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Abstract
This paper analyzes students’ perceptions of early Albanian textual variants and proposes a text-based model for teaching linguistic variation through historical religious texts. It addresses a common problem in language teaching: learners may view older spellings, vocabulary, grammatical forms, and translations as errors rather than as evidence of language change, textual transmission, and historical and cultural continuity. The study is based on a questionnaire completed by 80 students from the University of Shkodra “Luigj Gurakuqi” and the University of Tirana. The instrument included demographic questions, Likert-scale items, open-ended prompts, and a guided comparison task based on Albanian biblical and liturgical textual variants drawn from identified source editions and translations. Quantitative results show generally positive attitudes toward historical textual variation: 89.5% of valid post-task responses agreed that variants represent development rather than errors. Qualitative responses suggest that many students distinguished variation, error, standardization, and textual authority after the comparison task, while a smaller group retained a normative attitude toward older forms. The authors conclude that historical Albanian texts are useful teaching materials at university level when approached through contextualization, parallel reading, variation mapping, interpretation, and transfer to present-day language awareness.
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1. Introduction
Early Albanian texts are usually approached as historical, philological or literary documents. They can also be used in the university context as pedagogical texts for building knowledge about language variation. The earlier texts show both the preserved earlier form of Albanian, and the ways in which a text is modified through its transmission, translation and readings in different language standards. Students who examine two versions of a passage of text will quickly ascertain what change occurred: whether it was the orthography, lexicon, morphology, syntax, meaning, the way it was translated or the amount of value placed on a certain form. These earlier texts then become a real, tangible classroom device for discussing linguistic variation as manifested in the text itself.
Students often encounter early Albanian texts through the lens of the contemporary standard. From that perspective, forms that differ from current standard Albanian may appear archaic, irregular or simply wrong. A historical approach helps students read such forms as evidence of linguistic development and understand the standard as a later norm shaped through selection, stabilization and evaluation.
Research on language attitudes helps explain why this problem arises. Pettersson-Traba, Gkoutziomitrou and Tamaredo define language attitudes as “learned and socially shaped predispositions” toward language varieties and their speakers (2026, p. 3). They also emphasize that language variation is inherent in all languages, although standard forms are often socially perceived as more correct or prestigious (Pettersson-Traba et al., 2026, p. 3). This distinction is crucial for the teaching of early Albanian texts. If students treat the current standard as the only legitimate point of reference, they may interpret historical forms as failures to meet a later norm. If, however, they are guided to compare variants systematically, they can begin to understand variation as a structured and meaningful part of language history.
This article examines university students’ perceptions of early Albanian textual variants and proposes a classroom model for teaching linguistic variation through such texts. The empirical material comes from a questionnaire completed by 80 students, who reflected on standard language, historical variants, religious texts, canon, cultural literacy and the distinction between variation and error. The textual variants included in the questionnaire functioned as pedagogical stimuli for examining how students interpret linguistic variation through guided comparison. Four research questions guide the analysis: (1) How do university students perceive the study of early Albanian textual variants in language education? (2) Which aspects of variation do students most commonly identify in the comparison task? (3) How do students describe standardization, variation, and textual authority after guided comparison? (4) What pedagogical model can be proposed for teaching linguistic variation through early Albanian texts?
The article contributes to language education in three ways. First, it extends the study of early Albanian texts beyond historical philology by treating them as resources for teaching linguistic variation. Second, it uses students’ perceptions as evidence for identifying the difficulties created by a strongly normative approach to older forms. Third, it offers a practical model through which early texts can be taught as structured evidence of orthographic, lexical, grammatical, semantic and cultural variation.

2. Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework connects three elements: the linguistic object, students’ judgments and the pedagogical use of the texts. Sociolinguistic work on variation and language attitudes explains why older forms may be evaluated through ideas of correctness, prestige and deviation. Garrett shows that language attitudes are part of everyday language use and may attach to spelling, words, grammar, pronunciation, dialects and languages (2010, pp. 1–2).
Critical language awareness provides the second layer. Fairclough argues that language awareness in education should address social aspects of language, especially the relation between language and power (1992/2013, p. 1). Applied to early Albanian texts, this perspective helps explain why a form that differs from the current standard may be judged as incorrect, even when that judgment depends on the authority granted to a later norm.
The third layer concerns historical texts as teaching materials. Oaks shows that authentic texts have a clear place in linguistic and philological courses, since they allow students to study forms, structures, varieties and historical development in context (2021, pp. 11–12). Fusco’s view of cultural heritage as a dynamic resource linking past, present and future adds a further reason for using early texts in teaching (2025, p. 1). Read together, these approaches support the use of early Albanian texts for comparing variants, interpreting change and understanding how textual continuity can coexist with linguistic variation.
2.1. Language variation and student attitudes
Languages vary as they are used across time, regions, social groups, genres and communicative practices. The difficulty in educational settings is that learners are often exposed primarily to standardized or institutionalized forms. Pettersson-Traba et al. observe that language teaching materials may privilege standard varieties and marginalize variation, thereby implicitly framing non-standard forms as erroneous or “ungrammatical” (2026, p. 4). Although their study focuses on language variation in English linguistics courses, its pedagogical implications extend beyond that context, since learners’ attitudes can be shaped by the materials used in instruction and by the categories through which those materials are interpreted.
Language attitudes are relevant here because they operate beyond explicit judgments. Garrett notes that language attitudes may remain unarticulated or unconscious, while variation still carries social meanings and can produce advantage or disadvantage (2010, pp. 1–2). People also hold attitudes toward language at multiple levels, including spelling, words, grammar, pronunciation, accents, dialects and languages (Garrett, 2010, p. 2). Early Albanian variants therefore lead students to decode older forms and to reflect on the judgments of correctness, prestige or authority that those forms may evoke.
In the Albanian context, such evaluation is especially significant. Kapia and Riverin-Coutlée show that Albanian speakers' ratings of correctness and pleasantness are shaped by dialect division, relative urbanization and participants' dialect backgrounds (2025, p. 1). Although the present study concerns written historical variants, the same issue is pedagogically relevant: students' reactions to older forms may be shaped by social ideas about correctness, prestige, dialect and the standard.
Recent work on targeted instruction in linguistic variation also suggests that explicit teaching can improve students’ attitudes. Pettersson-Traba et al. report a pre-post questionnaire design in which instructional materials on language diversity were integrated into university linguistics courses and were associated with more positive perceptions of variation (2026, pp. 1, 8). The present study draws on this general pedagogical insight, but applies it to a different linguistic and historical context: Albanian textual variation in early and later religious translations.
2.2. Critical language awareness and standard language ideology
The second theoretical perspective is critical language awareness. Fairclough argues that language awareness had been widely supported in language education, but that many programmes and materials had been insufficiently critical because they did not give enough attention to social aspects of language, especially “the relationship between language and power” (1992/2013, p. 1). Applied to early Albanian texts, this perspective draws attention to the assumptions behind students’ judgments of older forms. What may appear to be a technical judgment about form often also involves authority, legitimacy, correctness and the status granted to the standard.
Garrett's discussion of standardization clarifies why students may initially equate norm with correctness. Standard language ideology, he argues, emphasizes uniformity and correctness through authority, codification in dictionaries and grammars, educational transmission, and the allocation of prestige or stigma to particular forms (Garrett, 2010, p. 7). Yet language is inherently characterized by change and variation, which makes any attempt to fix it socially and historically complex (Garrett, 2010, p. 8).
A critical approach places the standard within the history of its formation, authorization and use. Students learn the standard as a necessary public variety and examine how linguistic norms become stabilized and treated as authoritative. Fairclough further argues that critical language awareness is connected to democratic citizenship and should be seen as an entitlement for learners (1992/2013, p. 3). In Albanian language education, this approach helps students learn the standard form, explain why earlier forms differed, and understand how particular norms came to carry linguistic authority.
