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INTRODUCTION

The book Eight Fragments from the World of Serbian, Croatian, Bosnian
and Montenegrin Languages: Selected South Slavonic Studies 1 presents
a summary of my selected studies and analyses in the field of South
Slavonic studies, but above all on questions related to Serbo-Croatian
and the languages in which it transformed after 1990 (Serbian, Croatian,
Bosnian, Montenegrin).

The chapters are mainly sociolinguistically focused. The studies were
originally in Czech, Serbian or Bulgarian and were published in Czech,
Serbian and Bulgarian scientific periodicals and proceedings. I tried to
make organic sequence of the chapters, so I started with general overview
of South Slavonic languages, their classification, grammar, but also the
graphical systems used in the South Slavonic area. The chapters though
can also be read in any order. In the next chapters I pay attention mainly
to the problematic elements in the history and the present relations
between the particular “Serbo-Croatian” nations and their languages.
Sociolinguistic issues are intertwined with language didactics, university
philology studies, translatology, constitution and relevant legal norms
and, last but not least, politics. The last, eighth chapter is devoted to the
book Language and Nationalism, which precisely reveals the mechanisms
of politicizing language and linguistic research. As is apparent from the
title, the book will have a follow-up, but in the second volume I will



focus on questions related mainly to phraseology and phraseography,
lexicography and onomastics.

I will be very pleased if the book contributes at least a bit to
understanding the complex issues of relations between the Serbs, Croats,
Bosniaks and Montenegrins, which I present on language issues.

Pavel Krej¢i
Brno, Czechia, May 2018



CHAPTER 1

SOUTH SLAVONIC LANGUAGES
(GENERAL OVERVIEW)

I.
Genetic-Typological Classification of Slavonic Languages

Slavonic languages got their rough form during the disintegration of
Proto-Slavonic language, which happened gradually during 8%, 9" and
10" century. They came into existence by divergent evolution and form
the language family in narrower sense of the word (microfamily). Their
mutual intelligibility testifies about their affinity — at least when it
comes to a simple conversation on a basic social topic. Agreements are
manifested primarily in the lexical plan (core vocabulary) and also in
grammar construction.! Except trichotomic division of Slavonic languages
(East Slavonic, West Slavonic, South Slavonic) in literature there are other
views on current Slavonic language area. The reason for this is primarily
the effort to make the most exact genetic-typological classification of
Slavonic languages.

Dichotomic classification unites into one subgroup Southern and
East Slavonic languages and Western into the second subgroup. There are
also diachronic and typological reasons for dichotomy of North Slavonic
area (East Slavonic + West Slavonic) against Southern Slavonic.

1 For the illustration of Slavonic languages affinity in lexical and grammatical plan see VeCerka 2006: 13—17.
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Tetrachotomic classification is more precise, because it distinguish
the North-Eastern Slavonic area (Russian, Ukrainian, Belarusian /and Ru-
syn language/), North-Western (Polish with Kashubian, both Sorbian,
Czech and Slovak languages), South-Western (Serbo-Croatian and
Slovenian) and South-Eastern (Bulgarian and Macedonian). That is
essentially a modified trichotomic classification, only South Slavonic
group is divided so that a synchronically and typologically considerably
different Bulgarian and Macedonian have their own subgroup.

Pentachotomic and hexachotomic classification divides Slavonic
area on subgroups: East Slavonic, Polish, Czecho-Slovak, South Slavonic
and Bulgarian-Macedonian (pent. class.), or also Sorbian (hex. class.).
Both have their meaning, but Slavonic area then become too fragmented
(Vecerka 2006: 86).

From the typological point of view, Slavonic languages belong
to inflected languages. Regarding the way of expressing grammatical
relations, majority of them has a synthetic character, only South-Eastern
Slavonic subgroup has predominance of analytical form.

II.
South Slavonic Languages as Official Languages

On the territory of approximately 356 000 km> (an area comparable to
the size of today’s Germany)>, there are seven Slavonic countries —
from north-west to south-east: Slovenia (orig. Slovenija, in German:
Slowenien, in French: Slovénie, in Russian: CiioBenus, in Czech and Slovak:
Slovinsko, in Hungarian: Szlovénia, in Romanian: Slovenia, in Albanian:
Sllovenia, in Greek: Xofevia, in Turkish: Slovenya), Croatia (orig.
Hrvatska, in German: Kroatien, in French: Croatie, in Russian: XopBaTus,
in Czech: Chorvatsko, in Slovak: Chorvatsko, in Hungarian: Horvatorszag,

2 For comparison: the West Slavonic territory with 54 million of Slavs is situated on an area
approximately 445 000 km?, far the most extensive is East Slavonic territory — only Ukraine
and Belarus (in total 56 million of Slavs) represents a total area of approximately 810 000 km?,
thus area that is larger than West Slavonic and South Slavonic altogether, and as far as Russia is
concerned then we are talking about millions of km? and approximately 114 million of Slavonic
inhabitants (estimates are from 2010). About 170 million of East Slavs then inhabit the area of almost
17,9 million km?2. The total number of Slavs can be rounded to a quarter-billion.
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in Romanian: Croatia, in Albanian: Kroacia, in Greek: Kpoartia, in Turkish:
Hirvatistan), Bosnia and Herzegovina (orig. Bosna i Hercegovina or
BocHa 1 XeprieroBiHa, in German: Bosnien und Herzegowina, in French:
Bosnie-et-Herzégovine, in Russian: Bocumsa u TepuieroBuna, in Czech
and Slovak: Bosna a Hercegovina, in Hungarian: Bosznia-Hercegovina, in
Romanian: Bosnia si Hertegovina, in Albanian: Bosnja dhe Hercegovina,
in Greek: Boovia kat Epleyof3ivn, in Turkish: Bosna-Hersek), Montenegro
(orig. Crna Gora or IlpHa Topa, in German: Montenegro, in French:
Monténégro, in Russian: YepHoropus, in Czech: Cernd Hora, in Slovak:
Cierna Hora, in Hungarian: Montenegré, in Romanian: Muntenegru, in
Albanian: Mali i Zi, in Greek: MaupoBouvio, in Turkish: Karadag), Serbia
(orig. Srbija or Cp6uja, in German: Serbien, in French: Serbie, in Russian:
Cep6bus, in Czech and Slovak: Srbsko, in Hungarian: Szerbia, in Romanian
and Albanian: Serbia, in Greek: Zepfia, in Turkish: Sirbistan), Macedonia
(orig. Maremomnmja, in German: Mazedonien, in French: Macédoine, in
Russian: MakepoHus, in Czech: Makedonie, in Slovak and Hungarian:
Macedoénia, in Romanian: Macedonia, in Albanian: Magedonia, in Greek:
MoakeSovia, in Turkish: Makedonya),> and Bulgaria (orig. Bbiarapusd, in
German: Bulgarien, in French: Bulgarie, in Russian: Boirapus, in Czech
and Slovak: Bulharsko, in Hungarian: Bulgaria, in Romanian: Bulgaria,
in Albanian: Bullgaria, in Greek: BouAyopia, in Turkish: Bulgaristan).
During the period between two World Wars, three official languages were
spoken on this territory — in Yugoslavia it was Serbo-Croatian and on
its north-west also Slovenian (although the king’s Constitution declared
one common language all along — Serbo-Croatian-Slovenian, “srpsko-
-hrvatsko-slovenacki”) and Bulgarian in Bulgaria. Between the years
1944—1945, standard Macedonian was codified in the most southern of
the six newly created federal Yugoslavian republics. In the period 1990—
—1995, it occurred the gradual substitution of glossonym Serbo-Croatian
to one-component name according to the ethnic key — Croatians have
completed an almost quarter of century lasting transformation of their
variant of Serbo-Croatian to Croatian, after that Serbs and Montenegrins

