CHAPTER 2

LANGUAGE, LITERACY AND
NATIONALISM IN HAN SPHERE

The Han character sphere, including Vietnam, Korea, Japan, Taiwan and China, adopted Han characters and classical Han writing as the official written language long before the twentieth century. However, great changes transpired with the advent of the twentieth century. After World War II, Han characters in Vietnam and Korea were officially replaced by the Romanized Chu Quoc Ngu and phonemic Hangul한글, respectively. In Japan, the number of Han characters in use was decreased and the syllabary Kana system was promoted to national status. In Taiwan, although Romanization was developed centuries ago, Han characters remained the dominant orthography in current Taiwanese society. As for China, the simplification of Han characters seems the only result of China’s efforts at reforming characters for over a century. 

This chapter examines the orthographic transition within the Han sphere in terms of their linguistic and sociolinguistic features. It centers on two issues: 1) the development and trend of linguistic structure of the later devised scripts, and 2) the factors which contributed to the transition.

From the perspective of linguistics, an orthographic structure in evolution tends to represent smaller sound units, that is, from morphosyllabic to syllabic to phonemic writing, and from two dimensions to a single dimension.

Both internal and external factors have contributed to the different outcomes of orthographic reform in these countries. Internal factors include the general public’s demand for literacy and protest against feudal social hierarchy; external factors include the political relationships between these countries and the state that is origin of Han characters (i.e., China).

2.1 Language planning and nationalism

Language planning, as defined by Rubin (1971: xvi), “is deliberate language change; that is, changes in the systems of language code or speaking or both that are planned by organizations that are established for such purposes or given a mandate to fulfill such purposes.” Language planning is a complex job, and whether or not it will be successful is usually determined by various factors, such as political, economic, and sociocultural factors (Davis 1994: xiii). Two large categories of language planning activities are usually distinguished as status planning and corpus planning by Kloss (1969), or language determination and language development in terms of Jernudd (1973).

Status planning or language determination refers to the choices of languages to be used for specific purposes, such as the selections of official language or medium of instruction in school. Corpus planning or language development refers to the selection and promotion of variants within a language, such activities as reforming existing spelling, adopting a new script, and coining new terms. Ferguson (1968: 28) sees three dimensions relevant for measuring language development: 1) graphization, which means an adoption of a writing system, 2) standardization “the development of a norm which overrides regional and social dialects,” and 3)modernization “the development of intertranslatability with other languages in a range of topics and forms of discourse characteristic of industrial, secularized structurally differentiated, “modern” societies.”

Fasold (1984: 250) points out two approaches with regard to language planning. The first is instrumental consideration, which regards language fundamentally as a tool (e.g. for socio-economic advancement). The only criteria to be used in the standardization of mechanical tools are concerned with making them more suitable to the task they are used for. For those languages being used or learned for instrumental purpose, they are considered inherently better than others. The second is socio-linguistic consideration, which takes the symbolic value of language into account, and regard language as a resource that can be used in improving one’s social position. 

Regarding the relationship between language and nationalism, Fishman (1968) classified nationalism into nationalism and nationism. He defines nationalism as the “process of transformation from fragmentary and tradition-bound ethnicity to unifying and ideologized nationality” (Fishman 1968: 41). The role of language in nationalism is sociolinguistic in that it serves as a link to the glorious past and with authenticity. A language is not only a vehicle for the history of a nationality, but also a part of history itself (Fasold 1984: 3).

Fishman (1968: 42) describes nationism as “wherever politico-geographic momentum and consideration are in advance of sociocultural momentum and consideration.” The role of language in nationism is that whatever language does the job best is the best choice (Fasold 1984: 3). For example, considering government administration and education, a language or languages, which do the job best, must be chosen.

2.2 Diglossia and digraphia

Before we go through the discussions of language and literacy in Han sphere, we need to clarify two key concepts, i.e., diglossia and digraphia, which would help readers understand the linguistic and orthographic situations in this sphere.

Charles Ferguson (1959) is usually referred to as the first scholar who used the term diglossia to denote situations where two varieties of the same language are used for different social functions. Of the two varieties, one is called High (or simply H) and the other the Low (or L). H dialect has higher prestige and more literary heritage. H is better-standardized and used in formal and public domains. In contrast, L dialect is considered inferior and is used in informal and private domains.

Joshua Fishman (1967) later revised and expanded the concept of diglossia. Fishman places less emphasis on the importance of situations with only two language varieties. For Fishman, diglossia can refer to any degree of linguistic difference from the most subtle stylistic differences within a single language to the use of two totally unrelated languages as long as the differences are functionally distinguished within the society (Fasold 1984: 40). Fishman further clarified the relationship between bilingualism and diglossia, as illustrated in Table 1.

Table 1. The relationship between bilingualism and diglossia

	
	Diglossia

	
	+
	-

	Bilingualism
	+
	(1) Both diglossia and bilingualism
	(2) Bilingualism without diglossia

	
	-
	(3) Diglossia without bilingualism
	(4) Neither diglossia nor bilingualsim


The term ‘digraphia’ was intentionally created in analogy to the concept of diglossia. The major difference is that digraphia refers to written language, while diglossia refers to spoken.

