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THE INTERPLAY OF SPONTANEOUS (“NATURAL") AND
DELIBERATE ("ARTIFICIAL”) IN THE STUDY OF

INTERNATIONAL ENGLISH

Rolandas Vitalius F. Idzelis

The modes (ways) of conscious and delib-
erate impact of society on language in general
and, in particular, with regard to the function-
ing of English as a means of international
communication (and, finally and most impor-
tant, in relation to English in Europe) have
been the subject of vigorous debates and nu-
merous publications.! It is worthy of note that
at the Second International Congress of Lin-
guist Otto Jespersen appealed to linguists “to
examine how in various countries a deliberate
and conscious influence has been exerted on
the development of language and thus see what
can actually be done in that direction... But it
is my firm conviction that scholars should not
confine themselves to being mere passive look-
ers-on, but should take an active share, each
in his own country, in what is going on to
modify and, if possible, improve linguistic
conditions” (Actes, 1933, 96).

The roots of the problem reach back to
Antiquity and embrace a wide range of ques-
tions which none the less are related to one
of the central problems of linguistics — the
interaction between language and society.?
The characteristic feature in the development
of the doctrine of conscious and deliberate

22

influence of man on his language were inces-
sant debates concerning the relationship be-
tween “natural” (spontaneous) and “artificial”
(deliberate) in language, “physei” and
“thesei”, the qualities of language and stan-
dards of “correctness”, attempts to clarify the
role played by the “international language of
science” (Latin) in the making of national
(standard) languages, the search for effective
means of international communication,
endeavours to ascertain the possibility of
making use of artificial or planned languages
as auxiliary languages for international com-
munication, the impact of society on the
development of the language(s) of science,
the struggle of conflictive views on language
policy, language planning, language mainte-
nance and shift, etc. (Eastman, 1983;
Hovdhaugen, 1984; Tpouxwit, 1936; ITepens-
Mytep, 1980; UsanoB, 1964; AGpamaH, 1981;
Awmmnposa u 1p., 1975; I'ak, 1989, 104-133).

It goes without saying that to do justice to
the problems raised here would need a book-
length treatment. Some of them have been
addressed by the present author in a number
of articles. In these publications we concen-
trated on some of the aspects of this many-



sided problem and tried to demonstrate a
wide diversity of modes of conscious and
deliberate influence of man on his language.
It was also very important to show the pro-
cess of the formation of the belief concern-
ing the possibility of deliberate (conscious)
language regulation.’ The role of Latin which,
owing to its well-developed, unified, normal-
ized (codified) character and use over vast
territories, served as an excellent medium of
international cultural and scientific commu-
nication had also to be given a meaning.* It
was hoped that against this background the
approach to the problem of international
English postulated by us would be better
brought to the fore (Mam3enuc, 1973, 1987).

With regard to the search for the optimum
means of international communication the
history of linguistics gives abundant evidence
that the influence of man on his language
manifested itself in different forms: numerous
projects of artificial or planned languages con-
structed and designed basically modelling and
using the material of natural languages
(“aposteriori languages”)* (Kysneuos, 1982;
1987; HOpeseH, 1928; AxmaHoBa, Bokapes,
1956, 65-78; Bokapes, 1976, 21-25; WUcaes,
1977, 69-75; 1987, 83-94; Dodge, 1941, 309-
317; Sapir, 1970, 45-64; Talmay, 1938, 172-
186) have been worked out, attempts to re-
vive the classical languages, in particular, Latin,
and on its basis construct a universal simpli-
fied variant of Latin (“latino-sine-flectione™)
have been made (Maamrs, 1984, 58-73; Haxos,
1982, 92-94), an idea to use one of the most
wide-spread natural languages as a means of
international communication has been brought
forward (Akhmanova, Idzelis, 1978; Newmark,
1979, 107-112; Kocromapos, 1991).

Since the problem of deliberate and con-
scious influence of man on the development
of language is of interest to us first of all
with regard to the functioning of the English
languages as a means of international com-
munication we shall concentrate our atten-
tion on the modes (ways) of conscious im-
pact or influence on natural languages.

At this juncture we consider it expedient
to refer again to the history of linguistics.
The facts conclusively show that:

1) at every period of the development of
language debates concerning the interrela-
tionship of “physei” and “thesei”, the prob-
lems of the qualities of language and stan-
dards of “correctness”, the correlation be-
tween “good English” (linguistic usage) and
the “best English” (literature) have been and
are still carried on between scientists, writers
and educationalists;®

2) the concept of “correctness” is a his-
torical category which undergoes changes
together with the public life;

3) to set up the content of the given lin-
guistic ideal, i.e. the notion of correct usage
the knowledge of educational policies and
teaching methods of a given nation at this or
that period of the development of the par-
ticular nation is of paramount importance
(Bunoxyp, 1959, 235; Hall, 1950; Janicki,
1985; Crystal, 1996, 38-40; Sweet, 1964, 71—
72; Palmer, 1943; Ferguson, 1971; Akhma-
nova, Idzelis, 1978);

4) the alienation and opposition of the
“teleological aspect” and the “scientific” stud-
ies of language established the basis for the
creation of artificial or planned languages
(Bonkos, 1982, 49; Crenanos, 1985, 93;
Kysnenos, 1982);
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5) the influence of man on his language
manifested itself in different ways - the at-
tempts made at constructing rationally nu-
merous artificial or planned languages (basi-
cally of “a posteriori” type), on the one hand,
and efforts bent on the improvement, ame-
liorating (cultivation) of national literary
(standard) language, on the other (Heath,
1976; Oymwyenko, 1984, 3-38).