3 The Republic of Macedonia was accepted into the UN as a FYROM “Former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia”, Mac. IIJPM “IlopaHemHa JyrocioBeHCKa Pemy6myuka Makemouuja”, Serb. BJPM
“BuBIIa JyrocnoBeHCKa Pery6nyka Makegonuja”, Bulg. BIOPM “BuBIIa 1orociiaBcka penyéimka
Makepmouns”, Greek IIIAM “IIpémv TovykooAaBuci Anpokpatia g Makedoviag”, Alb. IRJM “Ish
Republika Jugosllave e Magedonisé”, Czech BJRM “Byvala jugoslavska republika Makedonie”.
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replaced the unifying glossonym by re-establishing the name Serbian,
as the third, Bosniaks made the new name of their language official and
started to call it Bosnian. In June 2006, the division of the State Union of
Serbia and Montenegro happened and, as a result, so far the last relict of
socio-politically undesirable Serbo-Croatian — Montenegrin language was
constitutionally enshrined. It was the only one from the new post-Serbo-
-Croatian quartet, which did not delimitate directly from Serbo-Croatian,
but it defines itself against Serbian. At present, there are seven official
(South) Slavonic languages declared in seven South Slavonic countries:
Serbian (Republicof Serbia, Montenegro,and Bosnia & Herzegovina; Serbian
is also one of the two official languages in the Republic of Kosovo#, which
is ethnically predominantly Albanian, thus not Slavonic), Montenegrin
(Montenegro), Croatian (Republic of Croatia, Bosnia & Herzegovina,
Montenegro), Bosnian (Bosnia & Herzegovina, Montenegro), Slovenian
(Republic of Slovenia), Macedonian (Republic of Macedonia), and Bulgarian
(Republic of Bulgaria). The total number of speakers of languages in listed
countries is, according to the data from 2011, approximately 24,5 million.
For the most speakers, the mother tongue is Serbian (cpncku jesuk/
/srpski jezik, cca 7,8 million), Bulgarian (6®eneapcku e3uk, approximately
6,5 million), and Croatian (hrvatski jezik, approximately 4,7 million).
2 million of people declare their language as Bosnian (bosanski jezik),
Slovenian (slovenski jezik) approximately 1,8 million, and Macedonian
(makedoHcku ja3uk) then 1,4 million of South Slavonic population. The
lowest number of speakers declares their mother tongue as Montenegrin
(ypHozopcku jesuk/crnogorski jezik, approximately 230 000,5 i. e. 37 %
residents of Montenegro).

4 Republic of Kosovo, whose independence was proclaimed by Kosovar Albanians in February 2008, it
was up to the present (April 30, 2018) recognized by 112 countries of the world (incl. the Republic
of China /Taiwan/). However, the Republic of Serbia, from which it was separated, naturally does
not recognize Kosovo independence and in the Serbian Constitution the territory is still present as
Autonomous Province of Kosovo and Metohija (Serb. “Autonomna Pokrajina Kosovo i Metohija”).

5  Official data from the last census in 2011 — Available at <http://sr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Llpaa_T'opa>
[2013-07-14].
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III.

Basic Phonetic-Phonological, Grammatical and Lexical
Characteristic of Official Contemporary South Slavonic
Languages

Historically, the South Slavonic languages have the following features:

+ descriptive formation of future tense in both imperfect and
perfect verbs — e. g.: Bulg. az shte pisha/shte napisha, mak. yas
k’e pisham/k’e napisham, S-Cr. ja ¢u pisati/¢u napisati, Slo. jaz bom
pisal/bom napisal “I am going to write/I will write”

- formant -ov- as an indication of plural forms in single syllable
word — e. g.: most — Npl. mostovi (Slo., S-Cr., Mac.), mostove
(Bulg.) “bridges”

- preservation of past simple tenses: aorist and imperfect (except
Slovenian)

- stating the clauses of purpose by using the conjunction
da + present indicative — e. g.: Bulg. az go molya da doyde, Mac.
yas go molam da doyde, S-Cr. ja ga molim da dode “I ask him to
come”

We will begin an overview of South Slavonic languages with their
South-Eastern subgroup, as from this region comes the first literary
Slavonic language — 0Id Church Slavonic (in Bulgarian Slavonic Studies it
is traditionally called Old Bulgarian), which in the 9™ century served for
spreading and consolidation of Slavonic church service in Great Moravia by
the Byzantine scholars St. Constantine-Cyril and his brother St. Methodius
and their supporters and followers (St. Clement of Ohrid, St. Naum of
Ohrid and Preslav, Gorazd, Sava, Angelarius, and others). After Methodius’
death (885) and expulsion of his pupils from Great Moravia, as a result of
prince Svatopluk’s prohibition of Slavonic church service, many of them
were admitted to the Bulgarian court. Slavonic literature continued and
was further developed with the support of Tsar Simeon the Great. In 893,
this language became official in the Bulgarian empire and the continuous
development of literary Slavonic language began on the territory of the
Bulgarian state. It gradually began to be called with regard to the place
where it is used, as the Bulgarian language (“1A3bIKb 6TbrapbCKDb”).
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This is also one of the reasons why Bulgarian linguistics in
professional discourse refers to it as the Old Bulgarian language.
Considering that the Old Church Slavonic is no longer living language, its
form and genesis is the subject of professional interest of Paleoslavonic
studies, Indo-European studies, etymologist etc. Detailed acquaintances
are in competence of other university subjects, we will not at this point
discuss its phonic, grammatical and lexical plan. This information is, for
example, provided to a sufficient extent in a book Old Church Slavonic
in Context of Slavonic Languages (Staroslovénstina v kontextu slovanskych
jazykii) by Radoslav Vecerka (2006).

We will only mention some basic typological information:

+ Old Church Slavonic was inflected and synthetic language

+ 0Old Church Slavonic in its original Cyrillo-Methodian version de
facto reflected the structure of the Slavonic language from the
area around Byzantine Thessaloniki®

+ The accent was melodic, free and moving

+ Phonetics: distinguishing of yer b/b, distinguishing of nasal
consonants @/e or. '9/’e, distinguishing soft/hard ify, presence
of phone b (“yat”), 1 epenthetic, reflection sht, zhd < tj/kti,
dj, reflection 1 < dl, tl, South Slavonic reflection -trat-/-tlat-,
-trét-/-tlét-, rat-/lat- < -tort-/-tolt-, -tert-/-telt-, ort-/olt-

- Grammatical categories of nouns: seven cases, three numbers
(singular, dual and plural), three genders (masculine, feminine,
neuter) with subcategories as animacy and personality, category
of definiteness expressed by definite forms of adjectives (i. e.
compound declination)

+ Grammatical categories of verbs: three persons, three numbers

6  Thessaloniki, in South Slavonic languages Solun/ConyH, in Greek ®gcoatovikn, in Turkish Selanik,
is traditional metropolis of historic Macedonia. It lies on the coast of the Aegean Sea, more precisely
in its Thermaic Gulf. It is the second largest city of the Hellenic Republic with more than one
million inhabitants, a natural centre of the so-called Aegean Macedonia (i. e. the part that passed
to Greece after the Balkan wars 1912—1913) and the administrative centre of Central Macedonia
Province. The half-million metropolis of Vardar Macedonia, i. e. the part that passed to Serbia
after the Balkan wars and nowadays it is an independent Republic of Macedonia, is its capital city
Skopje (in Macedonian: Cromje, in Bulgarian: Cromme, in Serbian: Cromsbe/Skoplje, in Albanian:
Shkupi, in Greek: Zx6mua, in Turkish: Uskiip); metropolis of Pirin Macedonia, i. e. part that passed
to Bulgaria after the Balkan wars, and nowadays an administrative unit called Blagoevgrad Province,
is a seventy thousand city Blagoevgrad (in Bulgarian, Macedonian and Serbian: Bnaroesrpag, in
Greek: MmAayko6eBykpavt, in Turkish: Yukar: Cuma), until 1950 had a name Gorna Dzhumaya (in
Bulgarian: l'opxa [pkymasi, in Macedonian: FopHa [lymaja, in Serbian: Fopmba Ilymaja, in Greek: Avw
Tlovpayd, in Turkish: Yukar: Cuma).
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(singular, dual and plural), rich temporal system — present, future
I and II, past tenses synthetic or simple (aorist, imperfect), and
analytical or compound (perfect, plusquamperfect /antepreteritum/),
voice (active and passive), mood (indicative, imperative, conditional),
non-finite verbs (infinitive and supine), gerund (participles from
nouns and adjectives)

In the 0ld Church Slavonic vocabulary, besides the Slavonic vocabulary,
stood out the cultural layer of loanword from Greek or words created
according to the Greek paradigm (which is particularly evident in the area
of religious life).

