDONIAN LANGUAGE STANDARIDIZATION

L

Dorian, Naney. 1999, “Linguistic and Lthnographic  Fieldwork,” in Mandbook of
Language and Ethricity, ed. Joshua Fishman. Oxford Universily Press: (')xl'ou‘il
25-41. )

Friedman, Vlclnﬁ. 1975, "Macedonian Language and Nationatisin During the Nineteenth
ard Early  Twenlieth  Centuries.”  Bulkenistica 20 3-9%, Cambridye
Massachuselis: Slaviea,

. WRS.\ “The Socie-tinguistics of Literary Macedonian.” Iwternational
Jowrnal of the Sociology of Langrage 52: 31-57. Amsterdam: Moutor
. i‘)ﬁ‘), "Macedonizn: Codification and Lexicon™ in Language Refimm History
and Futie, ed. lstvan Fodor, Claude Hagege. 1V, Hamburg Helow H\Hk“(’
Vertag,

1993, “Language Policy and Language Behaviour in Macedonia:
lida&g_;cmml and Current Events” in Language Contuct- Leanguage Conflicl, eds,
Eran Frankael and Christing Kramer. New York: Peter Lang,

- 1998, “Implementation of standard Macedonian,” International Journal of
‘w( iotogy of Language 131: 31-.57, ‘

1aog « o R - v
- PR “Language Reform.” 1V, ed. by 1 Foder and ( " Hapege. Hamburg:
Helmut Buske, 209334,

. W ' .

- 1999 “Linguistic Emblems and Emblematic language: On Language as
Flag.” Kenneth E. Naylor Memorial Lecture Series #1 South Slavic Linguistics
No. 1. Drepartment of Slavic and Fast European Languages and Literatures, The
Ohio State University.

____________________ S— 2000. “The Eirergence of the Modern Macedonian Standard Language and
IFS Refation to Moders Macedonian Fentity” in The Mucedonian (Juestion:
Culture, Historiography, Politics, ed. Vielr Roudometolt Boulder, CO: B,
Luropean Monographs. 173206,

Gal. Susan. 2005 “Language Ideologies Compared: Metaphors of Public/Private.” Jowrnal
of Linguistic dnthropology 15.1: 2337,

Ureck Monitor of Human and Minovity Riehts, 1995

tireenberg, Robert I3 2000, “Language Politics in the Federal Republic of Yogoslavia:

. I'be Crisis over the Futare of Serbian.” Slavic Review 59.3: 625-640,

Hjoski, Vasil, Krume Tofev, and Xristo Zogratov, eds. 1946, Cdbrani Cetiva 2o
makedonski jazik vo FOM, i I blas. Skopje: DrZavio knigoizdatelstvo na
Makedoniia.

Kalogjera, Demsir. In Bugarsid, R., Hawkesworth
Colombus, Ohio: Slavie Publishers.

Rrefei, Jaroslay snd Vitezslav Velimsky. 1981, Ethnic amd Political Netions i Lurope
London: Croom Hehn. |

- Language Planning in Vigoslovin.

Rotos. Evangefos. 1993, Nationolism and Commnaiism in Macedoniar Ciwl ¢ ‘onflict,
Politics of Muiation, National Identity. New Rochelle, NY: Caratzas

4 colior THig Fe C Ferke o id 3 /| ; o o

Koneski, Blade, 1945, Makedonskata literanwa i mokedonshion iteraturen jazik. Skopje:
Kultura, \ ' -

({zm:sdiﬁn Slavonic Papers/Revie camadionne des stavisies
Vel L, Mos. L2, March June 2008




52 CHRISTINA KRAMER

Kramer, Christina B, 1999, “Official Langoage, Minority Langoage, Mo Language al Al
Macedonian in Primary Fducation in the Balkang™ in Zonguage Probiems and
f.m{éguug{) Planmning 23.3 (Fali): 233-250.

. D002, Rlute Koweski's 1943 Lectwre  “Makedonskata  literatura i
snakidonskiot literaturen jazik” in Deloto na Blaze Koneski: ostvaruvanja i
perspekiiva. Skopie: Macedonian Acaderay of Auts and Sciences. 435446,
Lunt, Horace: G. 1932, A Grammar of ihe Macedonion Literary Lemguage, Skopje:

Drzavno knigoizdstelstvo,
C1950. “The Creation of Stasdard Macedonian: Seme Facts and Attitndes.”

Anthropological Linguistics 1.5: 1926,

1984, “Some Socio-Linguistic Aspects of Macedonian and Bulgarian™ in
Leguage and Literary Theory in Honor of Ladisiavy Matefka. Ann Arbor:
Papers in Slavie Philology 5. 83132,

1986, *On Macedonian Nationality.” Skavic Review 43.4: 729 734,

Lunt, Horace (: 1999, “Time and the Macedonian Language,” in Guard the Word Well
Bound: Proceedings of the third North American- Macedonian Conference o1
Matedonian Studies, Indian Slavie Suudies, ed. Christisa E. Krarner and Brian
Codk, vol. 10. Bloomingion: Indizna University.

Pouiton, Houlh. 1995, #ho are the Macedonians? London: Hurst and Corapany.

Peltifer, James. 1999, The New Macedonion Question, New York: St Martin's Press.

Radovanovic, Milorad. 1986, Sociolingvistika. Novi Sad: Knjizevna zajednica Noveg
Sada.

1992, “Standard Serbo-Croatian and the theory of language planaing™ n

Latigige Planning in Yugoslovia, Ranko Bugarski and Celia Hawkesworth

{eds.) 93- 100, Colurubus, O1: Slavica.

Risteski, Stojan. 1988, Sezdavanjeto na sovemeniot makedonski literaturer Jazik. Skopje:
Studenski zhot.

Ristovski, Blaze. 1980, Makedonskior stix 19001944 Istrofuvaje | materijoli. Skopie:
Misla.

Bossos, Asdrew. 1991, “The Macedonians ol Aegean Macedonia: A British CHficer’s
Report, 1944.” The Slavonic and East European Review 69.2: 282--309.
1995, “Macedenianism and Macedonian Nationalism on the Lefl” in
National Character and Neational ldeology in Interwar Fastern Europe, eds. [vo
Bapac and Katherine Verdery. New Haven: Yale Center for international and

Area Stadies.

Smilevski. Viele. 2000, Literaturni studii. Skopje: lnstitut za makedonska literatura.

Stamaioski, Trajko. 1995, “Nauénata dejnost na BlaZe Koneskl vo vremeto ad 194
1986, in Mkedonskiot Jazik od 1943 do 1955 gedina. Skopje: Misla 27-38.

Szobrics, Tomsten. 1999, Sprackliche Aspekte des wation-fuilding in Mazedonien.

Stitigart: Franz Steiner Verlag.

Troabat, Stefan. 1994, “Yugostav Macedonia, 19441953 Building the Party, the State
andt the Nation.” Berliner Jahrbuch fiiv ostewropdische Geschichie 199472 1.1
103139,

Priox

SRS OF M_Af EDOMIAN LANGUAGE STANBARDIZATION

idoeski, Boin, 7000, Tehstovi od difalekiite na meakedonshios Jazik. Sk

Misirkov.

Canadian Siavonic PapersiRe .
adian Slavonic FapersiRevue canadicine des slavisies

Val. L, Nos. -2, March- Jupe 2008

53

epjer Krste