It is, therefore, very important to empha-
size that the modes of the impact of man on
language are essentially different. They must
be clearly and precisely kept apart, because
the linguistic activities of man aimed at ame-
liorating and improving the national literary
(standard) language are exercised within the
philological approach to the study of lan-
guage, whereas the construction of artificial
or planned languages and auxiliary languages
constitutes the subject of interlinguistics as
part of semiotics. The failure to separate
these basically different kinds of influence of
man on language leads to the confusion of
the methodology in the study of natural lan-
guages as a specific social phenomenon and
artificial, formalized systems performing vari-
ous auxiliary functions’ (Ucaes, 1977; Byna-
ros, 1985).

There are one or two preliminary points
to make before I clarify the terminological
issues which present considerable difficulties
in the discussion of philological and semiotic
(interlinguistics) approaches towards the
problem of international communication. The
questions raised here become puzzling when
we following the tradition try to divide lan-
guages into spontaneous (natural) and artifi-
cial or planned. The basic difficulty, as we
have attempted to demonstrate, consists in
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the fact that the problem of the interrelation
between “natural” and “artificial”, which can
be traced back to the ancient Greek dispute
about “physei” and “thesei”, encompasses a
number of fundamental problems concern-
ing the origin of language, its development
and improvement (amelioration), “correct-
ness”, “norm”, “semiotics” (sign)® (Ma3emc,
1987). The very name “natural language”, as
some researchers point out, is none other than
the “relapse of the theory of “physei” (AGaes,
1976, 79).

The “naturalistic” conception of language
affected, to a certain extent, the concept of
“artificial language”, because everything that
is brought in by a man into language, what is
regarded as a result of his conscious and
deliberate activity, and what contravenes the
natural evolution of a language, is usually
associated with the notion of “artificial”.
Nevertheless, there does not exist the gener-
ally accepted definition of the notion “artifi-
cial”. It embraces machine, programming,
information languages, symbolic science lan-
guages as well as ancient dead languages
(Sanskrit, Latin) and auxiliary international
languages (Blanke, 1985, 26-28; Boxkapes,
1967, 10-15). And what is more, it is argued
that the national literary (standard) language
is, by definition, to a certain extent “artifi-
cially” and conventionally treated and regu-
lated: “the grammatical normalization of
common (general) languages of civilized na-
tions”, noted A. Tomson, “also contains arti-
ficial elements” (ToMcon, 1910, 379).

An outstanding Russian and Polish philolo-
gist Baudouin de Courtenay is often referred
to in this connection, who held that actually
there are no differences between natural lan-



guages, i. e. languages originated spontaneously
and artificial or planned languages, i. e. the so-
called “a posteriori” languages constructed and
designed modelling and using the material of
natural languages, because the latter do not
contain anything that the natural languages,
inherited “spontaneously”, historically would
not possess (Bonysx ne Kyprens, 1963, 154).
Moreover, he emphasized that both the natu-
ral and artificial or planned languages (“a pos-
teriori”) are characterized by the same elements
and directions but only in different sequence
and different quantitative interrelations (op.
cit., 1963, 154). It is the specific character of
combination of linguistic elements in “differ-
ent quantitative interrelations” that sets the task
of considering the planned languages typologi-
cally with the view of establishing the measure
or degree of “aposterioriness” and adding pre-
cision to the nature or character of “a priori-
a posteriori” continuance (Kysnemos, 1976,
60-79).

It is of great importance therefore not to
loose one’s bearings lest we find ourselves in
captivity of metalinguistic specifications and
categories. It must be borne in mind that as
long as the given natural language functions
as an international language its ontology is
the unity of “physei” and “thesei”, “natural
disposition” and “socio-cultural fixedness”.

Natural language, as is generally known,
is a social phenomenon, and as every social
event it originated historically, “naturally”
(“physei”) in precisely this, but not another
way, because such was the history of the given
nation. At the same time, as has been men-
tioned above, every nation in some way or
other continuously exerts influence on the
development of its language (“thesei”).

To put it in other words, by “physei” we
mean the historical motivation of the given
language, its philology, and “thesei” is un-
derstood as the exertion or efforts made by
the rational man upon his inherited language
with the view of adapting it to the specific
needs of communication, referring to the
semiotic categories (disembodiment, arbitrari-
ness, singularity) and methods of description
of a language.’