.1
BULGARIAN LANGUAGE
From the 12% century, evolution of the grammar structure of Bulgarian
started to move in a different direction than the development of other
Slavonic languages. The reason was probably in the more intensive
contacts with non-Slavonic languages, especially with Greek, that it was
with other Slavonic languages.
Introduction of the phonetic-phonological and grammatical
characteristic of contemporary Bulgarian
The accent was melodic, free and moving
Significantly reduced pronunciation of unaccented vowel
tj/kti, dj > sht, zhd (e. g. ceewy/Howy, mexcda “candle/night, balk”)
Reflection of yat: € > e/‘a (e. g. cHexceH/cHsz “snowy/snow” )
Reflection of yer in strong position: b, b > e (3), @ (e. g. deH/
/mameH, ceH “day /dark/, dream”)
Reflection of nasal consonants: ¢, ¢ > e, o (e. g. nem, pska “five,
hand”)
The existence of specific mid central and central vowel a, which
is in Bulgarian written as %, in transliteration to Latin alphabet
as d or in simplified way a (it is also possible to encounter with
a transliteration u or y, especially in English texts)

7  The reflection [‘a] is in Bulgarian accented before non-palatal consonants or before syllable with
non-front vowels (Vecerka 2006: 67).
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r 1 > ar/re, al/ls, i. e. syllabic consonant r, | are always with
attendant vowels (e. g. kepsas/cpvocku “bloody/Serbian”, nsnHo/
/nnex “plenty/rat”)

Developed soft correlation — all consonants have their palatalized
counterpart (with the exception of palatal fricative consonants
[zh], [sh] and palatal affricate consonant [ch])

Loss of epentheticl (e. g. 3emsa “ground”)

Loss of case endings for expressing case relations and their
replacement by analytical, preposition expressing

Loss of infinitive (the basic form of verb is the form of 1. person,
singular, present indicative) in connection with e. g. modal or
phase verbs da-construction (particle da + present indicative) is
applied

Expression of category of definiteness with definite article in
postpositive position (forms of nouns — sg.: m. -at/-‘at or -a/-
‘a, f. -ta, n. -to; pl.: m.+f. ~te, n. -ta)

Analytical expression of comparative and superlative in adjectives
and adverbs with formants po- and nay-, not with the affixes.
Expression of future tense with particle shte + present indicative
Very rich temporal system includes, with exception of present and
future, future II (f. exactum), past future tense (f. praeteriti), past
future indefinite (f. exactum praeteriti), perfect, plusquamperfect
(antepreteritum) and past simple tenses aorist and imperfect
Duplication of the subject — substantive or stressed form of
pronoun + unstressed form of pronoun

Specific way of expressing of the indirect utterance (“the
narrative mood”)

These phonic and grammatical features of Bulgarian distinguish it from
other (South) Slavonic languages and draw it nearer to the non-Slavonic,
but also mutually genetically different language neighbours: Romanian,
Albanian and Greek. Based on the typological matches with genetically
different languages in specific geographical area, linguists create language

leagues.

Bulgarian and Macedonian and three other Balkan languages

mentioned above are thus included in the so-called Balkan Sprachbund,
except mentioned languages, Serbian also partially belongs here (not
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its official form, but its South-East dialects.) In Bulgarian vocabulary,
there is a large amount of Turkish loanwords (area of crafts, household,
gastronomy, social functions etc.), but also Greek (religion area inherited
from Old Church Slavonic period, newer expressions from daily life), and
vulgar (Balkan) Latin ones. Many Turkish words are today stylistically
marked. Since the second half of the 18® century, Russian has become
more widely used. After the restoration of Bulgarian statehood in 1878,
Bulgarian also took words from German and French. After World War 1II,
during communist era, came the second wave of Russian loanwords
(logically primarily phrases connected with communist system). The
period of the last quarter of century is marked by the high frequency of
English loanwords (area of economics, politics, new technologies etc.).

III.2

MACEDONIAN LANGUAGE

In spite of some differences, standard Macedonian is characterised by
very similar grammatical phenomena as standard Bulgarian.

+ Accent is dynamic and stable — on the third syllable from the
end (proparoxytonic — e. g. MakedoHuja by contrast MakedoHcku
“Macedonia, Macedonian” — in two- and three-syllable words,
accent is logically on the first syllable (initial)
tj/kt, dj > K’, g’ (e. g. ceeka/HoK, meéa “candle/night, balk”)
Reflection of yat: € > e (e. g. cHez “snow”)

Reflection of yer in strong positions: b, b > €, 0 (e. g. deH, COH
“day, dream”)

+ Reflection of nasal consonants: ¢, 9 > e (a), a (e. g. nem /3ajax/,

paka “five /rabbit/, hand”)
Existence of specific palatal affricate consonants k’, g’,® thus soft
k and soft g, the pronunciation of which is close to [t] and [d;
in Macedonian they are written as K, ¢, in transliteration to Latin
alphabet then k’, g’, eventually by digraph kj, gj before the vowel

+ 1> ol (o) (e. g. sonk /coHye/ “wolf /sun/”)

Loss of epenthetic 1 (e. g. 3emja “ground”)
Loss of the sound [x] (e. g. n1e6 “bread”)

8  Zuzana Topoliriska classifies them as implosives (MaldZijeva — Topolinjska — Dukanovi¢ — Piper 2009: 243).
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Loss of case endings for expressing case relations and their
replacement by analytical, preposition expressing

Loss of infinitive (the basic form of verb is the form of 3. person,
singular, present indicative) in connection with e. g. modal or
phase verbs da-construction (particle da + present indicative) is
applied

Expression of category of definiteness with definite article in
postpositive position (unlike official Bulgarian, there are three
types — t-article, v-article and n-article; forms of nouns — sg.:
m. -ot, -ov, -on, f. -ta, -va, -na, n. -to, -vo, -no; pl.: m.+f. -te, -ve,
-ne, n. -ta, -va, -na)

Analytical expression of comparative and superlative in adjectives
and adverbs with formants po- and nay-, not with the affixes
Expression of future tense with particle k’e + present indicative
Very rich temporal system includes, with exception of present
and future, future II (f. exactum), past future tense (f. praeteriti),
perfect, plusquamperfect (antepreteritum) and past simple
tenses aorist and imperfect

Duplication of the subject — substantive or stressed form of
pronoun + unstressed form of pronoun

Short forms of pronoun are often proclitic (e. g. my sukam “I am
telling him”).

Just as Bulgarian, also Macedonian this phonic and grammatical features
distinguish it from other (South) Slavonic languages and draw it nearer to the
non-Slavonic, but also mutually genetically different language neighbours:
Albanian, Greek and Romanian. Macedonian and Bulgarian and three other
Balkan languages mentioned above form the so-called Balkan Sprachbund.
In Macedonian vocabulary, there is a layer of Turkish and Greek
loanwords essentially identical to the situation in Bulgarian. Many
Turkish words are today stylistically marked. The cultural and political
situation after 1918 caused the penetration of Serbian words. The period
of the last quarter of century is marked by the high frequency of English
loanwords (area of economics, politics, new technologies etc.).
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1.3

SERBO-CROATIAN LANGUAGE (Serbian, Croatian, Bosnian, Montenegrin)

In the overview of South Slavonic languages, we will continue with
North-Western subgroup. This subgroup contains the most numerous
and territorially the most extent South Slavonic language, Serbo-
-Croatian. Until the first half of the 1990s, common language of Serbs,
Croats, Bosniaks and Montenegrins was called by this glossonym,
resp. official language of former Yugoslav republics of Serbia, Croatia,
Bosnia & Herzegovina and Montenegro. From present-day population,
Serbo-Croatian would have around 15 million native speakers, inhabiting
the area around 200 000 km>. The effort to unify the language of Serbs and
Croats is closely related to national integration processes in the Balkans,
especially with the activities of Illyrians led by Ljudevit GAJ (1809—1872),
and later with Serbo-Croatian conception of Vatroslav JAGIC (1838 —
—1923), and Croatian Vukovite led by Tomislav MARETIC (1854 —1938).
Nationally and ideologically aware representatives of both mentioned
nations jointly declared this effort on informal meeting in Vienna in
1850 (so-called Vienna Literary Agreement). It was at the time when
both Serbs and Croats were searching for modern and united face of
their standard language. Serbian standard language had, until then, been
a mixture of Church Slavonic language, Russian and Serbian elements.
It had very little in common with real, spoken Serbian, although it was
slowly getting closer. Until radical reform of Vuk Stefanovi¢ KARADZIC
(1787—1864) and activities of his successor Pura DANICIC (proper name
DPorde Popovi¢, 1825—1882) changed the situation. Vuk’s principle
“write as you speak”® had for long encountered the resistance of
conservative Serbian Orthodox Church and intelligentsia from South
Hungarian Serbs, who saw in his reform efforts an attack on Serbian
cultural traditions and vulgarization of the language. He was searching
for the support of his reform in folk poetry, because he saw the pure
national Serbian that is what should have become — in accordance with
romantic ideas of that time — the basis for the modern Serbian standard
language, accessible to wide national masses. As a basis for the new
Serbian, he chose the dialect that was the most spread: Neo-Shtokavian

9 It was taken from the German linguist Johann Christoph Adelung, who has it in his three-volume
work Mithridates oder allgemeine Sprachenkunde (Berlin 1806 —17).
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Ijekavian dialect, originally from the border of East Herzegovina and
North-West Montenegro.*

For standard Serbo-Croatian as pluricentric official language,
which today represents three to four national variants, these are the
characteristic grammatical phenomena:

+ Accent is melodic, restrictively free (it does not occur on the last
syllable, i. e. ultima) and moving — combination of the tone and
quantitative component, it creates four types of accent: 1. short falling
— e. g. mdma “mother”; 2. short rising — e. g. noga “leg”, 3. long
falling — e. g. ddn “day” and 4. long rising — e. g. tdma “darkness”