Early Albanian texts are especially useful for this purpose because they show language before, during and after processes of stabilization. In a classroom setting, forms such as older spellings, different terms for the divine, or alternative verbal constructions can be used to ask critical questions: What counts as a variant? When does a variant become a mistake? Who decides? How does a canonical or religious text preserve authority while appearing in different linguistic forms? Such questions transform the lesson from passive explanation into active language awareness.
2.3. Historical otherness and cultural heritage
The third perspective concerns historical otherness and cultural heritage. Byram notes that history can confront learners with “otherness in the dimension of time” (2021, p. 4). This formulation is particularly suitable for early Albanian texts. The encounter is therefore with earlier forms of the students’ own linguistic tradition, rather than with a foreign language in the usual sense. The otherness is temporal, textual and cultural. It requires students to interpret unfamiliar forms without immediately excluding them from the language they know.
Fusco describes cultural heritage as a dynamic system connecting past, present and future and as a “living resource” for learning and creativity (2025, p. 1). Applied to early Albanian texts, this view supports their use as materials for comparison, interpretation and historical reasoning.
In this article, early Albanian religious texts are therefore understood as linguistic and cultural heritage materials. In the classroom, these texts help students see how recognizable meaning can be carried through changing linguistic forms. Biblical and canonical passages are especially useful for this purpose, because the same religious content can be compared across different lexical choices, grammatical structures and orthographic practices. The task remains linguistic and pedagogical: students learn to see textual continuity and linguistic variation as part of the same process of transmission.
3. Methodology
This study adopts an exploratory mixed-methods case-study design. The quantitative component consists of descriptive analysis of Likert-scale questionnaire items. The qualitative component consists of open-ended responses analysed thematically. Creswell describes mixed methods as procedures in which quantitative and qualitative data can be integrated to provide a more comprehensive analysis of a research problem (2009, p. 15). Integration occurred at the interpretation stage: the descriptive Likert patterns were read together with the thematic analysis of open-ended responses, and the qualitative responses were used to explain and contextualize the questionnaire patterns. This approach was appropriate because the study sought both to measure general tendencies in students’ perceptions and to understand how students verbally explained norm, variation and textual authority.
The study is exploratory rather than experimental. The questionnaire contained items that appeared before and after a comparison task, but the design did not include a control group, random assignment or a long-term instructional intervention. The results are therefore interpreted descriptively as responses within a questionnaire-based learning situation, rather than as evidence of causal effects or statistically measured attitude change.
3.1. Participants
The questionnaire was completed by 80 university students. 44 respondents studied at the University of Shkodra “Luigj Gurakuqi” and 36 at the University of Tirana. Forty-eight were bachelor’s students and 32 were master’s students in scientific/professional programmes. The sample included 52 students in Language-Literature and 28 in History. Age was reported by 76 respondents; the mean age was 23.26 years, the median was 21, and the range was 18–39.
The sample was therefore a small purposive/convenience sample from two Albanian university contexts. Its size should be interpreted in relation to the exploratory aim of the study and to the bounded population from which participants were recruited: students in programmes where early Albanian texts, language history, literary tradition and cultural heritage are pedagogically relevant. Methodological literature on educational research emphasizes that there is no fixed answer to the question of sample size, since adequacy depends on the purpose of the study, the nature of the population, access to participants and the sampling strategy used (Cohen et al., 2000, p. 93). In small-scale case-study research, non-probability samples may be adequate when the aim is to examine a specific instructional context (Cohen et al., 2000, p. 103). For this reason, N = 80 is treated as appropriate for descriptive and exploratory analysis.
3.2. Instrument and classroom task
The research instrument was a questionnaire entitled in Albanian “Questionnaire on variants of early Albanian texts and linguistic normalization.” The introductory note informed participants that the results would be used for a scientific article in educational sciences and that there were no correct or incorrect answers. The questionnaire began with demographic items, followed by six Likert-scale statements on standard language, historical variants, early religious texts, variation and error, textual authority and cultural literacy. The scale ranged from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). The use of both closed-scale items and open-ended responses follows a common questionnaire logic in educational research, where structured responses can be combined with written data for interpretation (Cohen et al., 2000, pp. 245–265). The complete questionnaire, response options, instructions, open-ended prompts, interpretive multiple-choice item, and parallel textual passages are provided as Supplementary File 1.