The approach to the study of international
English put forward here attempts to reveal
the natural connection between “physei” and
“thesei”, philology and semiotics (inter-
linguistics) and strives to disclose clearly and
convincingly the inseparable unity and
struggle of these two indispensable opposites.
The analysis of the state of the art and the
results achieved in the study of international
English has conclusively demonstrated that
we can better understand the essence or na-
ture of the relationship between “natural”
(spontaneous) and “artificial” (deliberate),
philology (“physei”) and semiotics (“thesei”),
“institutional” and “liberation” linguistics,
“description” and “prescription”, etc., if we
adopt the above-mentioned approach, be-
cause the unity or interplay of these basic
concepts serves as a sound methodological
basis, or frame of reference in the study of
attempts made at rationalising international
communication. Suffice it to mention Air
Traffic Control Language, Seaspeak, Police-
speak, Basic English, Nuclear English, etc.
(McArthur, 1991, 17-18; Alexander, 1990, 36;
Humpreys, 1991, 32-36; Kachru, 1991, 3-13;
Quirk, 1990, 3-10; Mn3enuc, 1989, 80-103).

To illustrate the point, let us again recall
some facts from the history of the English
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language. In this respect the fate of Basic
English is very instructive, because the unity
of “physei” and “thesei” manifests itself in a
very peculiar way. The authors of Basic En-
glish tried to accomplish absolutely unrealiz-
able task, i. e. to break apart the inseparable
unity of these two indispensable opposites.
Preserving the essential features or proper-
ties of the English language as a natural,
spontaneous, historically formed and devel-
oping system, they endeavoured to turn it into
a rational semiotic system.

As we have showed, (Mn3emic, 1987; 1989)
this attempt, unfortunatelly, has failed. It was
the approach, the general principle that
proved faulty: the “textual” aspect of the
problem cannot be properly handled unless
the unity and globality of texts in general is
thoroughly understood. Texts cannot, in prin-
ciple, be generated, synthesized by mechani-
cally adding on the ultimate parts of a previ-
ously devised semiotic system (for example,
the 850 rationally selected “words” of Basic
English).

The chief reason why Basic English has
failed was the faulty methodological approach
which led to the forced detachment of “physei”
from “thesei”. The creators of Basic English
were at great pains constructing Basic English
to preserve the essential features of full-
fledged, natural English and at the same time
to impose strict constraints, eliminating the
possibility of development and change which
is a vital condition for the normal functioning
of any language (Kypariues, 1982; ITayns,
1960). The realization that the approach
turned out to be faulty came later. In his book
published in 1968 one of the coauthors of Basic
English Ivor A.Richards noted that “...no
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doubt we can now see, as the proposer of Basic
English hardly could, that an auxiliary world
language will have to be (as with the automo-
bile and the airplane) a developing design, re-
designed as performance date indicate” (op.
cit., 1968, 241).

Although the attempt to work out a sim-
plified form of English as a means of inter-
national communication was unsuccessful, the
tradition of structural simplification, which
has a long and honorable pedigree in En-
glish language teaching, has not died out at
all. This trend of structural simplification is
clearly reflected in recent approaches to in-
ternational English, one of the motive forces
being the desire of making the teaching of
English easier'® (Quirk, 1982, 15-28; Bolin-
ger, 1990, 25-28).

Bearing in mind the unity of “physei” and
“thesei” (and the space limit of the present
article), let us consider the attempt to work
out a simplified form of English for interna-
tional communication undertaken by R. Quirk,
(Quirk, 1982, 15-28; Stein, 1978, 64-76). It
must be emphasized (and actually this is what
distinguishes Quirk’s approach from Basic
English) that the initial stage in adapting or
“extracting” the language for intercultural
communication or the language for “common
utilitarian purposes” (Widdowson, 1982, 9) is
the philological basis (“physei”), a “linguistic
force with existing momentum” (Quirk,
1982, 19).

His Nuclear English is a carpented section
of full-fledged, idiomatic English with the
more difficult features of the English lan-
guage set aside (“thesei”). This simplified
form of English must be decidedly easier and
faster to learn than any variety of natural,



“full”, or “adopted” English and “constitute
a nuclear medium for international use”.!

R. Quirk adduces numerous examples il-
lustrating the way in which the carpenting
would be done to find “appropriate nuclei in
lexis and grammar”. The more difficult points
of grammar include the English tag questions,
non-restictive relative clauses, noun clauses
or restrictive relative clauses with “zero”
particle: “He was afraid she was hurt”, “The
man she loves”, some non-finite constructions,
“complex transitive” and “di-transitive” struc-
tures, and, of course, the modals (Quirk, 1982,
20-27).

It is a pity that Nuclear English is still a
project. To quote R. Quirk again: “Much
research and experiment will be necessary to
find out the extent to which these principles
can be translated into blueprint for prescrib-
ing the grammar of Nuclear English” (op.
cit., 1982, 21-22). But it is necessary to em-
phasize again that this was the most cogent
attempt to find out a way of rationalizing
international communication clearly realizing
the natural connection between “physei” and
“thesei” and the inseparable unity and
struggle of these two opposites. The starting
point in adapting the “variety” of interna-
tional English was the philological basis, but
not rationally built semiotic systems or a
priori constructs or structures (lexical or
grammatical). Of course, “thesei”, the
semiotic component of the dialectical inter-
play was also applied in seeking nuclei in lexis
and grammar.