+ Occurrence of vocal quantity even in unstable positions — e. g.
uzéti “take”

. tj/kt, dj > ¢, @ (e. g. sveca/noé, meda “candle/night, balk”)

- Reflection of yat: € > ein Serbian Ekavian standard (e. g. sneg “snow”);
€ > (i)je in ljekavian standard norm of Serbian, Montenegrin, Bosnian
and Croatian (e. g. snijeg/snjegovi “‘snow/snows”)

+ Reflection of yer in strong positions: b, b > a (e. g. dan,san “‘day, dream”)

+ Reflection of nasal consonant: ¢, 0 > e, u (e. g. pet, ruka “five, hand”)

+ 1>u(e. g vuk “wolf”)

- Epenthetic 1 was preserved (e. g. zemlja “ground”)

+ Typical vocalic alternation o/l (e. g. orao (NSg.) — orla (GSg.)
“eagle”, kupio — kupila “he/she bought”)

10 Note on the dialectical situation of so-called Central South Slavonic diasystem, i. e. Serbo-
-Croatian language area: The basic dialectical division of Serbo-Croatian language area follows
the occurrence of different interrogative pronouns, corresponding with English what? — Its form is
either 3to?/sta?, or ¢a?, or kaj?; we distinguish the dialects accordingly: Shtokavian, Chakavian and
Kajkavian. Neo-Shtokavian dialects are the basis for standard Serbian but also standard Croatian,
in 1990s officially declared Bosnian and Montenegrin, which was constitutionally anchored in 2007.
Their next division is according to reflection of Proto-Slavonic vowel “yat” (5) — we either talk
about Ekavian, (I)jekavian or Ikavian form (models: mleko — dete — pevati vers. mlijeko — dijete —
pjevati vers. mliko — dite — pivati “milk — child — sing”).

In Shtokavian, spoken by Croats and Bosniaks, Ijekavian or Ikavian (Ekavian only peripherally in
North Slavonia) dialects are present. Shtokavian dialects spoken by Serbs are Ekavian or Ijekavian.
Montenegrin speak only Ijekavian-Shtokavian. As a result, it cannot be simply said that Ijekavian
pronunciation is typical for distinction between Serbian and Croatian. Rather, it could be said, that
Ekavian is distinct indication of standard Serbian (so-called Belgrade—Novi Sad norm).

Chakavian dialects also have Ekavian, Jekavian or Ikavian variant and they are exclusively
Croatian. Kajkavian dialects are entirely Ekavian, so this is not a determining factor for their further
classification and they are also exclusively Croatian even though they organically link the Croatian
national language territory with Slovenian. When it comes to the standard variants, then standard
Croatian is strictly Ijekavian as well as standard Bosnian and last declared Montenegrin (its Ijekavian
is the most consistent of all standardized forms mentioned above — in comparison e. g. pl. case
ending of dative, locative and instrumental in adjectives -ijem opposite to Cr./Bosn./Serb. -im).
Standard Serbian can have Ekavian or Ijekavian form, but Ekavian is more prestigious, which is
historically related to the fact that this dialect is the most widespread in Serbia proper, including the
capital of Belgrade and the culturally and economically most developed part of Serbia, Vojvodina.
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Unequal occurrence of phone [x] (e. i. phoneme /h/) — especially
the makers of Bosnian standard are trying to increase the
frequency of this phoneme (e. g. lako, Bosn. lahko “easily” or
kafa, Cro. kava, Bosn. kahva “coffee”)

Widespread syncretism of cases (i. e. one ending indicates two
or more cases)

Infinitive is in some constructions, e. g. with modal or phase verbs,
replaced with da-construction (particle da + present indicative) —
towards the east, the occurrence of this phenomenon is more
frequent

Analytical-synthetic expression of comparative and superlative
in adjective and adverbs — comparative is formed by suffixes,
superlative is formed analytically with formant nagj- +
comparative

Expression of the future tense using the enclitic forms of the verb
ht(j)eti + infinitive, sporadically ht(j)eti + da + present indicative
(occur above all in Serbian and Montenegrin standard)
Temporal system include, with exception of present and future,
future II (f. exactum), perfect, plusquamperfect (antepreteritum)
and past simple tenses aorist and imperfect, but they are
nowadays more used in literature

The specific of the Serbo-Croatian standard is its digraphia — Croatian
standard uses only Latin alphabet, Bosnian standard uses essentially
only Latin alphabet, although it formally admits Cyrillic, Montenegrin
standard has constitutionally anchored equality of Latin and Cyrillic
alphabet in the administration, Serbian standard prefers Cyrillic. It
allows Latin in the administration only in lawful cases and in unofficial
communication is permissible to use both without limitation.” Graphical
system of all four national variants of the Serbo-Croatian are unified
in terms of graphemes and their relation to the respective phonemes
(certain differences can naturally be observed in orthographical norms).

1

The problematic relation of Cyrillic and Latin, where both graphic systems are in competition, is
discussed in Jelica Stojanovi¢ (2011: 65—101) — it critically describes the factual protections of Latin
at the expense of Cyrillic, especially in Montenegro, after the achievement of state independence.
Srdan Jovanovi¢ Maldoran (2012: 11—68), on the other hand, criticizes such a protectionist approach
to the Serbian Cyrillic as purist and unscientific.
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Only a radical group of proponents of the independence of Montenegrin
language introduced three new characters into its spelling S, Z, 3 (in
Cyrillic C, 3, S) identifying three new standardized phonemes [$], [Z], [3].
In the Serbo-Croatian vocabulary, there are more significant differences
between the situation in the traditionally Roman Catholic, Orthodox
and Muslim environments. There are a few words taken from Turkish
language, but not so much as in Bulgarian or Macedonian. Most active,
respectively stylistically neutral Turkish loanwords, as well as other
Orientalisms, are naturally displayed in Bosnian standard, which is in line
with the language policy of its current creators. Many Turkish words are
today stylistically marked. Serbo-Croatian also took words from Greek
and Latin, many of the Serbian words show traces of adoption from Greek
environment, whereas Croatian took it from Latin (Serb. Vavilon, Kipar,
Vizantija vers. Cro. Babilon, Cipar, Bizant “Babylon, Cyprus, Byzantium”).
In Croatian, due to the historical contacts of Croats with the surrounding
ethnic groups, there are also many German, Hungarian and Italian,
loanwords and to a lesser extent also Czech. Since the first half of the
18t century, many Russian loanwords have penetrated Serbian. The new
penetration into the Serbo-Croatian language after the Second World
War, during the period of the communist regime, had the character of
an input of ideologized communist expressions. The period of the last
quarter of century is for the all variants of Serbo-Croatian marked by
the high frequency of English loanwords (area of economics, politics,
new technologies etc.). More considerable prescriptive up to puristic
tendencies which sharply stand up against English loanwords (maybe
better said Anglo-Americanisms) are apparent in Croatian environment.
The wave of revitalization of often obsolete Orientalisms is characteristic
for the language policy of promoters of the Bosnian language.
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1.4
SLOVENIAN LANGUAGE
For standard Slovenian these are the characteristic grammatical phenomena:
Double accent — melodic, characterized by different tone pitch
or dynamic characterized by stress. Both melodic and dynamic
accent can be short or long. In the terms of stability, it is free
and moving. There are three types of Slovenian accent: 1. akut,
which indicates long a/i/u and long narrow e/o (melodic akut also
represents a low tone) — e. g. tijka “stranger” 2. Circumflex,
which indicates long wide e/o (melodic circumflex also represents
high tone) — e. g. mést “bridge”, and 3. Brevis, which indicates
short a/i/u and short wide e/o (melodic brevis also represents
low tone) — e. g. megla “fog”. The pronunciation of semivowel
[9] is always short. The melodic accent is considered to be more
prestigious, because it is more common in the area around the
capital city of Ljubljana, the social-political and cultural centre
of today’s Slovenia.
Reduced pronunciation of unaccented vowel
tj/kt, dj > ¢, j (e. g. sveca/noc, meja “candle/night, balk”)
Reflection of yat: € > e (e. g. sneg “snow”)
Reflection of yer in long stressed syllable: b, b > a (e. g. dan
“day”), in short syllable b, b > reduced vowel [3] written as e (e.
g. pes, sen “dog, dream”)
+ Reflection of nasal consonant: ¢, 0 > e, o (e. g. pet, roka “five, hand”)
« 1> (e)r [ar] (e. g. krv, koper “blood, dill”)
+ 1> ol [ot] (e. g. volk “wolf”)
Epenthetic 1 was preserved (e. g. zemlja “ground”)
Rich system of vowels — except [a], [i], [u] and semivowel [3],
standard Slovenian also has a double e (narrow [e] and wide [&])
and double o (narrow [0] and wide [6])
Rhotacism (e. g. kdor, kar, morem, moram “that, which, can, have to”)
System of three numbers — singular, dual, plural
Preservation of supine form in constructions with modal or
motion verbs — e. g. gremo kupit, moram pogledat “we are going
to buy, I have to look”
+ Analytical-synthetic expression of comparative and superlative
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in adjective and adverbs — comparative is formed by
suffixes, superlative is formed analytically with formant
ngj- + comparative

- Expression of future tens is made, unlike in other South Slavonic
languages, by using enclitical future form of verb biti + past
participle (1-ending), which draws Slovenia closer to the West
Slavonic languages

- Temporal system is significantly simplified, expressing only two
basic forms: present, future and perfect, which also typologically
classifies Slovenian into West Slavonic languages

In Slovenian vocabulary, the German influence is particularly noticeable,
which distinguishes it from other South Slavonic languages. The period
of the last quarter of century is marked by the high frequency of English
loanwords (area of economics, politics, new technologies etc.).

