Diglossia 
Ferguson (1959) and Fishman (1972) are among the major sociolinguists who have developed this notion of functional differentiation of languages or language varieties in order to explain patterns of language use and choice. Ferguson (1959) first introduced the notion of diglossia to describe the functional distribution of two genetically related varieties in different settings. Since then, the notion of diglossia has been developed and become widely and usefully employed to describe patterns of language use and choice in diglossic and bi/multilingual communities in different places around the world. The following section provides an overview of diglossia, outlining the meaning of the concept, its different types and its relationship to language stability and change. 
Classic diglossia 
In his now classic article, Ferguson (1959) is credited with introducing the concept of diglossia. According to him, the term diglossia refers to:
 A relatively stable language situation in which, in addition to the primary dialects of the language (which may include a standard or regional standards), there is a very divergent, highly codified (often grammatically more complex) superposed variety, the vehicle of a large and respected body of written literature, either of an earlier period or in another speech community, which is learned largely by formal education and is used for most written and formal spoken purposes but is not used by any sector of the community for ordinary conversation. (p. 325) 
Ferguson formulated this definition based on a multidimensional characterization of diglossia in relation to attitudes and usage that included function, prestige, literary heritage, acquisition, standardization, stability, grammar, lexicon and phonology. Ferguson used the concept of diglossia to refer to the coexistence of two genetically related varieties of the same language in a particular society. An important feature of Ferguson’s definition of diglossia is related to the complementary nature of the two varieties involved. These two closely related varieties are in complementary distribution with each other. This means that the use of each variety is allocated to different communicative purposes, leading to the development of remarkably stable types of sociolinguistic situations. The two varieties are referred to as the high (H) variety and low (L) variety. The H variety is the one that is more prestigious and used for formal purposes such as writing religious texts and education. On the other hand, the L variety is used for informal spoken purposes such as everyday household conversation.  
Ferguson identified only four representative diglossic situations: Arabic (in the Arab world), Modern Greek (in Greece), Haitian Creole (in Haiti), and Swiss German (in Switzerland). Such diglossic speech communities are characterized by the functional compartmentalization of the H and L varieties:  
· Arabic-speaking communities: the coexistence of literary (H) and dialectal Arabic (L)
· Greece: the alternation of Greek Katharevousa (H) and Dhimotiki (L)
· Haiti: the alternation of Standard French (H) and Haitian Creole (L)
· Switzerland: the alternation of Standard German (H) and Swiss German (L)
1-Function
 
                                                                                                                  H          L
Sermon in church or mosque 
Instructions to servants, waiters, workmen, clerks 
Personal letter 
Speech in parliament, political speech 
University lecture 
Conversation with family, friends, colleagues 
News broadcast 
Radio "soap opera" 
Newspaper editorial, news story, caption on picture 
Caption on political cartoon 
Poetry 
Folk literature
The importance of using the right variety in the right situation can hardly be overestimated. An outsider who learns to speak fluent, accurate L and then uses it in a formal speech is an object of ridicule. A member of the speech community who uses H in a purely conversational situation or in an informal activity like shopping is equally an object of ridicule. In all the defining languages it is typical behavior to have someone read aloud from a newspaper written in H and then proceed to discuss the contents in L. In all the defining languages it is typical behavior to listen to a formal speech in Hand then discuss it, often with the speaker himself, in L.
The last two situations on the list call for comment. In all the defining languages some poetry is composed in L, and a small handful of poets compose in both, but the status of the two kinds of poetry is very different, and for the speech community as a whole it is only the poetry in H that is felt to be "real" poetry, On the other hand, in every one of the defining languages certain proverbs, politeness formulas, and the like are in H even when cited in ordinary conversation by illiterates. It has been estimated that as much as one-fifth of the proverbs in the active repertory of Arab villagers are in H.


2- Prestige 
In all the defining languages the speakers regard H as superior to L in a number of respects. Sometimes the feeling is so strong that H alone is regarded as real and L is reported "not to exist." Speakers of Arabic, for example, may say (in L) that so-and-so doesn't know Arabic. This normally means he doesn't know H, although he may be a fluent, effective speaker of L. If a non-speaker of Arabic asks an educated Arab for help in learning to speak Arabic the Arab will normally try to teach him H forms, insisting that these are the only ones to use. Very often, educated Arabs will maintain that they never use L at all, in spite of the fact that direct observation shows that they use it constantly in all ordinary conversation. Similarly, educated speakers of Haitian Creole frequently deny its existence, insisting that they always speak French. This attitude cannot be called a deliberate attempt to deceive the questioner, but seems almost a self-deception. When the speaker in question is replying in good faith, it is often possible to break through these attitudes by asking such questions as what kind of language he uses in speaking to his children, to servants, or to his mother. The very revealing reply is usually something like: "Oh, but they wouldn't understand [the H form, whatever it is called]."