In other words, as far as grammar is con-
cerned, R. Quirk believes that the solution
to the problem of international English “lies
in a principled meditation between (a) the

grammatical structure of ordinary English and
(b) a language-neutral assessment of commu-
nicative needs. The order here is vital: the
starting point must be (a), not (b)” (op. cit.,
1982, 21). He stresses that all suggestions
concerning the “common core”, or nuclear
in grammar of Nuclear English do not go
beyond the rules of ordinary acceptable En-
glish, since the use of major systems is de-
fined in terms of relevant communicative
needs. But equally noteworthy: the proposed
solutions have no bearing upon the frequency
of occurrence in ordinary English”? (op. cit.,
1982, 21).

In this connection, as in case of Basic
English, the problem of interrelation between
“natural” and “artificial” arises: is it justifi-
able to assert that the type or form of lan-
guage which is “not (but is merely related to)
a natural language” (Quirk, 1982, 20), but
the “subset of the properties of natural En-
glish” (op. cit., 1982, 19) and which is “ex-
tracted” in terms of relevant communicative
needs by realizing the possibilities put in the
structure of the English language is “artifi-
cial”?

Continuing the reasoning along these lines,
it would be expedient to ask the following
question: how can one determine the bound
going beyond which will enable him or her to
assess the simplifications of the structure of
a natural language as affecting its essential
characteristics? There is no doubt that, for
example, idiomaticalness is one of the essen-
tial features of the English language. There-
fore, in “tag questions”: “I’m late, aren’t 1?”,
“She used to work here, didn’t she?”, “They
oughtn’t to go there, ought they?” the re-
quirement of reversed polarity, supply of
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tensed operator and congruent subject, main-
tains Quirk, could be abandoned in favour of
“isn’t that right?”, or “is that so0?”, the latter
being, as R. Burchfield pointed out, “artifi-
cial”, since their use infringe upon the “natu-
ral” property of English, i. e. its idiomatical-
ness (Burchfield, 1985, 172).

It is interesting to note that H. G. Wid-
dowson has indicated the complexity of at-
tempts to extract the type of language for
“common utilitarian purposes” and expressed
doubts concerning the feasibility of the ap-
proach adopted by R. Quirk, and argued that
its very nature precludes a satisfactory solu-
tion. Therefore, he admits the possibility of
“some deliberate reduction of linguistic com-
plexity” for teaching purposes, but only as a
“transitional measure, justified by pedagogic
principle, but not as a means of refashioning
the language itself”'* (Widdowson, 1982, 13).
Michael Swan also does not exclude the pos-
sibility of the “development of a standard
simplified language which will have shed
many of the phonological and grammatical
complexities that make present-day English
difficult to learn” (Swan, 1985, 8).

The idea that World Standard English
presents an extraction problem or setting up
a neutral variety is corroborated by the works
of a number of other linguists (Crystal, 1996,
40; Greenbaum, 1991, 4; Fairman, 1988, 4).
It is regretable, therefore, that the reaction
to Nuclear English was, for the most part,
negative. One quotation to illustrate the
point: “Nuclear English... can be no more
than a plaything for linguists to amuse them-
selves with”!* (Wong, 1982, 269). Robert
Burchfield envisages that it is most unlikely
that this simplified or prescriptively reduced
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variety of English will be regarded as an ac-
ceptable model for international communi-
cation by the foreigners. He thinks that “for-
eigners cannot be reduced to one amorphous
mass labelled “not a native speaker of En-
glish” (Burchfield, 1985, 172).

R. Quirk’s endeavour to create the nuclear
medium for international use that could be
“culture-free as calculus, with no literary,
aesthetic, or emotional aspirations” and “cor-
respondingly more free than the “national
Englishes” of any suspicion that it smacks of
linguistic imperialism” (Quirk, 1982, 19-20)
— the arguments that are also adduced by the
advocates of artificially constructed, planned
languages — seems to be in accord with the
doctrine of English as a lingua franca, carry-
ing no references to any specific target cul-
ture'® (Thirmann, 1994, 47-48; Quell, 1997,
71; Bepemarux, Kocromapos, 1989, 21-31).

In this context it would be worthy to con-
sider very briefly some tendencies that take
shape in the approaches to the functioning
of English in Europe. The concept of global
society (i. e. the world-wide economy, the
revolution in communications and informa-
tion technology, the crisis in traditional ideo-
logical paradigms, geographical mobility, re-
cent political developments in Europe, etc.),
has exerted a considerable influence.upon
educational policies and brought to the fore
two apparently contradictory trends prevail-
ing in modern society: the standardisation
(internationalisation) of cultural patterns, on
the one hand, and the search for basic points
of reference (roots, sense of belonging) for
cultural identity and, consequently, in terms
of educational objectives, the necessity of
developing and maintaining a secure sense