The central comparison task consisted of three groups of biblical and liturgical passages presented in parallel columns. The passages were selected to give students a diachronic sequence of Albanian religious writing and translation, from the baptismal formula associated with Pal Engjëlli’s 1462 text to twentieth-century biblical and catechetical renderings. The sequence included Buzuku’s Meshari (1555, consulted in Çabej’s 1968 critical edition), Bogdani’s Çeta e Profetëve / Cuneus Prophetarum (1685, consulted in Omari’s 2005 critical edition), Mjeda’s catechetical rendering (1927), Xanoni’s catechetical rendering (ca. 1933), Gjeçaj’s New Testament translation from the 1970s, consulted in the 2022 edition, and Filipaj’s 1994 Bible translation (Bogdani, 1685/2005; Buzuku, 1555/1968; Filipaj, 1994; Gjeçaj, 2022; Mjeda, 1927; Xanoni, ca. 1933). The first group focused on Mt 27:46, the second on Mt 28:19 and the baptismal formula, and the third on Lk 1:28 and the angelic greeting to Mary. These passages were selected because they preserve a recognizable semantic and religious core while displaying visible differences in orthography, lexis, morphology, syntax, formulaic phrasing and translation practice. Students were asked to identify important differences, classify them as lexical, orthographic or semantic, state what remained stable, and decide whether spelling, grammatical form or meaning changed most. 
After the comparison task, students selected the statement they found most convincing about the meaning of textual variation. The available options ranged from a strongly normative interpretation, according to which variants show only inaccuracies and orthographic changes, to a historical-pedagogical interpretation, according to which the text is adapted according to the language, time and practice of the community. The final part of the questionnaire included six additional Likert-scale items asking students whether the task had clarified standard language as a historical, social and institutional process; whether comparison helped them understand development and standardization; whether early religious texts could be used as teaching materials; whether variants were now seen more as evidence of development than as errors; whether a canonical text could retain authority across variants; and whether the questionnaire helped them link language with culture, history and textual authority.
The biblical and liturgical excerpts served as teaching tools based on specific sources. The analysis looks at how students interpreted the different versions shown in the questionnaire. It examines what they viewed as consistent, what they noticed as altered, and how they linked noticeable differences with norms, translations, and textual authority. The editions and sources used for the excerpts are listed to ensure the instrument can be traced. However, questions about manuscript origins, transmission history, and the establishment of the variants are not covered in this study.
3.3. Data analysis
Likert-scale items were analysed using descriptive statistics: valid number of responses, mean, standard deviation and percentage of agreement. Agreement was defined as responses 4 and 5 on the five-point scale. Four questionnaire records did not contain valid responses for the Likert items; therefore, the total sample is N = 80, while item-level Likert analysis is based on n = 76 valid responses. The four records without valid Likert responses were retained in the total sample but excluded from item-level Likert calculations. The reason for the missing Likert responses could not be determined from the exported questionnaire data. No further adjustment was made beyond reporting the valid n for each item. Other questionnaire items were analysed on an available-response basis; where denominators differed, this is indicated in the relevant table or in the accompanying prose.
Open-ended responses available in the 80 submitted questionnaires were analysed thematically; blank responses, where present, were excluded item by item. Braun and Clarke define thematic analysis as a method for “identifying, analysing and reporting patterns (themes) within data” (2006, p. 79), and emphasize its flexibility for qualitative research. Coding was primarily semantic and focused on explicit references to rule, standard, correctness, historical process, variation, meaning, canon, translation, and cultural continuity. Andreas Dushi first coded the responses, after which the initial codes and emerging themes were discussed with Zamira Shkreli and Belfjore Zifla. The final thematic categories were agreed collectively. Themes were developed through a combined deductive and inductive procedure: the theoretical framework guided attention to norm, variation, and authority, while the final categories were adjusted to recurrent patterns in the student responses. Representative quotations were selected as clear examples of recurring themes. The Albanian excerpts were translated into English by Andreas Dushi and checked by Belfjore Zifla. The quoted excerpts are identified with pseudonyms and limited contextual information drawn from the anonymous questionnaire data: field of study, institution, and study level. 
3.4. Ethical considerations
The questionnaire introduction informed participants that the responses would be used for a scientific article and that there were no correct or incorrect answers. Completion of the anonymous questionnaire constituted direct informed consent. Participation was voluntary, and participation or refusal had no effect on grades, course assessment, or academic relationships. No names or direct identifiers were collected. Responses were analysed in aggregate, and illustrative excerpts were anonymized. The study involved anonymous, voluntary, minimal-risk educational data. According to the institutional practice of the participating departments, this type of anonymous classroom questionnaire did not require a separate ethics-committee approval number.
4. Results
The results are organized in four parts: participant profile, Likert-scale perceptions, interpretation of the comparison task, and qualitative themes from open-ended responses.
4.1. Participant profile
Table 1 summarizes the participant profile. The sample is balanced between the two participating universities and includes both language-literature and history students. 
Table 1. Participant profile (N = 80)
	Category
	Group / statistic
	n / value

