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In an attempt to devise a unified orthography for Ponapean (a language of
Eastern Caroline Islands), Gravin (1959) and his colleagues posited the following
four functions of a standard language: 1. the unifying, 2. the separatist, 3. the
prestige, 4. the frame of reference functions with the first three considered symbolic,
whereas the fourth objective (p.522).

By “unifying” the standard is meant to unite several dialect areas into a single
standard- language community (ibid). | remember, in this respect, the time when |
was studying in Edinburgh. Arabs from different vernacular backgrounds, some of
which were mutually unintelligible, used to convene in the common room. In order to
communicate we used to resort to the only shared variety, Standard Arabic. The
function of the standard as “separatist” is to set off a speech community as separate
from its neighbours. The third function refers to the prestige resulting from the
possession of a standard language (ibid) Until some time ago no Briton could be
assigned to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs or a in the BBC unless he spoke the
standard variety of English , namely the Standard Southern English with the RP
pronunciation. The situation in the case of Arabic is more clear cut: no one can get a
decent job anywhere unless one can read and write the standard variety. Finally, by
the fourth function, the standard language serves as a frame of reference for
correctness and the perception and evaluation of poetic speech (ibid).

What is a standard lanquage?

“The underlying assumptions of sociolinguistic typology are language may be
differentiated into types in terms of attributes which demonstrate a consistent
tendency to affect social attitudes towards them” (Bell, 1976:147). The most
comprehensive set of attributes for such typology was put forward by Hymes (1971),
as reported in Bell (ibid: 150ff). The model comprises seven attributes,
standardization, vitality, historicity, reduction, mixture, and de facto norms.

“Standardization” means, according to Stewart (1962), as cited by Bell (ibid:
148), whether or not the language possesses an agreed set of codified norms which
are accepted by the speech community and form the basis of the formal teaching of
the language, whether L1 or L2. “Vitality”, on the other hand, means whether or not
the language possesses a living community of native speakers. Lack of this attribute
is what distinguishes the classical languages of the Middle East, Arabic, Assyrian,
etc. which are restricted to religious purposes (cf. Ferguson, 1959). As for
“historicity”, what is intended is that whether or not the language has grown up or
grew up through use by some ethnic or sociai group.

The attribute “aufonomy”, according to Stewart (1968), as reported in
Bell(1976:149f), has to do with whether or not the language is accepted by the users
as being distinct from other languages or varieties. No question arises as to the
autonomy of systems with substantial structural differences between them. However,
dispute will occur, when there are substantial similarities between the two varieties.
Political and/or social attitudes play a major role in this respect, For instance,
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Persians who deny the right of the Kurdish people for autonomy in Iran allege that
the language the Kurds of Iran speak is not an autonomous language and that it is
only a Persian dialect. Socially, there will be those who claim and those who deny
autonomy for the lower variety (ibid). Hymes's 1971) remaining three attributes are
explained by Beli (1976: 151f)as foliows: “Reduction” is whether, or not the ianguage
makes use of smaller set of structural relations and items in its syntax and phonology
and a smaller lexicon than some related variety of the same language. Concerning
“mixture” it means whether or not the language consists of items and structures
derived from no source outside itself. Here, it is significant to note that some
languages at different times in their development are more or less willing to borrow
from others. Finally,” de facto norms" has to do with whether or not the language
possesses norms of usage which, though unmodified, are accepted by the
community. The table below provides the most comprehensive and accurate
sociolinguistic typology of human language with examples of English

Sociolinguistic Typology of Language Following Hymes (1971)

Attributes Language Examples
Type

11213/4!5 67

+ |+ [+ |- |+ |+ Standard Standard English

+ |- | *+|+ |- |- |+ . K. James’ Bible
Classical :

English

-t i-i* |- - |+ Veracular ‘Black English’

- |+ |-1|- |- |- |+ | Dialect Cockney

- |+ |[-]- |+ |+ |+ | Creole Krio

- |- |-]- |+ |+ |+ | Pidgin Neomelanesian

+ |- |- |+ |+ |- |+ | Artificial ‘Basic English’

- |- |-+ ]- |+ |? | XizedY ‘Indian English’