IV.
Glagolitic, Cyrillic and Other Scripts

In the past, Slavonic language was written in several scripts. In the
beginning with GLAGOLITIC,? Slavonic script, which was created by
Constantine-Cyril for the purpose of his mission in Great Moravia in the
middle of the 9" century (862). Glagolitic is a unique script, but there is
still no consensus about inspiration in Paleo-Slavonic today — according
to Damjanovi¢ (2003: 30—35), there are three interpretations: exogenous,
endogenous and exogenously-endogenous. Supporters of exogenous origins
are trying to prove that for each Glagolitic graph some inspiration can be
found in another script (for example, a number of older generations of
Slavists: I. Taylor, V. Jagi¢, V. Vondrdk, J. Vajs, R. Nahtigal, F. Fortunatov,
N. S. Trubetzkoy, L. Geitler etc.). On the contrary, supporters of endogenous

12 The term Glagolitic does not come from the Cyrillo-Methodian period. This script was in the past
called Cyrillic (kurilovitsa at Novgorod’s pop Upyr Likhoy from year 1047, curilica in Dubrovnik
documents from 14™ and 15% century; The Script of St. Jerome, Hieronymian (littera Hieronymiana)
or Slavonic script (pismena slovénsskaya). The name Glagolitic (Serbo-Croatian glagoljica) comes from
Croatian environment. According to Croatian researcher and expert on Glagolitic script Mateo Zagar
(2009: 149, quote as per Blazevi¢ Krezi¢ 2012: 476), this term was first used by Franjo GLAVINIC in
1626 in the letter to the Roman Congregation.
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interpretation are trying to prove that the Glagolitic is a completely new
script with a certain internal logic of characters (G. Tschernochvostoff, P.
Ilchev, married couple V. and O. Jonchevs, S. Sambunjak). Supporters of
exogenously-endogenous origins tend to explanation that the Glagolitic
is definitely an original and distinctive graphical system that at first does
not resemble any other script. This originality cannot be perceived in
such a way that the Glagolitic has no connection to the graphic systems
that Constantine knew, and that it would remain without any external
inspiration (this attitude is evident at T. Eckhardt, J. Hamm or K. Horalek).

The Glagolitic had two basic forms — older round (Bulgarian) that
existed around the 12" century, and later squared (Croatian) the beginning
of which can be found in the half of the 13® century, probably under the
influence of Latin beneventana font (Oczkowa 2010: 126). Sometimes
transitional form of round-squared or semi-round Glagolitic is mentioned,
and it is appropriated by Bosniaks, when they attach the attribute
“Bosnian” in the context of nationalization of literature on the territory
of today’s Bosnia & Herzegovina (Jahi¢c — Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 22).
They do not see it as the transitional type, but as the distinctive third type.
In the Croatian environment, Glagolitic literature survived continuously
until 1857 (Damjanovi¢ 2003: 26).

Soon after, at the end of the 9t century, on the court of Bulgarian
Tsar in Preslav, simpler Cyrillic was gradually profiled on the basis of
the Old Greek uncial majuscule script. The CYRILLIC undergo several
modification during its existence — one of them is Bosnian Cyrillic
(“bosanchitsa”)s, adopted Cyrillic, which was used mainly in Bosnia (and
later on in Dalmatia, Dubrovnik /Ragusa/ and Coastal Croatia) in some
modification from 13™ century (Milanovi¢ 2004: 42)* to the beginning
of 20t century (Jahi¢ — Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 49); The Civil Script
(“grazhdanka”) simplified “civil” form of Cyrillic from the times of the
Russian Tsar Peter the Great (1708), which was gradually accepted by other

13 The Western variant of Cyrillic got the name bosanchitsa in 1889. It was first used by Croatian
archaeologist and art historian Ciro TRUHELKA.

14 According to Stjepan Damjanovi¢, we can speak about significant specificities of Bosnian Cyrillic
only from 15% century (Damjanovi¢ 2004: 296). However, the proponents of the Bosnian language
autonomy see, somewhat controversially, beginnings of Bosnian in the 10t century (DZevad Jahi¢ in
Jahi¢ — Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 49). The motivation for such a claim is obviously non-linguistic.
In their opinion, 13™ century is the time when “the second type of Bosnian Cyrillic” — the italic
manuscript appeared.
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Slavonic nations which use Cyrillic and it is also known as azbuka.’ As for the
origin of Cyrillic, the experts are not united in this case — previously authorship
was attributed to St. Clement of Ohrid, St. Naum of Ohrid or Constantine of
Preslav. However, considering the overall cultural, religious, political and
social situation of the Bulgarian Empire at the end of the 9t century, and its
relation to the Byzantium and Byzantine culture as such, closer to the truth
would be the opinion that Cyrillic evolved at the princely and later Tsar’s court
of Simeon the Great in Preslav by gradual adaptation of Greek script to
Slavonic language. In 893, when Simeon came to the Bulgarian throne, it was
decided at the Great Assembly in Preslav that the Slavonic language written
with Cyrillic alphabet became the official language of the realm, which was
preceded the further development of Cyrillic not only as a script of religious
literature, but also as a script for common secular purposes.

In Bosnia, as a result of Islamization, from the mid-17t to the end
of the 19™ century, literatura alhamijado was cultivated. It was written
in Slavonic language (Serbo-Croatian, Bosniaks would today say it was
Bosnian language), but with Arabic script (so-called AREBICA), which was
also used in Turkish language, official language of Ottoman Empire, to
which Bosnia belonged from the second half of the 15™ century till 1878.

The GREEK script for the recording of Slavonic language was used
in Bosnia and Hum according to DZevad Jahi¢ at the end of the 10™
and the beginning of the 11™ century, about what allegedly testifies
only a small amount of preserved documents from that time (Jahi¢ —
Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 44). From the 19* century Aegean Macedonia
come some Bulgarian monuments written in Greek; they were written
in the relevant regional dialect. Some well-known are Konikovo Gospel
(KonmroBo eBaHrenue, 1852, author Pavel Bozhigrobski), Kulakiya Gospel
(Kymakmiicko eBaHrenme, 1863, author Evstatiy Kipriadi) or Greek-
Bulgarian dictionary (rpbliKo-6barapcku pedunk, completed 1893, author
Gyosho Kolev), even Bulgarian part is written in Greek script.

Finally, we must mention the Latin script — the oldest written
document of the Slavonic language, written by the LATIN script dates

15 The terms Cyrillic and Azbuka cannot be simply seen as synonyms, both terms are based on
different aspect: the first one is naming which was historically given (in our case it is derived from
anthroponym Cyril, Bulg. Kupun, Serb. Rupuno), the second is based on naming the first two letters
of the system — a, 6, B, I, A... : az®b, buky, védé, glagolyg, dobro...
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back to the turn of the 10™ and 11™ century from the Alpine (Pannonian)
Slavs (future Slovenes). The Latin script had naturally, albeit at different
speeds, spread among the Slavs of the Roman Catholic confession. For the
needs of Slavonic languages, it had to be adjusted, either with compounds
(digraphs and trigraphs) or diacritics (dots, commas, carons, etc.), because
its system of signs did not reflect all existing Slavonic phonemes. Finally,
it should be remembered that both Latin and Greek scripts were known
to Slavs and they used them before the Cyrillo-Methodian mission, but
unsystematically, as monk (Chernorizets) Hrabar writes about it in his
treatise On the letters, from the period of the Preslav Literary School*.
The contemporary Slavonic world (Pax Slavia) writes in Cyrillic and/
or Latin script. The Cyrillic script (azbuka) is used in Russian, Belarusian,
Ukrainian and Rusyn (in these languages the term “azbuka” is more
used), then Bulgarian, Macedonian (kupwmiiia), Serbian, Montenegrin
and formally in Bosnian (hmpmiamnia), that means except Bosnian, in all
Orthodox Slavonic nations (Pax Slavia Orthodoxa). Each of these languages
has, in addition to a basic common fund of graphs, a certain number of
separate, specific characters.” This does not necessarily mean they mark any
specific phonemes which cannot be found in other Slavonic languages —
e. g. Belarusian ¥ /w/, Ukrainian r /g/, Serbian & /1/ or Macedonian & /K’/.
TheLatin scriptis used in Polish, Kashubian, Upper and Lower Sorbian,
Czech, Slovak, Slovenian, Croatian and Bosnian, primarily nations of
the West Christian world (Pax Slavia Romana). Officially, the Latin script
is used in Montenegrin (constitutionality is Cyrillic and Latin equality
guaranteed in the Montenegrin administration) and Serbian (in Serbia is
its use restricted in favour of Cyrillic). Here too, each of these languages
has its own alphabet adjusted to its needs. Basically, Slavonic Latin for
specific Slavonic phonemes favours diacritics; the more pronounced
presence of compounds is evident mainly in Polish and Kashubian.