	University
	University of Shkodra "Luigj Gurakuqi"
	44 (55.0%)

	University
	University of Tirana
	36 (45.0%)

	Study level
	Bachelor
	48 (60.0%)

	Study level
	Master’s, scientific/professional programmes
	32 (40.0%)

	Field of study
	Language-Literature
	52 (65.0%)

	Field of study
	History
	28 (35.0%)

	Age
	Valid responses
	76 (95.0%)

	Age
	Mean / median / range
	23.26 / 21 / 18–39


4.2. Likert-scale perceptions before and after comparison
Tables 2 and 3 present the descriptive statistics for the six items before the comparison task and the six items after it. The overall pattern is clear: students already entered the task with generally positive attitudes toward the historical and pedagogical value of textual variants. Before the comparison, agreement was especially high for the statement that historical variants help understand the development and standardization of Albanian (94.7%) and for the statement that comparison helps develop cultural literacy (94.7%). The lowest initial agreement concerned the authority of a canonical text across linguistic variants, although even here 68.4% agreed and only a small number disagreed.
The post-task responses most clearly concern the distinction between variation and error. After the task, 89.5% of valid responses agreed that historical variants should be read as evidence of development rather than as mistakes. Similarly, 84.2% agreed that a canonical text can preserve authority even when it appears in linguistic variants. These responses suggest that many students interpreted older forms in relation to linguistic development, standardization, and textual authority.
The slight decrease in some post-task means can be read against the high starting point of the pre-task ratings. Several initial scores were already close to the upper end of the scale, which created a ceiling effect and left little room for further increase. The post-task items also asked students to assess what the comparison activity had clarified for them, so the scores capture a more focused reflection after the task. The clearest post-task pattern concerns the constructs that are central to the study: variation as evidence of development and canon as compatible with linguistic variation.
Table 2. Likert-scale perceptions before comparison
	Item
	n
	M
	SD
	Agreement (4–5)

	Standard language as historical/social/institutional process
	76
	4.53
	1.25
	68 (89.5%)

	Historical variants help explain standardization
	76
	4.47
	0.95
	72 (94.7%)

	Early religious texts useful for language history
	76
	4.11
	1.13
	60 (78.9%)

	Variant differences are not necessarily errors
	76
	4.21
	1.26
	64 (84.2%)

	Canonical text retains authority across variants
	76
	4.11
	1.13
	52 (68.4%)

