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Grant Agency of the Czech Republic : No. 405/98/0390) Fﬁﬁﬁiﬁ”rﬁliﬁ FIY e AR
i?l Egﬁi,ﬂrﬁ)‘F 14 ?'L}{Ji oo 2TH ﬁﬁ'&if&?fﬁ*f%, 2001 & = 2002 = pﬂ?ﬁ*j [EHI G o

2 ERY Fl Secretarlat of the Council for National Minorities of the Government of the Czech
Republic. 2003.
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T Y I TR ) - BT PRI R o
ﬁ\ﬁ%f,ln (P fras > 1993) Pj:ﬁ: “ﬁlﬁjﬁ Bl £ RS G B9 B
A A S BRI L PO R 137 ) A R e T
PUBREERGE o SR J:Jaﬁ?{fd Gl ERT [Flii7‘ GRS 2 Malily F?Jtu Siil
#Fﬁ¥(9ﬁwmﬁj@“$Wi7 %%y@? ?%ﬁvim.ﬁ
P ?iwﬁ%ﬁ$#waﬁ%uﬁwo

7“” AT 31 E PR RS Neustupny 45 1978 4 il
71742 (Language Management) I (Neustupny, 1978; 1983 1985)
TR Y UK S RSP o AV I SR G

FEORS > DY (R AT s S

—rv

i\~ BRI

— - {03885 18 (Language Management) <

uf,r[mﬂﬂwuﬂﬁj Eﬁ?”f'f[_’ HIHWTEF, 15 (Language planning )
PUIAHIRLH - asﬁ/‘uﬂ Z HFIpYES > Halliday 4% 2001 & $H415- ﬁié'?ﬁuﬁ:}ﬁf[]
e

Language planning is a highly complex set of activities involving the

intersection of two very different and potentially conflicting themes: one that of
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“meaning” common to all our activities with language, and other semiotics as
well; the other theme that of “design”. If we start from then language planning
means introducing design processes and design features into a system (namely
language) which is naturally evolving. (Halliday 2001: 177)

%fﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁ Y PTRI fe 2 R R R — R R )
Pl 'IiJE:ﬁ: PUdt e Rk ETH (T Coutput ) 707 % aﬁf—ﬂﬁfﬂ
% (linguistic factor) AUyt » T%lrf'”‘ TUJIE*F, r:l?f[ # (non-linguistic
factor ) Elf@i"ﬁju QL [ﬁ%\‘# ] A ) e

Linguistic factors

N
Language output
/
Non-linguistic factors
(E—]

,[’?ﬁ‘”j?[é;:ﬂﬂ F;I =l =) }“Ff i a‘% AU 2N I S ;g&ﬁrﬂ G4 1 “F%%L”
(design) » iy 7 o - Mfr%“fﬁkﬁm?ﬁ}[ R S R R
e k@?ﬁ? i Eh— E‘ﬁi IR TR VIR 2R T R
?fﬂﬁ'g?%é“. o pjum AP FIELE EJ%RDH FIF R & ol ﬁgqﬁﬂ%‘Pﬂﬁ
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fS[’FEJF[JJ‘}*‘\ﬁ%fE;F%IWZF e A ﬁfuuf, = 0 E F' L9t
TR lﬁ—ﬁ:i_;ﬁngxﬂﬁi* ”ﬁlijzu%!‘

At AR R SRS - R R B AR R R
simple I'] » organized [ % FI#81=Y (Neustupny, 1978; 1983; 1985) - F’?Fﬂ
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simple management ij[]El Jf'\_%[-ﬁuﬂ EHRHE J/I‘JﬁilgrL ESHE 0
organized management [I[[# 7 El fyz=e= F Fkﬁu’! 2 (R [ S AR o

_» DD(:!EEIQEEB,J *EE

i&]FﬁﬂD%\[}{—J” IFI BRI =t ﬁmiFh@ f[‘/j I [E]JEI :—&E[ £ FIMF‘: o
(solution ) ( Language Management )
Language problem > 1. simple management
2. organized management

%%ﬁﬁmﬁmmm*ﬂéﬁﬁﬁﬁ B O
B SRR AU 2 0 S TR SR
simple management > i 3%~ O HEU | B AT 1V T BEE 5 organized
management °