16 “Being still pagans, the Slavs did not have their own letters, but read and communicated by means
of tallies and sketches. After their baptism nic lan, ith Roman an
reek letters with ment.” (orig.: “Slovane drive, pokud jesté byli pohané, nemeéli za]lste
knihy ani pismo, nybrz poc1tah a hédali s pomoci crt a vrubu Kdyz vsak byli pokiténi, snazili se psat
Jovanskou fec¢ fimskymi a feckymi pismen Z Upr — Mnich Chrabr: 0 pismenech, quote as
per VecCerka 2006: 94; underlined PK).

17 These specific characters may be shared by more Slavonic languages — see, for example, Serbian
and Macedonian Cyrillic.
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SELECTED CZECH HANDBOOKS
OF SERBO-CROATIAN FROM 60S, 70S AND 80S
(SOCIOLINGUISTIC ANALYSIS)

From a social perspective the period from 1950 to 1990 was when
the communists held power in both the former Czechoslovakia and
Yugoslavia. In Czechoslovakia the demise of communism came at the end
of 1989, although the modern-era democratic Czechoslovakia continued
to exist for another three years — on 1% January 1993 it disappeared from
the map of Europe and since then two new states can be found in its
place — Czechia and Slovakia. The demise of Yugoslavia was a far longer,
more difficult and bloodier process — it lasted from June 1991, when
Slovenia and Croatia declared independence, until April 1992, when Serbia
and Montenegro concluded a new union agreement and created the so-
called third, Serbian-Montenegrin Yugoslavia (Federative Republic of
Yugoslavia). In terms of our analysis, these turning points are important
because they mean:

1. the common language of the Serbs, Croats, Bosniaks and
Montenegrins, which for decades had been traditionally referred
to as Serbo-Croatian, was replaced by a language whose name
was taken from the national name of each national community,
which at the symbolic level resulted in a constitutional article
explicitly describing the official language of each country
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(Croatian in Croatia in 1990, but in its own way also in 1974,
or 1972, Serbian in Serbia and Montenegro in 1992, Bosnian in
Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1993, and Montenegrin in Montenegro
in 2007);

2. the gradual end to the controlled publication of linguistic
handbooks in Czechia — during this period practically all key
textbooks, dictionaries, grammar and conversation books were
published by the State Pedagogical Publishing House, or the
Czechoslovak Academy of Science “Academia” publishers.

As a consequence of the events described in point 1), after 1990 just one
handbook was published in Czechia (in two parts — although it began to
be published back in the 1980s), whose name contained the glossonym
srbochorvatstina (Serbo-Croatian) — dictionaries and conversation books
then particularly describe Croatian, and to a far lesser extent Serbian.

As a consequence of the events described in point 2), the creation
and publication of linguistic handbooks became more a matter of will and
available finances rather than the result of methodologically sophisticated
and carefully planned professional work — this has meant that the
quality of linguistic publications and handbooks available to customers
vary greatly.

That is the situation as it is now. However, let’s return to the years
between the issue of the first and last modern-era Serbo-Croatian
linguistic handbook, i. e. from 1958 to 1992. Our aim is both to present
a summary of the Serbo-Croatian linguistic handbooks published in
Czechia at the time, and also particularly to explore how they reflected
the complex language situation in Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Montenegro and Serbia. We will be focusing on:

1. an explicit commentary of the choice of variant(s) represented in
the handbook material,

2. the actual content of handbooks in the light of the variations of
Serbo-Croatian as declared by the so-called Novi Sad Agreement
from 1954,

3. the choice between the Latin and Cyrillic scripts,

4. the explicit attitude towards the sociolinguistic situation of Serbo-
-Croatian as propagated to the user of the relevant handbook.
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II.

During the period in question vive textbooks were published on various
themes (one of which was in two parts and one three-part work), three
types of dictionaries, three conversation handbooks and one grammar
guide. After a pause of more than ten years following the end of the Second
World War handbooks of the Serbo-Croatian language once again started
to be published at the end of the nineteen fifties.’® The first were textbooks
(1959) and a conversation handbook (1958) by Mirko Wirth. It was not until
the 1960s that modern language aids began to be published on a systematic
basis — a textbook by Vladimir Togner (1963), MiloS Noha’s pocket
dictionary (1963, 1965, 1967, 1969) and a conversation handbook by Anna
Jenikova (1966, 1969); at the turn of the 60s and 70s these were followed by
a new, truly contemporary and systematic textbook for language schools (in
two parts) by Vida Ljacka and Lida Mala, with the modest subtitle Prozatimni
ucebnf text (“Provisional Textbook”) and in 1972 this was followed by
Srbocharvdtstina pro samouky (“Teach Yourself Serbo-Croatian”), prepared
by Anna Jenikova together with Vratislav Cikhart. Only re-editions of
handbooks for self-taught language students appeared on the market in the
1970s. There was another publishing boom in the 1980s — with the issue of
a new conversation handbook (1980, 1984, 1989), where Anna Jenikova was
one of just three authors; the same author, together with Jarmila Gleichova,
also prepared a small tourist dictionary (1982, 1987), and Anna Jenikova
was one of the three creators of the academic Srbocharvdtsko-cesky slovnik
(“Serbo-Croatian-Czech Dictionary”) (1982). This time saw the last editions
of Jenikovd’s textbook for self-taught language students (1982, 1987),
Noha’s pocket dictionary (1984) and the second part of Srbocharvdtstina pro
jazykové skoly (“Serbo-Croatian for Language Schools”) (Ljacka — Mala,
1985). The second half of the nineteen eighties saw the publication of the first
two parts of the Ucebnice srbocharvdtstiny (“Serbo-Croatian Textbook”) (the
third was published in 1992) by Milica Tondlova and Jan Sedlacek’s Strucnd

18 The causes of this pause are described by Hana Jiraskova: “In the fifties didn’t exist any cultural
contacts, no language handbooks were published. The last textbook was issued in 1946 and the next
ten years there were no mutual official cultural contacts. The situation got a bit better in the beginning
of the sixties, when language handbooks again were published.” (orig.: “U 50. godinama nisu postojali
nikakvi kulturni kontakti, nisu bili izdani nikakvi jezi¢ni priru¢nici. Zadnji je udzbenik izasao 1946.
i sljede¢ih 10 godina nije dolazilo do uzajamnih sluzbenih kontakata. Situacija se malo poboljsala
pocetkom 60. godina kada su se opet poceli tiskati jezi¢ni prirucnici.” — Jirdskova 2006: 7—8).
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mluvnice srbocharvdtstiny (“A Short Serbo-Croatian Grammar”) (1989).
Sedlacek’s detailed and erudite overview of grammar was thus the symbolic
end to the era of linguistic handbooks dedicated to Serbo-Croatian as the
common language of the “three” Yugoslavian nations (the Bosniaks were
not mentioned as a separate nation in handbooks during that period, nor
as Muslims).

III.

In the second part of this study we will be focusing on three textbooks
from the publications mentioned above: Togner’s Cvicebnice srbocharvdtstiny
(“Serbo-Croatian Workbook”) from 1963, Jenikova's Srbocharvdtstina
pro samouky (“Teach Yourself Serbo-Croatian”) from 1972, in our case
on the last edition from 1987, and Ljacka — Mala’s Srbocharvdtstina pro
jazykové skoly (“Serbo-Croatian for Language Schools”) from 1969 (1.),
or 1970 (II.) — here on the last edition from 1973 (I.), or 1985 (IL.), as
well as on Jenikovd’s conversation handbook, or Cesko-srbocharvdtskd
konverzace (“Czech-Serbo-Croatian Conversation Handbook”) by Jenikova
— JaneSovd — Prokopova — here on the first edition from 1966 and
the last edition from 1989, one dictionary — Noha’s Srbocharvdtsko-cesky
a Cesko-srbocharvdtsky kapesni slovnik (“Serbo-Croatian-Czech and Czech-
Serbo-Croatian Pocket Dictionary”) — last published in 1984 — and one
grammar handbook — Sedlacek’s Strutnd mluvnice srbocharvdtstiny (“A
Short Serbo-Croatian Grammar”’) from 1989.