of national identity in the learners, on the
other.'¢

The subtle interplay of universal (general)
and separate (individual, specific)!” becomes
apparent with the introduction of the Euro-
pean dimension, i. e. the concept of diversity
of cultures and the intercultural dimension
into curriculum, which calls for reconsider-
ing the concept of international English as a
lingua franca, carrying no reference to any
specific target culture'® (Thiirmann, 1994,
47-48). For the European Union countries
the subsidiary tenet of “bringing the com-
mon cultural heritage to the fore” (Article
128 of the Treaty), the arguments adduced
for the dissemination of the dominant lan-
guages® (English, French, German) beyond
the country’s frontiers — the universalism of
their cultural/civilisation values which are at
the core of each country’s national identity
(Zarate, 1997, 7-14) - and the view that the
accession of new member states to the Coun-
cil of Europe will give rise to broader diver-
sity, but not change the general approach (the
concept of national identity tends to be mar-
ginal in the overall approach (op. cit., 1997,
116-117) brings to memory the issues raised
by B. L. Whorf and especialy his concept of
“Standard Average European”. Here is a
short quotation to clarify the point: “The work
began to assume the character of a compari-
son between Hopi and western European
languages. It also became evident that even
the grammar of Hopi bore a relation to Hopi
culture, and the grammar of European
tongues to our own “Western” or “European”
culture. And it appeared that the interrela-
tion brought in those large subsummations
of experience by language, such as our own
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terms “time”, “space”, “substance”, and “mat-
ter”. Since, with respect to the traits com-
pared, these is little difference between En-
glish, French, German, or other European
languages with the POSSIBLE (but doubt-
ful) exception of Balto-Slavic and non-Indo-
European, I have lumped these languages into
one group called SAE, or “Standard Average
European”® (Whorf, 1956, 138).

The reference to B. L. Whorf’s contentious
point is germane: it would not seem impru-
dent to suppose that beyond “the possible
exception - the Balto-Slavic languages” —
(bearing in mind the (possible) integration
of the countries of central and eastern Eu-
rope and the broadening of the concept of
cultural diversity) stand the fundamental dif-
ferences of the two types of societies which
are reflected in the differences of the very
nature or type of the languages?..

The issues of English in Europe are stu-
pendously complex because they, in some way
or other, are concerned with the sensitive
problems of cultural identities??. One cannot
help but agree with Robert Phillipson that
the shift from a monolingual state identity
(incidentally, we still operate with the con-
cept of state, nation and language having a
perfect fit as real, not mythical)® to multilin-
gual supranational identities is a journey into
uncharted territory. The supranational lan-
guage policy involved, maintains R. Phillip-
son, “is novel, ambivalent, with uncertainties
about how national interests and languages
intermesh with supranational interests and
languages”? (Phillipson, 1996, 58-59).

Much cooperation and rigorous ,scholar-
ship is needed to push forward the develop-
ment of a Common European Framework of
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Reference for language learning and teach-
ing. It is our hope that the common educa-
tional and communicational policy, conscious
and deliberate attempts to steer language
teaching/learning towards convergent ap-
proaches, despite the great diversity of edu-

NOTES

1. There is a considerable literature on these top-
ics. See, for example, Akhmanova, 1967, 13-16;
Akhmanova, Idzelis, 1978, Akhmanova, 1977; Sapir,
1970, 45-64; Strevens, 1984, 2-9; 1985, 5-8; Christo-
phersen, 1988, 15-18; Brumfit, 1982, 1-7; Quirk,
1990, 3-10; Kachru, 1991, 3-13; Pulcini, 1994,
49-52; Fairman, 1988, 3-5; Sinclair, 1988, 3-6;
Urdang, 1985, 9-10; Akinnaso, 1994, 139-168;
Ridder, 1995, 44-50; Bailey, 1985, 3-6; Maley, 1985,
30-33; Loonen, 1996, 58-59; Bemns, 1995, 3-11.

2. The problems associated with the social condi-
tionality of language fall into the province of
sociolinguistics, which seeks, in particular, to cope
with some practical questions of language policy,
language planning, languag i e and lan-
guage shift that require conscious, deliberate and
regulatory interference of human society See, for
example, Makkai, 1993, 6; Fasold, 1993; Language
Maintenance, 1980; Language Planning, 1976;
Eastman, 1983; Bemn, 1980; Banagpuec, 1937;
Jlemepues,
3pernnues, 1982, 250-258; IMandwunos, 1983, 6-36;
Poxnectexckuit, 1990, 36-62; Illseituep, 1971;
1977; sApuesa, 1968, 39-54; AxyGuuciuit, 1986.

3. This idea matured in Italian linguistics. Later,
the idea of the possibility of conscious and deliber-
ate impact on the development of language spread
to France and through the French linguistic tradi-
tion to the European and world linguistics. See:
Awmmposa, 1975, 185.