- |- |-|- |+ |+ |- |Interlangauge | ‘A’s English’

- - -] |+ . ‘B’s simplified
Foreigner Talk English’

Key:

+ possession of attribute
- lack of attribute

+ either + or —

? in sufficient evidence

The Linguistic Situation in Kurdistan of Iraq

The Kurdish language and its local dialects spread widely to all southern and
south eastern parts of Turkey, the northern border edges of Syria the northern and
north eastern part of irag and the whole of western iran with the exception of the
Arabistan region (Khorshid, 1983:30). As far as Kurdistan of Iraq is concerned, the
Kurdish language (Kurdish, henceforth) forms a mosaic of interwining dialects and
sub-dialects so large in number and diversity that it is not only impractical, but also
impossible to cover in the space allotted to such a piece of research. However, the

mrASAr ictam Af lra~ ia raY221120=] inlAa~tes Aranmi im all Aarias

pIUDCIIt Udy r\uldIDLc‘lll Uf 1nay 1o dUIIIIIIalCd Uy LVVU aub dIaICbLD Lhc SUIGIII in GII pai o
of Kurdistan other than those of the Governorate of Duhok and the Governorate of
Ninewa to the Syrian borders where Bahdini dialect dominates: this is quite a
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simplification of the situation since Sorani, according to Khorshid (ibid:35), is
restricted to the Governorate of Arbil with the exception of Zibar County, whereas the
dialect used in Sulaimaniya Governorate and some Khanaqin regions is called,
Sulaimanya. Girmyania covers the varieties used in the city of Kirkuk and some
counties around it. However, currently the term * Sorani’ is used as an ail-covering
term to embrace all the sub dialects other than those covered by the term * Bahdini’;
which is, by itself, according to Khorshid (ibid:34) restricted to sub-dialects of the
Governorate of Duhok and the counties of Zibar and Sinjar in the governorate of
Ninewa.

The problem, at the present time, is that there is no universally recognized
standard language in the whole Kurdistan. Sorani; however, is adopted for official
use by the central government of the Region in Arbil: the dialect is used for written
correspondence between the Central and the Local governments. Sorani is the
dialect being taught as the native language in the schools all over Kurdistan of Iraq.*

Interestingly, the President of the Government of the Region, who is originally a
native speaker of Bahdini, uses Sorani in his official speeches.

To the on-looker this will seem to be a natural situation of a
standardization process taking place. However, the case is far from being so. The
problem is that Sorani, though has forced itself as the official language of the Central
Government and into the education system, it has not yet won the acceptance of the
Bahdini speech community. Bahdini is still used in the local government in Duhok
which means that Sorani is till unacceptable there. Evidence of this rejection and
adherence to the local dialect can be noticed everywhere. We list instances of the
conflict. As is well known, the vehicles for the different purposes of the local
government are provided by the Central Government. Consequently, their
registration plates are assigned and designed in Arbil. The result is that the vehicles
carry registration plates with the names of the offices they belong to in Sorani,
whereas the official names of the offices are in Bahdini. Thus you see a car with the
legend s s Li(Municipality) parked outside a building with the legend 450 the
Bahdini equivalent of ,Sorani term, above the entrance. The same is true of ujy x4
(Health),w «lals 38 5S (agriculture) oxils, etc...

Even at the university level, forms that are meant to be sent to the Centre are
written in Sorani and those that are for local use, where different, are written in
Bahdini. Thus, in order to put your signature on a form that is bound for the Centre
you you see the Sorani word 555 (signature), whereas in the second the word is
| 3«5 (the Bahdini equivalent) is used.

Personal communication with scholars who took part in the debates about
nt

tandardizatinn chnawnd that thav are veahamanthy adama
WAlIvaAl UiAduwvinl o11vvwou Liidl LllUy alrc VUIIGIIIGIILIy auudadiliall

dialect having the “right to be the standard" claiming that it has all the attributes of a
standard especially with respect to historicity and vitality. For the latter they claim that
the Bahdini speech community, a community extending to include the Kurds of Syria,

and Turkayv ic hy far larnor than that Af the Qarani Thovy alen arniia that thair dialart
Al I Iull\\ly, 12 Hy 1<l |Q|3\/| LI Wil VI U Iw JuUidlind. |||Uy Al Qlyu LIAL L Iviil JvidivwL

also owns a literary heritage deep in history.