	Comparison develops cultural literacy
	76
	4.68
	0.57
	72 (94.7%)


Table 3. Likert-scale perceptions after comparison
	Item
	n
	M
	SD
	Agreement (4–5)

	Standard language understood more clearly as process
	76
	4.16
	1.24
	64 (84.2%)

	Comparison clarified development/standardization
	76
	4.21
	0.78
	68 (89.5%)

	Early religious texts useful as teaching materials
	76
	4.05
	0.96
	60 (78.9%)

	Variants seen as development, not errors
	76
	4.53
	0.83
	68 (89.5%)

	Canon understood as compatible with variants
	76
	4.37
	1.00
	64 (84.2%)

	Task linked language, culture, history and authority
	76
	4.32
	0.87
	64 (84.2%)


Note. The total sample was N = 80. Four records did not contain valid Likert responses; item-level percentages are therefore based on n = 76 valid responses.
4.3. Students’ interpretation of the comparison task
The multiple-choice item after comparison provides a focused measure of how students interpreted the variants. Fifty-six respondents, or 70.0% of the total sample, selected the statement that variants show adaptation according to language, time and community practice. Eight respondents, or 10.0%, selected the more restrictive statement that variants show only inaccuracies and orthographic changes. Twelve respondents (15.0%) saw little value in using variants to learn the history of the language, while none associated variation with a loss of textual authority. These results are important because they show that most students adopted a historical and contextual interpretation of variation after the comparison task.
The open-ended answers to the comparison questions confirm this result. Students commonly identified lexical differences such as the use of different terms for the divine; orthographic differences in spelling and punctuation; and grammatical differences in forms related to the baptismal formula. Many also recognized that the core message of the text remained stable despite changes in form. This is precisely the type of awareness that a pedagogical approach to early textual variants should seek to develop.
Table 4. Multiple-choice interpretation after the comparison task (N = 80)
	Selected interpretation
	n (%)

	Variants show adaptation to language, time and community practice
	56 (70.0%)

	Variants have no value for learning language history
	12 (15.0%)

	Variants show only inaccuracies and orthographic changes
	8 (10.0%)

	Variants necessarily weaken textual authority
	0 (0.0%)

	Missing
	4 (5.0%)


4.4. Qualitative themes
The qualitative responses generated six main themes (Table 5). Because the questionnaire asked students to identify important differences rather than to rank difficulty, the results are reported in terms of the categories they most commonly identified. Many students initially defined linguistic norm as rules for correct writing, reading and public use. Others linked norm with social acceptance, historical development and institutional regulation. In the comparison task, many students noticed changes in vocabulary, spelling and grammatical form while still recognizing the stability of the biblical message. Several responses described the variants as evidence of Albanian’s historical development, and others saw textual authority as compatible with translation and linguistic adaptation. A smaller group retained a normative view, describing variants as inaccuracies or as having limited value for learning language history.
Representative translated excerpts illustrate these themes. One student described the linguistic norm as “not something fixed, but a process connected with the history and use of the language” (Participant A, Language-Literature, University of Shkodra “Luigj Gurakuqi”, bachelor’s student). Another wrote that variants should be read as “evidence of the historical development of the language” (Participant B, Language-Literature, University of Tirana, bachelor’s student). A third observed that “the text remains the same but changes through new approaches” (Participant C, Language-Literature, University of Shkodra “Luigj Gurakuqi”, professional master’s student). Such responses illustrate historical interpretations that go beyond surface difficulty.
Table 5. Thematic patterns in open-ended responses
	Theme
	Description

	Norm as rule and correctness
	Many students first defined norm as rules for correct writing, reading and public use of standard Albanian.

	Norm as historical and institutional process
	Several responses explicitly linked norm with social acceptance, institutions, historical development and selection.

	Variation as form with stable semantic core
	Students often recognized that lexical, orthographic and grammatical forms changed while the biblical message remained broadly stable.

	Variation as historical evidence rather than error
	The clearest post-task pattern concerned the interpretation of historical variants as evidence of development rather than as simple mistakes.