4, Indeed, not a single foreign language played in
Europe during the entire period of the history of the
development of its culture this unique role that Latin
did during almost fifteen centuries. Discussing the
problems of international communication, it was nec-
essary to point out the tendency which indispensably
characterizes any natural language used for interna-
tional cc ication, i. e. the shaping of local “va-
rieties” of the given language. Latin did not escape
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1977; Xupmynciuit, 1968, 22-38;

cational systems, will mitigate the divergence
of English and facilitate the selection of aca-
demic models and the kind or type, or “vari-
ety” of English to be taught as the interna-
tional standard English in the democratic and
unified Europe®.

to common lot: “In the VII-XIII centuries in nu-
merous educational institutions of university charac-
ter with the students comming from different Euro-
pean countries, it was soon clearly understood how
markedly the medieval Latin used as a medium of
communication in the civilised Europe differed from
the norms (standards) of classical Latin, especially
in pronunciation, usage and less in grammar” (Amu-
posa, 1975, 168). “The Latin”, remarks L. Mal’avina,
“that was used by church and school, set up by
church, sharply contrasted with the Latin used by
the humanists (i. e. scholars of the Renaissence who
pursued and disseminated the study and understand-
ing of the cultures of ancient Rome and Greece),
because both church and school were preoccupied
with the problem of making easier the perception of
church dogmas and school knowledge by the vast
masses. A “variety” of a language sprung up that
was rather some “koiné” than the classical Latin. The
lexis and syntax were preserved in that “language”,
whereas the sy of Latin declension and conju-
gation have been reduced. This was the international
language of communication in schools and universi-
ties” (ManssuHa, 1985, 15).

The humanists, who strived to emulate the an-
tique authors (classics) in their own writings, vio-
lently attacked that kind or “variety” of the Latin
language. The struggle between the humanists and
the authors, who wrote using the variety of Latin
that was drawing nearer to the colloquial form of
Latin, at one moment subsided, at another intensi-
fied.

It was in the XVth century that the struggle be-
tween the scholastic Latin, on the one hand, and the
Latin of the humanists, which retained the stylistic
and lexical purity of the classical authors, on the
other, reached its climax. But, paradoxically, the
humanists themselves paved the way for the defeat
of Latin: “Having interrupted the natural course of




development of Latin by restoring the former unique
significance of the classical writings, the humanists,
not even realizing it, struck a death-blow to the world
Latin literature and made it incapable of serving the
needs of international communication in the sphere
of science and business” ([Tayms, 1960, 479). See
also: Xupmyncxami, 1936; Mnsemac, 1983, 94-127;
1989, 80-103).

5. For the basic terms of interlinguistics, see:
Kyanenos, 1982. See also: Ky3Heuos, 1987; AxmaHo-
Ba, Bokapes, 1956, 65-78; Bokapes, 1976, 21-25;
HUcaes, 1977, 69-75; 1987, 83-94; [Ipe3en, 1928. For
a recent example of “apriori” type, see: Hankes, 1992.

6. The diversity of problems that arise in this
connection is discussed in: Newman, 1974; 1976;
Vallins, 1963; 1965; Smith, 1972, 274-277; Steiner,
1972, 278-283; Spuesa, 1969; 1985; 'yxman, Ceme-
HioK, 1983; Xupmynckmit, 1936; Bynaros, 1967,
306-311; ®wmmn, 1979, 3-19.

7. These two types of the impact of man on lan-
guage are also different functionally in terms of the
correlation between functional and virtual or essen-
tial characteristics of a language. See: Cmocapesa,
1979, 136-144. Indeed, the modes of the influence
of man on language are diverse, because “the treat-
ment of language by grammar and other philological
and rhetorical disciplines is, in general, closely asso-
ciated with the peculiarities of the development and
amelioration of the language” (OnbxoBuxos, 1985,
21). Cf.: Heath, 1976. See also: Bynaros, 1977.

It is also important to note that in the process of
the shaping of national literary (standard) language
the interrelation of “physei” and “thesei” is pushed
into the foreground. The role of writers and public
figures in the establishment of the “norm” is espe-
cially great (Bymaros, 1980, 290). See also: Bepe-
maruH, 1972, 8. It is pertinent here to refer to the
Plain English Movement (McArthur, 1991, 13-19;
Quiller-Couch, 1938; Valins, 1965).

8. The interrelation of “natural” and “artificial”
in the epoch of the revolution in communications
and information technology has additional aspect: in
the literature on cybernetics it is considered as the
problem of the correlation between human brain and
electronic (or abstract, logical) machine (KBaHos,
1983, 5-23).

The impact of “computers” and, more recently,
that of “information technology” is discussed in:
Rafferty, 1997, 959-969. A short quotation will suf-
fice to illustrate the point: “Currently the term “in-
formation and communication technologies” (ICT)

is increasingly used to describe the range of activi-
ties that are possible through networked computers
using synchronous (at the same time) and asynchro-
nous (at different times) means of communicating
and working on information individually or together
over distance. The nature and extent of these phe-
nomena are not yet clear but they are contributing
to the major transitions which are occurring in the
way we: work, learn, communicate, shop, entertain
ourselves, “do” business and provide social welfare.
Key shifts are: the impact of technology on global-
ization and marketization of service industries, and
the way in which technology change has opened up
debate on the nature and role of information itself”
(op. cit., 1997, 959-960). See also: Star (ed.), 1995;
Forster, Morrison, 1990; Korsvold, Riischoff (eds.),
1997; Rischoff, 1997, 37-54; Hekuecca, 1998,
165-179.