1.1
Comments on the Choice of Variant(s) Represented by the Handbook Material
First it must be said that all the textbooks analysed entirely deliberately
omit the Ijekavian variant of Serbo-Croatian and also Cyrillic. Teaching
texts were mostly or exclusively Ekavian and were written in the Latin
script. The conversation dialogues and vocabulary of the pocket dictionary
were also exclusively Ekavian and written in the Latin script. The authors
always tried to explain this in the foreword to their handbooks:

“For practical reasons the textbook is based on the Shtokavian
dialect with Ekavian pronunciation, although, where necessary, also
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includes Shtokavian Ijekavian pronunciation” (Togner 1963: 4, cf.
also 9);

“In this textbook we present texts in the Ekavian dialect, as it is
easier and simpler; we will later also be working on texts in the Ijekavian
dialect” (Ljacka — Mala 1973: 5);2°

“For pedagogical reasons we have taken Ekavian as our basis, but
where appropriate we have pointed out the most typical phonological,
morphological and dictionary features of the Jekavian variant” (Jenikova
1987: 5),% cf. also “For methodical reasons our textbooks are written in
Ekavian Shtokavian” (ibid.: 12);2

“For the sake of simplicity the Serbo-Croatian text is written in
the Ekavian variant of Serbo-Croatian, with the Latin script above it”
(Jenikova 1966: 6);3

“Our handbook is written in the eastern, Ekavian (Serbian) variant
of literary Serbo-Croatian. However, it is — for the sake of simplicity —
written using the Latin script, and not Cyrillic” (Jenikova — Janesova —
Prokopova 1989: 17);%

“For simplicity’s sake Ekavian has been used in this dictionary. It is
only in exceptional cases that we present the Jekavian variant with the
relevant reference (e. g. with the word biljeg, in Ekavian beleg)” (Noha
1984: 41);%

“In the grammar book this double word form is characterised for
each word or word form partly by means of slashes with the Ekavian-
liekavian doublet, e. g. dete/dijete, and partly by the use of brackets with
the Ekavian-Jekavian doublet, e. g. d(jleca (= deca/djeca). However, this
means of indicating the double pronunciation is not used when whole

19 Orig.: “Z divodd praktickych je uebnice zaloZena na Stokavstiné ekavské vyslovnosti, prihlizi viak,
kde je to nutné, i k Stokavsting ijekavské vyslovnosti.”

20 Orig.: “V této ucebnici uvadime texty v nareci ekavském, protoze je snadnéjsi a jednodussi, pozdéji
prejdeme i k textim v ijekavském naredi.”

21 Orig.: “Z diivodi pedagogickych jsme vzali za zdklad ekavstinu, ale na vhodnych mistech
upozornujeme na nejtypictéjsi hlaskoslovné, tvaroslovné a slovnikové rysy jekavské varianty.”

22 Orig.: “NaSe ucebnice je z metodickych divodl psana ekavskou $tokavstinou.”

23 Orig.: ¢ Zi je srbocharvatsky text psan ekavskou variantou srbocharvétstiny
a nadto latinkou.”

24 Orig.: “Nase pfirucka je napsana ve vychodni, ekavské (srbské) varianté spisovné srbocharvatstiny.
Na rozdil od ni vSak je — pro zjednoduseni — pséna latinkou, a nikoli cyrilici.”

25 Orig.: “Pro jednoduchost vychdzime v tomto slovniku z podoby ekavské. Jen vyjimetné uvadime
v hesle podobu jekavskou s ptislusnym odkazem (napf. u slova biljeg, ekavsky beleg).”
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sentences are given, especially in the syntax in the cited documents, as it
would be distracting. In such cases generally just one form of Ekavian or
Jjekavian (Jekavian) is given” (Sedlacek 1989: 5).2

These citations make it clear that the Ekavian dialect was more
acceptable for the writers of Czech teaching, conversation and vocabulary
handbooks, particularly as it was simplier, or more practical for teaching
purposes — students or lay users did not have to concern themselves with
where to use je and where to use ije. It was not until newer conversation
handbooks that the reasons for this step were explained in all the other
handbooks. The only exception in this article is Sedlacek’s grammar
guide, whose linguistic material maintains a thorough balance between
the Ekavian and Ijekavian variants.

II1.2
Content of Handbooks in the Light of the Variations of Serbo-Croatian
With perhaps just one exception all the handbooks favour — as we have
shown above — the Ekavian, or Serbian variant, although this is not
down to any political or other extralinguistic preferences; they do mention
the existence of the western (Croatian) variant to a varying extent. So,
a certain percentage of texts in teaching handbooks is also in Ijekavian.
The practically exclusively Ekavian Srbocharvdtstina pro samouky (Anna
Jenikova, Vratislav Cikhart; Prague, SPN, “Ucebnice pro samouky” edition,
1987 — 5™ edition /1% 1972, 2": 1974, 39 1978, 4™ 1982/) has just one
lesson, lesson 29, entitled Srbv Charvdtsku, specially dedicated to the western
variant of Serbo-Croatian, including a small two-page section on the most
common different expressions (eastern versus western region). There is
an examples of both variants of Serbo-Croatian in the introductions of the
handbook — in the Belgrade and Zagreb editions of one short newspaper
article from April 1967 Mala uzbuna oko pSenice the author wanted to
illustrate the differences between the two variants (Jenikova 1987: 17n.).
Moreover, there are not many more Ijekavian texts in any of the parts
of Srbocharvdtstina pro jazykové skoly (Vida Ljacka, Lida Mala; Prague, SPN,

26 Orig.: “V mluvnici se tato dvoji hlaskova podoba vyznacuye u jednotlivych slov nebo tvard slov jednak
pomoci lomitek u ekavsko-ijekavskych dublet, napt. dete/dl]ete ]ednak p0m0c1 zavorek u ekavsko-
]ekavskych dublet, napt. d(})eca (= deca/d]eca) Tento zptisob oznacovani dvop vyslovnostl se vsak
neuziva pti uvadem celych vét, zvl. v c1tat0vych dokladech v syntaxi, protoZe by zde plsobil rusiveé.
V takovych pripadech se ponechava zprav. jen jedna podoba ekavskd nebo ijekavska (jekavska).”
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“Ucebnice pro jazykové skoly” edition, vol. I: 1973 — 3 amended edition
/15t: 1969, 27: 1971/, vol. II: 1985 — 2n amended edition /1: 1970/). For
didactic reasons Ijekavian does not appear in the first part at all, while
in the second Ijekavian is the dialect used for the introductory articles to
lesson 7 (Sutjeska) and lesson 11 (Dalmacija pod snijegom), where this could
be described as the Croatian variant.

There is much greater equality between the two variants in Vladimir
Togner’s Cviebnice srbocharvdtstiny (Prague, SPN, 1963 — 1% edition).
Each lesson includes a section entitled Continuous Reading, containing
a number of texts written in the western, i. e. Croatian variant. The text
on Zagreb, however, which is the introductory article in lesson 29 (Zagreb)
is written in the eastern variant.

The only author who thought to inform students of the Turkisms in
Serbo-Croatian was again Togner — he did so in his introductory article
in lesson 34 (Sarajevo), although the rest of the lesson is also written in
Ekavian. Neither Jenikova nor Ljackd — Mald present any oriental lexical
aspects in any special lessons.

In her Cesko-srbocharvdtskd konverzace (Prague, SPN, 1966 — 1t
edition /2": 1969/) Anna Jenikova explains: “For the sake of simplicity
the Serbo-Croatian text is written in the Ekavian variant of Serbo-
-Croatian, with the Latin script above it. As certain different words
are used in the western part of Yugoslavia and on the on the northern
Adriatic coast, these cases are given and indicated” (Jenikova 1966: 6).7
However, Jenikova did not see this essentially rational choice through to
the end, as she is not consistent in presenting the western variant, when
she overlooks phonetics (see e. g. Chtél jsem vds nécim potésit “I wanted
to do something to please you” has the equivalent Hteo sam nec¢im da vas
obradujem marked as eastern and Hteo sam vas ne¢im obradovati as western
/ibid.: 122/; however, in the west the verb hteti has the form htjeti and
the form of the so-called 1-ending participle is not hteo, but htio). The
explanation of this variance does not give the Ijekavian variants, i. e.
a phonetic explanation, but tends to focus more on the grammatical and
lexical aspects. An explanation of the variation is given on pp. 11—12.