	Canon as continuity through translation
	Responses treated textual authority as compatible with linguistic variation when the core function and message of the text were preserved.

	Residual normative resistance
	A smaller group still described variants as inaccuracies or as having little value for learning language history.


5. Discussion
The findings are consistent with the pedagogical value of early Albanian textual variants for teaching linguistic variation. Most students read the texts as evidence of historical language use and recognized that variation can reflect the period in which a text circulated, the linguistic practices of its community and the choices made in translation. This suggests that early texts can function as accessible materials for linguistic reasoning.
The results also show why guidance is necessary. The dominant initial definition of norm as rule and correctness indicates that students bring a strong standard-oriented frame to historical texts. The standard remains essential for academic and institutional communication. A historical approach helps students treat it as one interpretive frame within a longer process of language development, shaped by selection, stabilization and institutional authority. From this perspective, early forms can be read in relation to the linguistic practices of their own period and to the later norm that came to organize public language. The teaching task is to give students the means to place the standard within its history.
Recent perceptual dialectology research on Albanian supports this need for guidance. Kapia and Riverin-Coutlée show that correctness evaluations are not reducible to the traditional Gheg/Tosk division: Durrës and Tirana, both traditionally classified as Gheg-speaking locations, received the highest overall correctness ratings, while urbanization strongly modulated assessments of Gheg counties (2025, p. 9). Their conclusion that Tirana and Durrës speech stood out as particularly correct and pleasant (2025, p. 11) reinforces the need to separate historical form, dialectal location, perceived correctness and institutional standardization.
The high agreement with the statement that variants are evidence of development rather than errors is consistent with the pedagogical value of guided comparison for clarifying interpretive categories. This aligns with Pettersson-Traba et al.’s argument that targeted instruction can foster more inclusive attitudes toward variation (2026, p. 8), though the present study remains smaller and more exploratory. In the Albanian context, this principle extends from contemporary dialects and accents to historical written forms. Students need clear analytical categories that help them read variation as structured evidence of language history, translation practice and norm formation.
Finally, the responses concerning canon and authority are especially important. Students often recognized that textual authority does not depend on complete linguistic uniformity. A canonical text can be transmitted, translated and adapted while preserving its core function. This has broader pedagogical significance. It helps students see how textual stability can coexist with linguistic variation. A text may preserve its cultural authority through repeated translation, adaptation and use in the language of different periods and communities.
6. A Text-Based Pedagogical Model for Teaching Linguistic Variation
On the basis of the theoretical framework and the questionnaire results, the article proposes a preliminary five-stage model for teaching linguistic variation through early Albanian texts. The model is intended primarily for university courses in Albanian language history, historical linguistics, philology, language pedagogy, textual studies and cultural heritage. With shorter passages and appropriate scaffolding, it can also be used in advanced secondary education.
The selection of classroom texts should be pedagogically calibrated. Oaks notes that older authentic texts are especially useful when they display historical linguistic differences but remain largely intelligible to contemporary readers (2021, p. 13). Similarly, teachers using early Albanian texts should select short passages where variation is visible enough to support analysis but not so dense that students are left with mere decoding.
Table 6 summarizes the model and its classroom logic.
Table 6. Five-stage text-based model for teaching linguistic variation
	Stage
	Core question
	Classroom procedure
	Learning outcome

	Contextualization
	What is the text’s historical and textual setting?
	Present the period, author or translator, genre, function and community of use.
	Students avoid judging early forms only by the present standard.

	Parallel reading
	What remains stable and what changes?
	Place variants in columns and mark repeated and variable elements.
	Students see continuity and variation at the same time.

	Variation mapping
	What type of difference is this?
	Classify differences as orthographic, lexical, grammatical, semantic, translational or textual.
	Students distinguish variation from error.

	Interpretation
	What does the difference mean?
	Discuss whether the form reflects history, dialect, translation, convention or transmission.
	Students connect linguistic form with historical explanation.