9. Philology is concerned with all aspects and sides
of life and activities of the given nation to the extent
to which these human activities and institutions are
reflected in the language, written records and litera-
ture of the given nation. That is why philology - one
of the oldest scholarship — has not lost its signifi-
cance, in spite of the fact that it is, perhaps, no longer
proclaimed or enunciated as a basis of any humani-
tarian knowledge besides the philological or general
hermeneutics (JInxaues, 1979, 36-37; 1989; Asepu-
HeB, 1979, 373; Bymaros, 1976, 21; llInpoit, 1987,
8-24).

Linguistics as part of philology is a science deal-
ing with natural human languages in their real, his-
torically conditioned existence and development and
in indissoluble connection with reasoning (AxmaHoBa,
1969, 530). Therefore, the relation between philol-
ogy and linguistics is determined by the very func-
tion of language in society, i. e. to serve as a means
of communication, cognition and reverberation of
reality. The conception of language as the “immedi-
ate reality of thought” determines the relation of
language to reasoning, reasoning to culture, culture
to the state of society of a definite epoch (Byzaaros,
1980, 16).

Semiotics or semiology is also an old science: the
study of signs and sign systems, the statement of the
question what a “sign” is and how it should be inter-
preted and/or understood is traceable to the ancient
Greeks (AuTHuHBIe Teopyu, 1936, 14; [TepemsmyTep,
1980, 113-114; Hsanos, 1964, 85-94). Semiology is
the science of signs in general; it embraces linguis-
tics to the extent to which language possesses these
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semiological properties (Axmanopa, 1969, 402). In
other words, linguistics becomes part of semiotics
only in some of its aspects (Akhmanova, Idzelis, 1979;
HWnzemac, 1987; Bynaros, 1983, 221-222; 1984, 11-
17; PoxnecrBeHckmit, 1990, 112-117; Huxwrmin, 1997,
3-14; ConHues, 1971, 92-139).

10. ”Consequently, any discussion of the use of
English for international purposes must eventually
come to consider how to make teaching easier,
quicker and cheaper” (Brumfit, 1982, 4).

11. For a critical analysis of Nuclear English, see:
Burchfield, 1985, 171-173.

12. In this respect, Nuclear English parallels Ba-
sic English, because the principle of the frequency of
occurrence cannot be realized in any symplified sys-
tem. See: Mmsemac, 1989, 99.

13. Cf. also: “The simple language must in the
long run be seen as a pedagogic device in relation to
learning normal English, not as a substitute for nor-
mal English” (Brumfit, 1982, 6).

14. See also: The Culture, 1978.

15. ”Or perhaps a better question — can English
be divorced from its cultural origins and still be
English? How far is the medium also the message?”
(Maley, 1985, 32).

16. However, all these topics exceed the scope of
this article. For a deeper discussion of these prob-
lems see, for example: Learning, 1996; Calleja (ed.),
1995; Language Policies, 1993; Information, 1995.

17. Cf. “communicative function” and “identify-
ing function” (Widdowson, 1982, 11).

18. Carsten Quell conceives that there is some-
thing about English which makes it more feasible as
a lingua franca than other languages: “Whether by
design or by accident, English has taken on a truly
pluricentric character which gives the language a de-
ethnicized and culture unbounded quality and al-
lows its speakers to use it freely without identifying
with one particular country” (Quell, 1997, 71). But
there are, however, other views: “We have enough
interpretation of textual evidence now to show that
those who deny ideological bases for educational
institutions and practices are not confronting the real
world. And they have their own reasons for doing
so” (Kachru, 1996, 41).

19. The parity between the national cultures and
the commitment of European governments to “main-
taining the rich linguistic ecology of Europe, in con-
sonance with human rights principle”, does not,
however, exclude the “hierarchisation of languages
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and incipient diglossia that is already manifest in
Europe. Hopefully this is what advocates for English
support! (Phillipson, 1996, 58-59). One more quota-
tion: “The present linguistic arrangement is an ar-
rangement of regulation by default... At the current
rate, the only language which stands to gain is En-
glish. Considering the fact that most people do not
wish to see English gain more ground, it is curious
that it is, nonetheless, establishing itself as the domi-
nant language of the European bureaucracy”. For a
detailed and well-reasoned analysis of institutional
language choice and language policy preferences
among those working in the European Commission,
see: Quell, 1997, 57-76. See also: Ammon (ed.), 1994.

20. As is generally known, ethnolinguistics strives
to establish the relationship between the structures or
1 of the language, their change and the cus-
toms, traditions, folklore, the life, in short, culture/
civilisation of the given nation, and ascertain the in-
terrelation between culture and the corresponding
structural type or kind of the language: “Working
especially with Hopi, Whorf found in that language a
“hidden metaphysics. The very categories of the lan-
guage predisposed Hopi to think about the nature of
the universe in ways different from the ways consis-
tent with speaking English or Russian. Was this true?