Even where the feeling of the reality and superiority of H is not so strong, there is usually a belief that H is somehow more beautiful, more logical, better able to express important thoughts, and the like. And this belief is held also by speakers whose command of H is quite limited. To those Americans who would like to evaluate speech in terms of effectiveness of communication it comes as a shock to discover that many speakers of a language involved in diglossia characteristically prefer to hear a political speech or an expository lecture or a recitation of poetry in H even though it may be less intelligible to them than it would be in L.
In some cases the superiority of H is connected with religion. In Greek the language of the New Testament is felt to be essentially the same as the katharevusa, and the appearance of a translation of the New Testament in dhimotiki was the occasion for serious rioting in Greece in 1903. Speakers of Haitian Creole are generally accustomed to a French version of the Bible, and even when the Church uses Creole for catechisms, and the like, it resorts to a highly Gallicized spelling. For Arabic, His the language of the Qur'an and as such is widely believed to constitute the actual words of God and even to be outside the limits of space and time, i.e. to have existed "before" time began with the creation of the world. 
3. Literary heritage.
 In every one of the defining languages there is a sizable body of written literature in H which is held in high esteem by the speech community, and contemporary literary production in H by members of the community is felt to be part of this otherwise existing literature. The body of literature may either have been produced long ago in the past history of the community or be in continuous production in another speech community in which H serves as the standard variety of the language. When the body of literature represents a long time span (as in Arabic or Greek) contemporary writers-and readers-tend to regard it as a legitimate practice to utilize words, phrases, or constructions which may have been current only at one period of the literary history and are not in widespread use at the present time. Thus it may be good journalistic usage in writing editorials, or good literary taste in composing poetry, to employ a complicated Classical Greek participial construction or a rare twelfth century Arabic expression which it can be assumed the average educated reader will not understand without research on his part. One effect of such usage is appreciation on the part of some readers: "So-and-so really knows his Greek [or Arabic]," or "So-and-so's editorial today, or latest poem, is very good Greek [or Arabic]."
4. Acquisition. 
Among speakers of the four defining languages adults invariably use L in speaking to children and children use L in speaking to one another. As a result, L is invariably learned by children in what may be regarded as the "normal" way of learning one's mother tongue. H may be heard by children from time to time, but the actual learning of H is chiefly accomplished by the means of formal education, whether this be traditional Qur'anic schools, modern government schools, or private tutors. 
This difference in method of acquisition is very important. The speaker is at home in L to a degree he almost never achieves in H. The grammatical structure of L is learned without explicit discussion of grammatical concepts; the grammar of H is learned in terms of "rules" and norms to be imitated.
It seems unlikely that any change toward full utilization of H could take place without a radical change in this pattern of acquisition. For example, those Arabs who ardently desire to have L replaced by H for all functions can hardly expect this to happen if they are unwilling to speak H to their children.  
5. Standardization. 
In all the defining languages there is a strong tradition of grammatical study of the H form of the language. There are grammars, dictionaries, treatises on pronunciation, style, and so on. There is an established norm for pronunciation, grammar, and vocabulary which allows variation only within certain limits. The orthography is well established and has little variation. By contrast, descriptive and normative studies of the L form are either non-existent or relatively recent and slight in quantity. Often they have been carried out first or chiefly by scholars OUTSIDE the speech community and are written in other languages. There is no settled orthography and there is wide variation in pronunciation, grammar, and vocabulary.
In the case of relatively small speech communities with a single important center of communication (e.g. 'Greece, Haiti) a kind of standard L may arise which speakers of other dialects imitate and which tends to spread like any standard variety except that it remains limited to the functions for which L is appropriate.
In speech communities which have no single most important center of communication a number of regional L's may arise. In the Arabic speech community, for example, there is no standard L corresponding to educated Athenian dhimotikf, but regional standards exist in various areas. The Arabic of Cairo, for example, serves as a standard L for Egypt, and educated individuals from Upper Egypt must learn not only H but also, for conversational purposes, an approximation to Cairo L. In the Swiss German speech community there is no single standard, and even the term 'regional standard' seems inappropriate, but in several cases the L of a city or town has a strong effect on the surrounding rural L.