	Transfer
	What does this teach us about language today?
	Reflect on standardization, authority, cultural memory and contemporary language awareness.
	Students apply historical analysis to current language understanding.


The first stage, contextualization, places the passage in its historical and textual setting by presenting its period, author or translator, genre, liturgical or didactic function, and community of use. This background helps them understand why forms differ across periods, sources, genres and translation practices. It also prepares them to read each variant in relation to its own historical setting before comparing it with present-day standard Albanian.
The second stage is parallel reading. Textual variants should be placed in columns so that students can see similarities and differences visually. This is more effective than presenting one text at a time. Parallel reading allows students to observe recurring units, stable semantic content and variable linguistic forms. It also reduces the intimidation caused by unfamiliar spelling, because students can use one variant to interpret another.
The third stage is variation mapping. Students then classify the differences as orthographic, phonetic or graphic, morphological, syntactic, lexical, semantic, pragmatic, translational or textual. This classification helps them distinguish, for example, between a spelling variant, a lexical substitution and a syntactic restructuring, each of which points to a different aspect of linguistic variation.
The fourth stage is interpretation. Students discuss what the variants reveal about historical change, dialectal background, orthographic convention, translation practice, theological or stylistic choice, and textual transmission. They then examine the effect of each difference on meaning and on the core function of the text. This is where linguistic analysis becomes cultural and historical interpretation.
The fifth stage, transfer, connects the analysis with present-day language awareness. Students examine how standard forms are selected, how variants are evaluated, why some forms gain authority and how cultural texts preserve identity through linguistic change. In this final stage, early texts become resources for understanding language today.
6.1. Classroom implementation
In classroom practice, the teacher may select three to five short variants of the same passage and provide only the contextual information needed for comparison. Students first read the variants individually and mark unfamiliar forms. Working in pairs, they identify stable and variable elements. The class then builds a shared variation map, separating orthographic, lexical, grammatical and semantic differences. On this basis, students discuss which differences are mainly formal and which may affect interpretation. The activity ends with a short reflection on what the comparison shows about norm, variation and textual authority.

Assessment can be organized around a short analytical paragraph. The main criteria are the student’s ability to classify variation, support an interpretation with textual evidence and read older forms within their historical context. A strong response, for example, would explain that a form differs from the contemporary standard because it belongs to an earlier orthographic or morphological system. 
7. Conclusion
This article examined students’ perceptions of early Albanian textual variants and proposed a text-based model for teaching linguistic variation. The results show that students generally value historical variants, and the post-task responses present them largely as evidence of linguistic development. The clearest result concerned the distinction between variation and mistake: 89.5% of valid responses agreed after the task that historical variants should be seen more as evidence of development than as errors.
The study also shows that students need explicit analytical categories. Many initially define norm as correctness or rule, which is understandable but incomplete. Teaching early Albanian texts through comparison can help them understand norm as a historical, social and institutional process and see that textual authority and linguistic variation can coexist.
The preliminary model recommends contextualization, parallel reading, variation mapping, interpretation, and transfer. These stages turn early Albanian texts into active materials for language awareness, cultural literacy and historical reasoning. The model does not replace philological analysis; it translates philological insight into teachable classroom procedures.
The study has limitations. The sample is limited to 80 students from two universities and should not be treated as statistically representative of all Albanian university students. The study is exploratory and questionnaire-based; it documents students’ responses to a guided comparison task rather than the effects of a full teaching intervention over time. The textual variants were drawn from identified source editions and used as pedagogical stimuli, while textual-critical questions concerning manuscript basis, transmission history and the establishment of readings remain outside the scope of the article. Future research can apply the model in a full course sequence, compare pre- and post-course results, include classroom observation and examine whether students retain these interpretive categories over time.
Despite these limitations, the article argues that early Albanian texts deserve a stronger place in language pedagogy. They can help students understand how language changes, how standards are formed, how texts travel across time and how cultural memory is mediated through linguistic form.
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