The discussion of the problem at the International
Symposium of Anthropology held in New York in
1952 tended to the conclusion that the view of Whorf
was unproved but in much need of further investiga-
tion” (Hoijer (ed.), 1963, V-VI). The results of fur-
ther investigation of the question are presented in:
Hoijer (ed.), 1963. It is pertinent to remind ourselves
that “approaches somewhat similar to the Sapir-Whorf
hypothesis may be found among European writers,
and are “particularly strong in the German-speaking
world”, where they can be “traced back at least as far
as Herder in the latter part of the eighteenth cen-
tury”. Alexander von Humboldt is mentioned as hav-
ing a profound influence in this development, together
with more modern scholars like Ernst Cassirer, Johann
Leo Weisgerber, and Jost Trier. To these we should
probably add Charles Bally, Marcel Granet, Claude
Lévi-Strauss, Jean Piaget, Alf Sommerfelt, and
L. Wittgenstein” (Hoijer, 1963, 92-105). For a criti-
cism of B. L. Whorf’s conception, see: SIpuesa, 1968,
9-54; 3serunues, 1960, 172-174.

21. "The ethnic state and its ideology (ethnic
nationalism) advocate the ideal of a homogenous
community, a compact, monolithic culuture steeped
in an innate principle which would once have been




called the “spirit of the people” or “national charac-
ter” and which there is now a preference for calling
a “national outlook” or “national identity” (Gelpi
(ed.), 1996, 32). When on the ruins of the Middle
Ages sprung up a modern society of the West, one
of the most important condition of its consolidation
was the development of a basically different language
instead of vulgar, vernacular language. As Gukovs-
kaja remarks, “the dialectics of the struggle between
a vulgar language which gradually shaped itself as a
national language and Latin consisted in Latin being
forced out from the traditional spheres of its use;
but the young national language, annihilating Latin
was, nevertheless, treated and interpreted with the
help of the Latin language, its grammar and rheto-
ric” (Fykosckas, 1940, 11).

Thus, “this new language drew much from sci-
ence, became rational and freed itself from vague
senses rooted in the depth of tradition and legends.
The word became free, devoid of sanctity and inter-
dictions or taboos that were usually associated with
it. As a matter of fact, only then could the idea of
freedom of speech emerge. The whole technology of
elaborating, teaching and using a language has been
developed” (Kapa-Myp3a, 1977, 120-130).

The inclusion of new cultural areas and the ar-
rival of new member states “whose very titles previ-
ously contained the term “democratic”, albeit with
different social and cultural practices” reflects an
“ideological transformation and makes the concept
of diversity more complex” (Zarate, 1997, 8). The
acquisition of intercultural competence presupposes
the development of new and appropriate attitudes
and a readiness to engage with “otherness”: “For
teachers in Western European countries, the ques-
tion is often about how ethnocentricity and negative
attitudes towards difference can be changed, but the
presence of teachers from Central and Eastern Eu-
rope in workshops often reminded us that the prob-
lem can be reversed. Learners who have had little or
no personal contact with the West, are frequently
over-enthusiastic and uncritical in their understand-
ing of other cultures and societies. In such cases,
objectives and teaching and learning processes need
to focus on the development of realistic and appro-
priate attitudes” (Byram, 1997, 109). See also: Grigas,
1993; 1995; Kachru, 1996, 41-44; Ornes, 1997, 10;
Kanrop, 1998, 3; Heknecca, 1998, 165-179.

22. For a recent account of the work in this field,
see: Byram, Zarate (eds.), 1997; Ammon (ed.), 1994;
Zalgski, 1997, 143-148.

23. By the way, R. Phillipson is not solitary: “Graf-
fiti are short and to the point. “We are here because
you were there”, one could read on London walls
only recently. Migration — at least partly due to the
colonial past of some European states — has clearly
ended the myth of nationally homogeneous cultures”
(Thiirmann, 1994, 46). Therefore, cultural diversity
is regarded by some authors as a constituting ele-
ment of modern industrial societies (op. cit., 1994,
43-48). Cf.: Grigas, 1993, 73.

24. The twenty-first century will have to cope with
other uncertainties such as the tension between the
global and the local, the universal and the individual,
tradition and modemity, the need for competition
and the concern for equality of opportunity, the ex-
traordinary expansion of knowledge and human
beings’ capacity to assimilate it, the spiritual and the
material (Learning, 1996, 17-18). At present, con-
ceives A. Neklessa, the forced realization of the lib-
eral project which is, in a sense, side by side the
Communism and Nazism, the third secular
quasireligion of the present century. And we are at
the origins of the new world construction.

It is evident, goes on A.Neklessa, that the
globalisation of social landscape did not result in its
unification. In the end, not only did the project of
the world communism turn out to be Utopian, but
also the egalitarian image of “global society”.

National frontiers, perhaps, have lost their former
significance, but being washed away, they by no
means do not disappear in a universal way and not
on a world scale. The process has a “stratified”, hi-
erarchical enough character. In other words, the fron-
tiers became transparent for the travellers from the
North, but not for the migrants from the South. The
world citizenship, not having come into being yet, is
already stratified into classes (Hexnecca, 1998,
165-166). Cf. also: Tpy6aues, 1989, 395-400.

25. It should be borne in mind that “recognising
another community’s cultural autonomy entails ac-
ceptance of risk, but otherwise intercultural relations
might amount to cultural imperialism, a sophisticated
brand of violence, an oppression as harmful to the
oppressor as to the oppressed. Education can be an
important force in either direction. It can teach us to
respect or destroy the other, in both cases in the
name of eternal values” (Gelpi (ed.), 1996, 27).
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