Organized management EIJ?“Y:T;I [@ HHp r*[ﬁ,  (evaluation ) #I FF%‘

FﬁZJ (‘adjustment ) » I'] ¥ F,F/cﬁ ’EMHIJ[ i 22 o }*ﬁ%«‘h{ r[@ tips Ty ﬁl]’ J

(expectation) AI T f1¥ | (norm ) » f&FXf! ILJ["JEZJﬁLlﬁiﬁ:,@J[F SHWEE E
Ry PR sE] (O K= 1 A ) e

TR E fFEJﬂ%#[FQL:%EI'L“fVTj organized management f| IfiY '—PgﬁfﬁJ

Cadjustment ) #1573 » [ FSEf0 1 P (pl 0 1 f0 R < 597
BIFORflr HH TR ORI S s 2 BT A e

(Participants ) jF[fEZEFI ( Variety ) I?Ei?'i ( Setting ) ~ ﬁJH ( Function ) ~
HFL (Content ) #13f]"% (Channel) (Hymes, 1974) » [ijH Hlﬁ“[ EI R
BRI R ™ PR R PRl | e R R R R Jﬁuﬁ';ﬂ%
T‘J["‘ (Neustupny, 1978; 1983; 1985; Nekvapil, 2003 ) »
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[E—] organized management

F[ Frl P H S TR SRR TR SR R R
PR “?‘“ﬁ[tﬂ%‘Jlﬁ‘z%'?%ﬁﬁui%ﬂuﬂ » Labov 858 = BRI

;\,_1\ U S | *: FJ?T” e RO K7 TS A ﬁTFﬂ‘”[fJJ (Joseph,
2004: 63-64) - }Z&ﬂjﬁfﬁz *“, 7 18 B 7 %‘%I FUERERLE 1)
D e
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T LES R A ﬂﬁﬂ ('Stevenson, 2000 ; Nekvapil, 2000) » [ij 4 ¥ = EVJI
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FEF I AN B A R 1= 1ol A

%:ﬁd(Czech State )— Fjix =l €= I % 'I'U?F)U Fﬂd [ I8 Czech
Repubhc)lﬁuﬁ CFHIRLET 1993 & 1 F[HEg u’ﬂﬂ (5 Ju H A ( Czechoslovak
Republic) 53 40 i T8 A e o O sl g o SO (O D= ]
T )+ SR P - T B ﬁﬂaf. S+ R 78866 7 4 B
PR« P A1 %u@ SIS LR 2001 F RETRIET
ifF'i[J MTIEEEL 10230060 (Neustupny and Nekvapil, 2003:182) » ﬁiﬁl}’ﬁ?‘f““
HIE ~ dE B~ S5 IR A G
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GERMANY \ L\ POLAND

R
Vary QAN Prague

# f7 B 33 Plazen

CZECH REPUBLIC
BUMSWAR L cuuen

5 L

(B=]

g L EREEH
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Fpl AT P B WiF R (German) (= fols) i Al
IR EIF] ) ~ ﬂﬂfl S g (Slovak) E[z%l (Polish) '] bf,! AEESS - Lt

i =1 (Upper/Lower Sorbian; Lusatian ) *; T '[ J“IJ\@EA‘E » 77 Wl o

3 ﬁj/lg, gﬁwfﬁtﬂ %Iy}ﬁ#@ﬁ«'iﬁi Il 28 (Saxony ) il > 3T el =0 Ba ok -
PRI SIS e B IS0 ) g oy
ek |£'rﬁ“uﬁﬁ«‘ﬁr¥jrﬂf}/uﬂ OB e A Wﬁ /ﬁﬁe@kgwﬂufﬂf,@zﬁ
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@r[[&mg g@%j[ kﬁﬁgl?f“o