Digraphia is defined by Dale (1980: 5) as “the use of two (or more) writing systems for representing a single language,” or by DeFrancis (1984: 59) as “the use of two or more different systems of writing the same language.” Digraphia in this study is expanded to the use of more than one writing varieties to serve different communicational tasks within a society. In other words, the use of multiple writing varieties is not restricted to the cases within a single language. Further, digraphia with/without biliteracy, as is shown in Table 2, is proposed as a parallel to Fishman’s (1967) idea of diglossia with/without bilingualism.

Table 2. The relationship between digraphia and biliteracy

	
	Digraphia

	
	+
	-

	Biliteracy*
	+
	(1) Both digraphia and biliteracy
	(2) Biliteracy without digraphia

	
	-
	(3) Digraphia without biliteracy
	(4) Neither digraphia nor biliteracy

	* biliteracy means control of both H and L writing systems.


Let me demonstrate in the case of Taiwan of Table 2. Discussions of digraphia in this section are limited to linguistic situation after 1945 when Chinese KMT occupied Taiwan. The digraphic situation in Taiwan can be regarded as a double-nested digraphia as shown in Table 3, in which “H” and “L” represent High and Low languages (or orthographies) with the digraphia among languages; and “h” and “l” refer to high and low languages (or orthographies) of digraphia within a single language. For example, Chinese is serving as High in contrast to Taiwanese Low. When examining orthographies of a single language, Hanji (Han characters) counts as high, and Roman script (or Bopomo) as low.

Table 3. Double-nested digraphia in Taiwan

	Classical Han

	Mandarin Chinese (in Hanji)

	Mandarin Chinese (in Bopomo)

	Taiwanese (in Hanji)

	Taiwanese (in Roman script)



High (or high) and Low (or low) are functionally distinguished within the society. The functional distribution for High and Low means that they are situations in which only High is appropriate, and others in which only Low can be used. There are very little overlap between High and Low situations. Generally speaking, H has higher prestige, and the functions calling for H are formal and guarded. In contrast, L has lower prestige, and it is informal and relaxed.

2.2.1 Digraphia with biliteracy

Digraphia with biliteracy means that people have control over both (or several) high and low writing systems, but they are functionally distinguished. This type of digraphia-biliteracy relationship refers to the cases of digraphia within a single language. They are: 1) Hanji vs. Roman script within written Taiwanese, and 2) classical Han vs. Hanji vs. Bopomo within Mandarin Chinese.

Cheng (1990: 219-237) and TiuN (1998: 230-241) have pointed out that there are currently three main writing schemes for writing Taiwanese. They are: (1) Han character only, which means the exclusive use of Hanji, (2) Han-Lo ‘Hanji with Roman script,’ which means a combination of Hanji with Roman script, and (3) Roman-only, or ‘exclusive use of Roman script.’ Generally speaking, Han writing has a longer literary heritage. Han-Lo writing is a new proposal, in which about 15% of the Taiwanese words are proposed to be written in Roman script, and others in Hanji. Writing in Roman-only is usually limited to the older generations of church Peh-oe-ji
 users.

Hanji and Roman script are two different orthographies among the three writing schemes. In general, Hanji is more prestigious and dominant. Many people in the Taiwanese Writing Circle enjoy finding the so-called 本字 ‘pun-ji’ or original characters for Taiwanese words in order to prove that Taiwanese is a prestigious language. This phenomenon has shown that most people in Taiwan consider Hanji a classical and prestigious orthography. This phenomenon supports the results of Chiung’s (2001a) survey of 244 college students’ attitudes toward different writing systems of written Taiwanese. Chiung’s experimental results reveal that college students tend to prefer Hanji more than Roman script.

Digraphia with biliteracy occurs within Mandarin Chinese as well as within Taiwanese. Classical Han writing is the high language in contrast to colloquial Mandarin Chinese writing. Mandarin Chinese written in Hanji is relatively high comparing to the Mandarin in Bopomo.

In Taiwan, all students are taught Bopomo, modern Chinese writing (in Hanji), and classical Han writing through the national education system. Bopomo is first taught as a auxiliary tool to the learning of Mandarin. Thereafter, Hanji is taught as an official writing system for Mandarin. Students are inculcated that Hanji are國字 the ‘National Characters,’ and to avoid using Bopomo in their compositions in higher grades. Later, classical Han writing is taught. Students are considered intelligent if they are able to read such literary works as唐詩 ‘Tang Poetry’ and 論語 ‘The Analects of Confucius.’

2.2.2 Digraphia without biliteracy

Digraphia without biliteracy means that H and L are functionally distinguished , but they are not both controlled by the same linguistic group. This type of digraphia-biliteracy relationship refers to the cases of digraphia between Taiwanese (L) and Chinese (H). 

In Taiwan, Mandarin Chinese is recognized as the only ‘National Language,’ but Taiwanese is deprecated as a 方言 or dialect. Both spoken and written Mandarin are taught through the national education system, but Taiwanese is excluded from the system. Consequently, most Taiwanese speakers do not know how to read and write in Taiwanese. Many of them do not even know that Taiwanese can serve as a written language.

As a High language, Mandarin Chinese is well standardized and used for administrative and educational purposes. All government documents and school textbooks are published in Mandarin Chinese. Compared to Chinese, written Taiwanese is less standardized, and publication in it is much more marginalized to themes of homeland and authors’ love for Taiwan. Occasionally, Taiwanese captions may appear on political cartoon on newspapers.
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Figure 1. Example of political cartoon in Taiwanese.
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� For details about Peh-oe-ji, see next sections and chapters.