6. Stability
 It might be supposed that diglossia is highly unstable, tending to change into a more stable language situation. This is not so. Diglossia typically persists at least several centuries, and evidence in some cases seems to show that it can last well over a thousand years. The communicative tensions which arise in the diglossia situation may be resolved by the use of relatively uncodified, unstable, intermediate forms of the language (Greek mikti, Arabic al-lugah al-wusfii, Haitian creole de salon) and repeated borrowing of vocabulary items from H to L. 
In Arabic, for example, a kind of spoken Arabic much used in certain semiformal or cross-dialectal situations has a highly classical vocabulary with few or no inflectional endings, with certain features of classical syntax, but with a fundamentally colloquial base in morphology and syntax, and a generous admixture of colloquial vocabulary. In Greek a kind of mixed language has become appropriate for a large part of the press. The borrowing of lexical items from H to L is clearly analogous (or for the periods when actual diglossia was in effect in these languages, identical) with the learned borrowings from Latin to Romance languages or the Sanskrit tatsamas in Middle and New Indo-Aryan.


 7. Grammar. 
One of the most striking differences between H and L in the defining languages is in the grammatical structure: H has grammatical categories not present in L and has an inflectional system of nouns and verbs which is much reduced or totally absent in L. For example, Classical Arabic has three cases in the noun, marked by endings; colloquial dialects have none. Standard German has four cases in the noun and two nonperiphrastic indicative tenses in the verb; Swiss German has three cases in the noun and only one simple indicative tense. Katharevusa has four cases, dhimotiki three. French has gender and number in the noun, Creole has neither. Also, in every one of the defining languages there seem to be several striking differences of word order as well as a thorough-going set of differences in the use of introductory and connective particles. It is certainly safe to say that in diglossia there are always extensive differences between the grammatical structures of Hand L. This is true not only for the four defining languages, but also for every other case of diglossia examined by the author.
For the defining languages it may be possible to make a further statement about grammatical differences. It is always risky to hazard generalizations about grammatical complexity,14 but it may be worthwhile to attempt to formulate a statement applicable to the four defining languages even if it should turn out to be invalid for other instances of diglossia. There is probably fairly wide agreement among linguists that the grammatical structure of language A is "simpler" than that of B if, other things being equal,
(1) the morphophonemics of A is simpler, i.e. morphemes have fewer alternants, alternation is more regular, automatic (e.g. Turkish -lar,...,-ler is simpler than the English plural markers);
(2) there are fewer obligatory categories marked by morphemes or concord (e.g. Persian with no gender distinctions in the pronoun is simpler than Egyptian Arabic with masculine-feminine distinction in the second and third persons singular);
(3) paradigms are more symmetrical (e.g. a language with all declensions having the same number of case distinctions is simpler than one in which there is variation);
(4) concord and rection are stricter (e.g. prepositions all take the same case rather than different cases).
If this understanding of grammatical simplicity is accepted, then we may note that in at least three of the defining languages, the grammatical structure of any given L variety is simpler than that of its corresponding H. This seems incontrovertibly true for Arabic, Greek, and Haitian Creole; a full analysis of standard German and Swiss German might show this not to be true in that diglossic situation in view of the extensive morphophonemics of Swiss.
8. Lexicon. 
Generally speaking, the bulk of the vocabulary of H and L is shared, of course with variations in form and with differences of use and meaning. It is hardly surprising, however, that H should include in its total lexicon technical terms and learned expressions which have no regular L equivalents, since the subjects involved are rarely if ever discussed in pure L. Also, it is not surprising that the L varieties should include in their total lexicons popular expressions and the names of very homely objects or objects of very localized distribution which have no regular H equivalents, since the subjects involved are rarely if ever discussed in pure H. But a striking feature of diglossia is the existence of many paired items, one H one L, referring to fairly common concepts frequently used in both Hand L, where the range of meaning of the two items is roughly the same, and the use of one or the other immediately stamps the utterance or written sequence asH or L. For example, in Arabic the H word for 'see' is ra'ii, the L word is siif The word ra' ii never occurs in ordinary conversation and siif is not used in normal written Arabic. If for some reason a remark in which siif was used is quoted in the press, it is replaced by ra' ii in the written quotation. In Greek the H word for 'wine' is {nos, the L word is krasi. The menu will have {nos written on it, but the diner will ask the waiter for krasi. The nearest American English parallels are such cases as illumination ,..,fight, purchase,...buy, or children,..,kids, but in these cases both words may be written and both may be used in ordinary conversation: the gap is not so great as for the corresponding doublets in diglossia. Also, the formal-informal dimension in languages like English is a continuum in which the boundary between the two items in different pairs may not come at the same point, e.g. illumination, purchase, and children are not fully parallel in their formal-informal range of usage.