1993 & 1 k] gﬂ_ﬁdﬂa l*,ﬁdj:[ﬁ[[gy[uﬂgﬁﬁtlf?‘i Fljij_‘ﬁiirﬁl’iﬂhj\)fflji
pdsgh ;A48 1991 Eguﬂﬁ;f;ﬁ:]mgh ) [Jﬁﬁd lﬂﬁdﬂ% g&liﬁ ﬁlg
7%~ iJF?JF Flels J[E%’?fjd (non-Czech) ﬁ‘/"’lz’ﬂr |*th (non-Slovak ) %=
R HR g 2 B AR 15 o B HUP s e & gl 2R
R Y R S 1 LR A R R e
S PR CEods 1993 & Vi RRRET b s l*ﬁﬂfﬁi) [ fr= B T
5% > = 25T 5 mﬁﬂ FIH o s A IF’?[ﬁ:‘} ITIESUH'N LR RS
[R>S B Wbl 5 O ke 50 ST D | D B RS ( Satava,
2003) -

PG > b AR TR R P [ s Rl AR R
”ﬁ?ﬁ”‘?ﬁ{ﬂ% ’5 IJ[ES«[EJE?J[ﬂ > Satava (2003: 181) “J'f THE Y ?ﬁ” » G
CEE ) 2R R | R R BREE R ’H%t‘ R E?r:,ﬁlfilﬁlf

f%%ﬁf\ﬁ G

F BRIEANGBRERE

PP P BEAGEEREE [ IREE T A AT SRR A S AR
FEERRITE 0 1910 F ¥ 3,492,362 AP Mﬂﬂﬁﬁ”ﬁﬁ %¢W@&F’
1991 = [I[[&3 1 48,556 1 ’2001£FEHE!EJ39106'jo ERN G IIE
5 PSP T E R B S TR E 1991 F = 2001 F YR 710.8% o
(L ol R 7 21.1% o

e BRI fl %T—?ﬁimfl"r PUBip 5 I e NSRS e = -
4 7}#[‘1» §i : Office of the Government of the Czech Republic, Secretariat of the Council for
National Minorities of the Government of the Czech republic. (2003)
LE
S R¥ % “All non-Czech communities seem to be gradually assimilating to the matrix (Czech)
community, particularly with regard to language.” (Satava, 2003:181)
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(&—1
Census Inhabitants Totally | Ethnic group
Czech German
1991 10 302 215 8363 768 48 556
2001 10 292 933 9249 777 39 106
(-0.1%) (+10.8%) (-21.1%)

The Census 2001. Basic Information About Definite Results. Published by
Czech Statistic Office. (2002: 26)

FI8 o S5 KF I 1 1950 & 2 2001 & FUffigy fifiel | w i,
R S [ GRET R Eﬁ'ﬁf/[w COp L= X ) > PRI * [ 1R -
[IFSF 153 P RN ¢ 1421950 57 (19 93.8% 4] = 1980 F 19 94.6% <

GRYIY > T RSB GEPUBRIE S [P OT IS 1991 5 N i 81.2% -
FI 2001 # [1H4] 2 90.4% ; — AL > 1991 & 17T L™ Y71 1989 &[4
L R s A R | FTJO (FURL > B30 > F1 1950 & = 2001
i R R R [m’nﬁ Frod BRIV = g

m

[®_]) The inhabitants of the Czech Republic in 1950-2001 in %

Ethnic The year of census

group 1950 1961 1970 1980 1991 2001
Czech 93.8 94.3 94.5 94.6 81.2 90.4
German 1.8 1.4 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.4
Totality 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

( Secretariat of the Council for National Minorities of the Government of the
Czech republic. Prague; 2003.)

- W%ﬁ%ﬁdﬁ {i‘ R RS [Ljﬁzjﬂ—;[ ]E{F' g—ﬁ? F ’L FEEI [/ rJ
I }L.{‘:J’ﬂ‘ * JFEIE@} ?T_TEBU’F'J’F Fﬁ%ﬂ I LZZ%JFEI:J:";’; B Jp[l}ﬁ g

F? Iﬂiﬂjlﬁ S (‘”Eﬁ Satava, 2003 ) :
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1. 91 B 3%