In spite of all that, it is felt here that the Sorani is forcing itself as a standard
dialect whether the Bahdini speakers like it or not: evidence of this is in the fact that
Sorani is stealthily creeping into the everyday life of the Bahdini speech community.
Recently, road signs all around the Governorate of Duhok have been changed from
Bahdini to Sorani. Even some commercial advertisements in the streets of Duhok
have started to carry Sorani names such as .« «i(street) instead of the Bahdinisala

It remains to be seen whether a situation will develop where speakers speak their
local dialect at home or among family or friends of the same dialect area but use the
standard language in communicating with speakers of other dialects or on public
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—. O

r thair nativa

in
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occasions. It is possible that diglossia may develop, “standardization where two
varieties of a language exist side by side throughout the community, with each
having a definite role to play” (Ferguson, 1959:429).

Regardless of what will take place, it is felt here that in order for the Kurdistan
people to identify themseives as a nation they have to have a variety that they can
use to communicate all over Kurdistan. The first step for them is to sit together, put
aside dialect prejudice, and agree on a variety as their lingua franca to be used as a
standard and a means of communication initially in Iragi Kurdistan, and hopefully
later, by the Kurds all over the world

Notes

*After the writing of this paper the authorities in Duhok changed the language of
instruction and are now using the Bahdini dialect of Duhok in order to add weight to
their argument in favour of the selection of their dialect as the standard variety. |
thought that it is better not to change the original statement so as to highlight the die
hard attitude of the Bahdini speaking community in this respect.
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The Standard Language Problem in Kurdistan of Iraq
The research is the gist of an experience the researcher went through while

winrliina ae A nrafaccar at tha ~nllann AF Arte/l Inivarcitvu of Nithale tha ~itvy cAancidarad
LAV [\llls do a pIUICDDUI al uic UU"UUG i M !.DIUIIIVGIOIL_Y Vi ULV, LIC \Jlly Ul IoIVCI OU

as the heart of Kurmaniji dialect. It is well —known that two major Kurdish dialects are
the Kurmanji which is the dialect of the Government of Duhok and some areas of the
Government of Ninawa as well as those of the Kurds in Syria and Turkey and Sorani,

tha dialart Af tha ramainina Kiirdietan af Iraa and ename 1indacidad 11inAan arnac in lran
Ul idivwl Vi Wi |\.I|||CJ||||||U TsJUldiowalnl wvi Ila\al CAl I OVTTIV UG Wi UPUII drvddo 111 I|C¢|.\.1

as well as that Kurds in Iran. This division is far accurate since communication
between some sub-dialects within the mother dialect may be impossible.

In a nutshell, the problem lies in the fact that although Central Government of
Kurdistan has adapted the Sorani as the official language it has not been accepted
by the native speakers of Kurmanji which has resulted in the dilemma of having two
parallel sets of vocabulary as the Sorani is used for correspondence with Centre
whereas the Kurmaniji is used for local communication in the majority of cases such
as Ledlale and ey gaba and JS5iES In spite of that we find that within the
context of Sorani has been creeping quietly into the different aspects of work official
and private as Kurmanji signs have been subtitled by Sorani ones and some

<
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advertisements have been adopted Sorani vocabulary. The other side has changed
the language of pedagogy in the government of Duhok into Sorani.

Among the basics of the adaptation of a standard language is acceptance by all
native speakers of the language involved. Thus, the research concludes that it is
necessary for the Kurdish nation in order to sustain its identity to the worid as a
whole, that there should be a language used by all Kurdish native speakers as is the
case with Arab countries resort to Standard Arabic to communicate when they meet
abroad. The solution could be in the linguists of both dialects getting together and
decide on one dialect either one of the two or a blend of both. And if the two sides
stick to their guns it is possible to create a unifying language as it the case with South
Africa who created Afrikaans on condition that this process should be made as soon
as possible.
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