ARABIC        H                                                                           L 
                    hiOa'un     shoe                                                     gazma 
                    'anfun        nose                                                     manaxir
                    iJahaba       went                                                     rah 
                    ma              what                                                     'eh '
                    a!' ana        now                                                     dilwa'ti




It would be possible to present such a list of doublets for Swiss German (e.g. nachdem;;;no 'after',jemand;;;iipper 'someone', etc.), but this would give a false picture. In Swiss German the phonological differences between H and L are very great and the normal form of lexical pairing is regular cognation (klein;;; chly 'small', etc.).
9. Phonology. 
It may seem difficult to offer any generalization on the relationships between the phonology of H and L in diglossia in view of the diversity of data. Hand L phonologies may be quite close, as in Greek; moderately different, as in Arabic or Haitian Creole; or strikingly divergent, as in Swiss German. Closer examination, however, shows two statements to be justified. (Perhaps these will turn out to be unnecessary when the preceding features are stated so precisely that the statements about phonology can be deduced directly from them.) 
(a) The sound systems of Hand L constitute a single phonological structure of which the L phonology is the basic system and the divergent features of H phonology are either a subsystem or a parasystem. Given the mixed forms mentioned above and the corresponding difficulty of identifying a given word in a given utterance as being definitely H or definitely L, it seems necessary to assume that the speaker has a single inventory of distinctive oppositions for the whole H-L complex and that there is extensive interference in both directions in terms of the distribution of phonemes in specific lexical items. 
(b) If "pure" H items have phonemes not found in "pure" L items, L phonemes frequently substitute for these in oral use of H and regularly replace them in tatsamas. For example, French has a high front rounded vowel phoneme /li/; "pure" Haitian Creole has no such~phoneme. Educated speakers of Creole use this vowel in tatsamas such as Luk (/llik/ for the Gospel of St. Luke), while they, like uneducated speakers, may sometimes use /i/ for it when speaking French. On the other hand, /i/ is the regular vowel in such tatsamas in Creole as linet 'glasses'.
In cases where H represents in large part an earlier stage of L, it is possible that a three-way correspondence will appear. For example, Syrian and Egyptian Arabic frequently use fsf for f8f in oral use of Classical Arabic, and have fs/ in tatsamas, but have ftf in words regularly descended from earlier Arabic not borrowed from the Classical.
 Now that the characteristic features of diglossia have been outlined it is feasible to attempt a fuller definition. DIGLOSSIA is a relatively stable language situation in which, in addition to the primary dialects of the language (which may include a standard or regional standards), there is a very divergent, highly codified (often grammatically more complex) superposed variety, the vehicle of a large and respected body of written literature, either of an earlier period or in another speech community, which is learned largely by formal education and is used for most written and formal spoken purposes but is not used by any sector of the community for ordinary conversation.
With the characterization of diglossia completed we may turn to a brief consideration of three additional questions: How does diglossia differ from the familiar situation of a standard language with regional dialects? How widespread is the phenomenon of diglossia in space, time, and linguistic families? Under what circumstances does diglossia come into being and into what language situations is it likely to develop? 
The precise role of the standard variety (or varieties) of a language vis-a-vis regional or social dialects differs from one speech community to another, and some instances of this relation may be close to diglossia or perhaps even better considered as diglossia. As characterized here, diglossia differs from the more widespread standard-with-dialects in that no segment of the speech community in diglossia regularly uses H as a medium of ordinary conversation, and any attempt to do so is felt to be either pedantic and artificial (Arabic, Greek) or else in some sense disloyal to the community (Swiss German, Creole). In the more usual standard-with-dialects situation the standard is often similar to the variety of a certain region or social group (e.g. Tehran Persian, Calcutta Bengali) which is used in ordinary conversation more or less naturally by members of the group and as a superposed variety by others.
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