B 3 o BB R R B o1 55 R R T R *Tﬁr o R RR
ﬁ“l,lﬂﬁ SES 15‘3‘\ (Sokolov) i ¥Eﬁi§&59|ﬂ‘F“§r\ﬁFJ ; T‘ija%g 1991 = UG
SR o fﬂél%L mﬁ%ﬁféﬂ STIEE 6.1% o iy BT R iii.—:
FTEHESEE@‘F%‘%%H*[JHJ (Karlovy Vary) ~ 3 3 (PA%7)) (Teplice) I Jbﬁlﬁ
] (Cheb) ZFy - BRECE RS~ [R50 H[J,%L—«‘l"!‘_ IS A 2%
3% o %7]? }*Fﬁ (Praha) I &g 1300 Frlwﬁrgc'hrﬁt'[a}«[[aw%, el
ﬁ#ﬂ = Hput ff l:“ﬁr', (leerec) 4 %1@‘ 1000 fib F- ]JJ@ =l £, rED[ES«[B«'ﬁ, o

2. B H =

BRI R SRR R [ VR VRVl B P S A B A
S 1938 F AT i Eﬁélufr[ﬂﬁ (Munich Agreement ) lﬁfiﬁl?‘f*éi s
EBIBJ%%!“%CM%L ° lﬁgiuklt}i EF R Jiﬁiﬁdjﬂ (S HAIBIfY
g2 (Sudetenland ) JFE': 1B 1”\[ o st ’5[ Eﬂj‘ FY ol ey ﬁﬁ’f‘#[ﬁ&l MBI
;ﬁ&’ﬁ%@%&ﬁﬁbdjﬁﬂimWWﬂww% FORRAE ~ | 1ReHT
SR B 2 350 Fy« ARy NIRRT > AT 1045 B RO
173 (Potsdam Agreement ) F#[Hl s HR B ELPY H%Iﬂ*ﬂﬁflﬁimﬁ%ﬁd F{I’I'Ep,b )
PRSI ER A T 270 YR N BT AR BB R o FURI 20 2 25
fjfi[rrl 8 [ | A ‘F Eﬂﬁ_‘ﬂﬁ‘ o PTHF s o B;;;é; {ﬁ ﬂﬁﬁ[ B?'%f‘a‘gnﬂ
LS B i TN VY4 (Neustupny and Nekvapil, 2003:208) » }?f_
ﬂdfﬁ‘l FI\JLEE% I3 [E]g‘ﬁf}‘-‘k 7 ; Tf@%a 2001 EFJ%:FJ Hﬂjﬂ\ﬁa_-fmgw , 1?{1
?%@WW%@%%H%%MM@v@w§wkpqu

3. FMME T Lk

POV G b 2R o PR E AT R R Cofficial

TR b Y R R T B g PR VO 0 T | B TR R O
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language ) WIFE&%TU ijF'i[ F"TE DRCERERT ] pﬁ;ﬁ‘ FLIE = F;[jﬁ%_
PORARYES O TP RLAISEY o (LRL - R D B SRR 9 VR BT
il B @'ﬁ[l% IV 5 S50 Rl Eﬁfﬂ R
F ?Ii_?‘MFg*‘q’rt[‘ﬂ PO > B Pl REIR T O Frf" Al F'JrﬁtulJ Vi
2o (R AR SRR B S SR fel 'J _{[E (ELRL
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FEJB 2 I ]]Jruuﬂjﬁfiﬂ The Prague Volkszeitung '] % Prager
Zeitung - ﬂWﬂ%%ﬂﬁ%ihﬁw%{w@fﬁﬁ EH I 2 rhih e
EE,T‘ U@v‘u éﬁfl‘/ﬁ}ﬁﬁféﬁ EIASPEIE SUIRIRE-E- AR rﬁgﬁJE* SRE
?T;T T F,u} ri’?[ PAE T ﬁ“d%?ﬁ%&i (Czech Radlo) £ e
I R IGR] SO 3SR RIRATE 5 [T ERATE Y I
RO R A E P > S FURRLED 2 RIRTE A R E'[ﬁ S
R B J/E‘T}[E)‘ngilpﬂjfﬁ?ﬁjﬁf REEZ H’E Flte

(rL_—”LL-L

—tmL_JJ

P B rﬁb)ttfﬂ fel =] pJTJr‘g‘-r:ﬁFMFgL @Iﬂﬁq (R Y,
LD F[FQI’FL“BQ ’ QJ}E%* El lJif;ﬁ;%ﬁF[tZﬁﬂ?ﬁi‘}% vl [
ff\_ruuﬂ ugl?@”fg 9&%@#%}%{ |FOFIEHIIE ?ﬁ’gl flie 3] iﬁ[&
AR ritu ST ﬁ%ﬁﬂuﬁai@‘c rEDT!HJj | Bl IS H I 15 TJJ\
oA ; - @[T[J 1989 =F 1'% » ruuﬁ—ﬂéﬂ‘d@‘r.ﬂ[[ fg tf%ﬂﬁlyiugi
s PR RS TS - SRR R {EZ,HFE*EF' G - Fu%xﬁ (H AL
SERE T T el ﬁF?L[ ufﬁgawwgfw A IJT‘“ T ) BRI R
TR F*’rﬁjjz AANFEFN R &%g}ﬂguﬁ fg B - @[ﬁlrﬁggﬁﬁ =R

= yS N/
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6. XALE®H
f%l%?l, SR 1"}" 1 (Kulturni sdruzeni ob&anii némecké narodnosti) fL
RLRECLENE E” VRS FRBETAIE P8 (@ B ET
sz ,iﬁﬁﬁ?'i[ [HUE) 39 nF ° SR r&[g%%j}]d/l Tg,’JJF,fH\JF;gyj,ﬂ[élEj,T
‘“%ﬁQAW@fﬁﬁfﬁﬁﬂ’PEﬁJW%%$@%@%¥@ﬁ$°
T SRR U B R RO R BT
O Sl L H AT RIS TR S S S R
LGSR R “’f “Jf?ﬁﬂ identity )% I 1 BIAE 5 (77 ( Wright,
2004) o (ELRL TSR F U R S R R ﬁ*?ﬁff[;ﬂuuﬂ f9 Tt 2] i
(language attitude ) 2 131 f/ VBT CTRE > ™ — g AR S S

B EEHAE

s

l

-

4 i ORI ) ITRLEUSE 1 1995 # % 2003 3 By S i i
Hi “FA%‘BFMH%& : ?FHH IJ%% % El (Language Management) fUfgizt F'L‘%BJ
Féﬁ?,s;ﬁaléé'gf][ﬁ?ggipjaﬁ Fi fﬁj@ o

— BSEA

7 S B . 5 512 TR S 2 B P BB FTFEJ?F?
F: et (language attitude ) eRAVI A F o SPFTE G LIV BB IR
P BB AV PR G BT (symbol) 17 3 ¥ +§9F{IHI’197OEF‘[EJ 1.2%
pmag;g 4 ’fr‘% TR R AR (7 1987 5 g 1A iy 1% 33% ; il
o i gl R R ”Tpurﬁg kR FE*F; FITE| 8%EJF~3~%'7¢%$ A
WREES TR 79 8% BT AR > FUF) SYf M IRETE s
FE 7 (Sokolovd, 1991) « =5 » SIS R+ BI7 ficfe '”‘M%”‘f
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WATIRIOR R IES 3 RS > 1960 & A1) (Cheb) 3HITHYEH -
Y- ﬁﬁiuﬁgm,‘-&,\ﬁ“ﬂ*ﬁ?[’ﬁl@ B8 ol =1 F[ (Standard German) * %l rEDT“fJH_

F%%’WﬁmBW§¢H%Ww%wjﬁw
F' ,%:Fdﬁﬁﬁalﬁﬁgt}t RIp
“¥7fj (Jablonec) bi?l?%ﬂ@ﬁi@ﬁl

» LS ﬂfwfﬂiﬂl )
f[ (Povejsil, 1975) » » TR E IF;[E’H

J,%L%\EE?TJZW%ER Fsm Fopl)

A ] l*ﬁiy 7 (diglossia ) Zh 15 ¥ i Vi) o 2 [ RLEE o o 1
ARG [ S S P R #\F”" o H A E'U;’Z, IEI“

ﬁijd% ( Bozdékova, 1988) o

BRI

b %ﬂﬁlwﬁwirﬁﬁ

WS | L RV LY 0 ) U;g;

FH,EJ '*73 I };ﬁ‘[&ﬁfﬁ]&l\l s1mp1e management '/ % organized management [y

||

HITE R -

=

+ Simple management

BT 1995 & = 2003 & i I [ i%liﬁ[ﬁf?ﬁéfl@ﬁéﬁ?“?ﬁ%%ﬁ%@v 3R

R il ~ Fﬁi@ I

Fﬁﬁr [IEEEE %@I {;{&

IJ({rﬂ' TJII ;B

ﬁ-v

Bl Ak R Jﬁ@? ] ca10vat£:r’5pr%af fY zahlen “to pay” i [fi
—I‘F” s H A _ovat El“t )FE{'F“ IJ%HFU—Ej FLJIé » I ﬁfgﬁuﬂ_\b?-}" FF]J,&I*Jﬂ

Z’J"F;ﬁ'fl@[ .

German
Schmdhschrift
lobenswert

eigenhdndig

(k=]

Czech

hanopis “slanderous writing”
chvalyhodny “praisworthy”
vlastnorucné “by own hand”

das ist zu bekommen

Ein saures Gesicht machen

to je k dostani “it is available”

délat kysely oblicej “to make a sour face”

( Skala, 1977; Slosar, 2002)
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=9t riJFEJF[J PIRER R (R T ] e SRR
fr - Hl}?f‘j?:j?ﬁ ’]J’ hanopis, chvalyhodny I') % viastnorucné 55 f|[fLIEAf5f
TEp™ i Ligﬁ Schmdhschrift, lobenswert 1 eigenhdndig T4 s fiy o [hifig Hﬁaj
A to je k dostani H1 délat kysely oblicej Pk & LTl ﬂlfﬁﬁéﬁl Jdas ist zu
bekommen ! Ein saures Gesicht machen | %]% o lﬁﬂ*rif,—fggﬁiFﬁf@ﬁlﬁéﬁfjﬁﬂ:
%ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁ“'EﬂF*ﬂ%‘ R e

Rt 7 I PR S P B R R R o fr%$F*ﬁ@
MR O SO I G B

TR =T B GRS ﬁwunﬂﬂ%%q\‘I W - R ,iﬁtf:p[

Fi 5 et I:L[L_'_’uﬂ = 4% i (language contact) FYUFHH

— ~ Organized management

%ﬂd%[‘mfj’;’gﬁl, BT (R ﬁ: NiSpadpey F?&I?;:tjj'*‘ R E
% - £UF 2001 & WF‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%muﬁﬁﬁﬁ%(ﬂliﬁﬂ>£ﬁ’
Exildit Bt SR S s A T T S L
FIT T -
(&M’
Mother |Population Ethnic background
tongue | according | Czech, | Slovak | Hungarian | Roma | Polish |German| Other Not
to mother | Moravian declared
tongue Silesian
Czech 9707397 | 9525265 | 32529 2196 | 4527 | 4064 [ 10836 | 19550 | 108430
Slovak 208723 48877 | 153284 448 | 402 54 81 1764 | 3813
Romani 23209 12289 | 2992 66 | 6672 6 10 326 848
Polish 50740 5029 144 18 6 | 44825 43 230 445
German 41328 11138 245 30 5 104 | 27682 1368 756
Other 121795 17526 | 3276 11844 65| 2815 308 | 81524 | 4437
Not 76868 21005 720 70 69 100 146 660 | 54098
declared
Total 10230060 | 9641129 [ 193190 14672 | 11746 | 51968 | 39106 | 105422 | 172827

? R s ¥ ¢ Ethnic background and mother tongue in the 2001 census. (Statistical Office of
Czech Repubhc, 2003)
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Some discussion about language identity:
The case study in German-speaking
community in Czech Republic

Melissa Shih-hui Lin

Assistant Professor, Institute of Development for Indigenous Peoples, National

Dong Hwa University

Abstract

Central Europe is well-known by its linguistic diversity. In this
region, different language uses can reflect different ethnic categories.
(Stevenson, 2000 ; Nekvapil, 2000) In this paper, I am going to take
German-speaking community in Czech Republic as the example to have
some discussion about language identity.

According to Secretariat of the Council for National Minorities of
the Government of the Czech Republic in 2003, German is the forth
biggest language group in Czech Republic. However, there is one third
population in this German-speaking group who identifies Czech language
as mother tongue. In the conclusion, I will also argue with the difference

between the language performance and language identity.

Keywords: Sociolinguistics, language community, language description,

language management