27 Orig.: “Pro snazsi poumtelnost je srbocharvatsky text psan ekavskou variantou srbocharvatstiny
a nadto latinkou. Protoze pro nékteré skutecnosti je jiné pOJmenovam v zapadni ¢4sti Jugoslavie a na
severnim pobfezi Jadranu, jsou tyto ptipady uvedeny a oznaceny.’
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In the newer Cesko-srbocharvdtskd konverzace (Prague, SPN, 1989 —
3" edition /1%: 1980, 2": 1984/) there is one page devoted to explaining the
variance of Serbo-Croatian (Jenikova — Janesova — Prokopova 1989: 17),
although unlike the previous conversation handbook this presents the
Ekavian phonetic and eastern lexical and grammatical variants — this is
basically Serbian language conversation handbook.

One highly non-traditional work in this respect is Srbocharvdtsko-cesky
a Cesko-srbocharvdtsky kapesni slovnik (Prague, SPN, “Kapesni slovniky”
edition, 1984 — 5™ edition /15: 1963, 27 1965, 3': 1967, 4™: 1969/), by Milo$
Noha. The Serbo-Croatian material presented by the author in the first part
of the dictionary is both Serbian and Croatian (with the eastern/Serbian root
opst- it even refers to the western/Croatian op¢-, so in the dictionary there
is the Croatian opéina “municipality”, but not the Serbian opstina; we have
to imply that for ourselves /Noha 1984: 262, 260/). However, in phonetic
terms this material is exclusively Ekavian. In contrast, in the second part of
the dictionary, wherever there is a difference Serbo-Croatian phraseology
is presented by placing the Croatian variant first, followed by the Serbian
variant, marked with an asterisk (e. g. spoluprdce “cooperation” — suradnja,
*saradnja [ibid.: 529/, divadlo “theatre” — kazaliSte, *pozoriste [ibid.: 445/
etc.). However, if the term is the same and differs only in its phonetic
variant, once again — in accordance with the preference stated in the
introductory chapters — only the Ekavian form is given (e. g. dévce “girl” —
devojka [ibid.: 444/ or dité “child” — dete /ibid.: 445/). The author himself
only touches upon this in instructions no. 6 (ibid.: 10), where he explains
the purpose of the asterisk, and in section 81, where he mentions the lexical
differences between the Serbian and Croatian variants of Serbo-Croatian.
He does, however, — in line with the prevailing conviction at the time —
add: “It must be pointed out that all these and other similar differences are
now considered doublets, the choice of which is at one’s own discretion”
(ibid.: 43).%8

The variation of this language is also cited by Jan Sedlacek, author of
Stru¢nd mluvnice srbocharvdtstiny (Prague, Academia, 1989 — 1° edition):
“This grammar guide also takes account of certain differences between
the Serbian and Croatian variant of the standard language. (...) These

28 Orig.: “Je tfeba znovu upozornit, Ze vSechny tyto a jiné podobné rozdily maji nyni povahu dublet,
mezi nimiz je kazdému ponechana volba.”
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differences are always laid out and illustrated at the appropriate place
in the grammatical description. However, the rest of the text of the
grammar guide, especially in the cited documents, generally gives just
one alternative form — Serbian or Croatian. (...) The Short Serbo-Croatian
Grammar does not consciously emphasise the variations and partial
differences and its main aim is to portray the grammatical structure of
Serbo-Croatian in its basic features, which are common to both variants
of the literary language” (Sedlacek 1989: 5—6).2° Given the focus of his
grammar guide, this approach is understandable.

In teaching handbooks adequate attention is given to Ijekavian
only by V. Togner. In terms of teaching Serbo-Croatian in the Czech
environment, newer handbooks such as both Ljacka — Mala’s and that of
Jenikova see Ijekavian as being entirely marginal (2 lessons in Ljacka —
Mald’s book and 1 lesson in Jenikovad’s). A similar ratio, although far
smaller, can be seen in the approach to the specific lexicon on the Bosnian-
Herzegovinian Muslims — where Togner shows a didactic that is at least
comparable to the interest devoted to Ijekavian by other such textbooks,
it does not appear at all in these textbooks. As regards conversation
handbooks, while the content of the older handbooks (Jenikova 1966)
do in certain justified cases offer the western variant together with the
eastern (albeit in a somewhat confused Ekavian version where a phonetic
choice is given), the newer handbook (Jenikova — JaneSova — Prokopova
1989) has completely given up on the variation and is exclusively Serbian
from today’s perspective. Unless the other handbooks mentioned here,
Noha’s dictionary contains a far greater proportion of Croatian terms (in
the Czech-Serbo-Croatian part these are even given preference, if there
are equivalents of so-called doublets), although as regards the phonetic
variant Noha gives only the Ekavian form. In his grammar guide Sedlacek
provides a balance in the phonetic variants and grammatical differences
and maintains this balance as far as the lexical aspects are concerned (in
illustrative examples).

29 Orig.: “V mluvnici se prihlizi také k nékterym rozdilim mezi srbskou a charvatskou variantou
spisovného jazyka. (...) Tyto rozdily jsou vyloZeny a ilustrovany vzdy na prislusném misté
mluvnického popisu. V ostatnim textu mluvnice, zvl. v citdtovych dokladech, se vsak uvadi zprav.
jen jedna variantni podoba — srbska nebo charvatska. (...) Stru¢nd mluvnice srbocharvétstiny se
védomé neorientuje na zdlrazriovani variantnosti a dil¢ich rozdilG a klade si za svdij hlavni ukol
zachytit mluvnickou stavbu srbocharvatstiny v jejich zakladnich rysech, jez jsou spole¢né obéma
variantam spisovného jazyka.”
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1.3

Choice Between the Latin and Cyrillic Scripts

Although the authors of the handbooks mentioned here tend to favour
Ekavian, i. e. exclusively the Serbian variant (we should bear in mind
that the literary norm for the Croats, Bosniaks and Montenegrins is
ljekavian and was even when Serbo-Croatian was supposedly the
officially preferred version), they demonstrate the completely opposite
attitude to another highly Serbian attribute of this language — Cyrillic.
In Togner’s book quite a lot of the texts are written in Cyrillic in the parts
entitled Continuous Reading, together with the articles at the beginning of
lessons 15 (Sumadija), 21 (Hajduci), 25 (PolaZajnik), 28 (Vojvodina) and 33
(Redi). In Ljacka — Mald’s two-part textbook Cyrillic appears in the first
work merely as an illustrative text to present the two alphabets (Ljacka —
Mala 1973: 148), although in the second volume there are many more
articles written in Cyrillic script. Jenikova deliberately does not bother
with Cyrillic, even in her conversation handbooks (cf. “Our handbook
(...) — for the sake of simplicity — is written using the Latin script,
and not Cyrillic” /Jenikova — JaneSova — Prokopova 1989: 17/),%° and
the case is the same with Noha. Sedlacek extensively focuses on Serbian
Cyrillic and its comparison with the Serbo-Croatian Latin script in section
20 Alphabet and Spelling (pp. 35—37), although in his handbook Serbo-
-Croatian is written entirely in the Latin script.

Cyrillic is mentioned relatively frequently by Togner and Ljacka —
Mala; for instance, the frequency of articles written in Cyrillic clearly shows
that this alphabet is not important for a pragmatic understanding of the
language. This factor was then probably one reason why Jenikova completely
gave up on trying to “force” Cyrillic on self-taught language learners, i. e.
the target group for her handbook. This was a crucial factor in the case of the
conversation handbook, the dictionary and the grammar guide.

.4
Attitude to the Sociolinguistic Situation of Serbo-Croatian

In this last point we want to explore how the authors of these handbooks
define Serbo-Croatian, its variants and other sociolinguistic aspects. To

30 Orig.: “Nase pfirucka je (...) — pro zjednoduseni — psdna latinkou, a nikoli cyrilici.”
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quote Vladimir Togner: “The term Serbo-Croatian literary language (...)
is used to refer to the only literary language with two pronunciations,
Ekavian (Serbian) and Ijekavian (Croatian) and with two alphabets, Latin
and Cyrillic.” (Togner 1963: 9).3* A very similar view of the situation
is taken by Anna Jenikova, although she attempts to provide a more
thorough clarification (again, with her target group in mind): “We take
the viewpoint that Serbo-Croatian is one language with two literary
variants: eastern Ekavian Shtokavian and western Jekavian Shtokavian.”
(Jenikova 1987: 5),3> and also: “Despite certain (overall slight) differences
in morphology and composition, and especially in phonetics and
vocabulary, Serbo-Croatian is one language, as these differences do not
make it harder for people to understand one another and in most cases are
considered admissible literary variants. It is therefore mostly irrelevant
whether someone refers to the theatre using the word pozoriste, which is
commonly used in the east, or with the word kazaliSte, which is used in the
west. The same applies with the words vazduh — zrak (“air”), Zeleznicka
stanica — kolodvor (“railway station”), etc. It is also irrelevant whether
we refer to a child as dete or dijete, etc.” (ibid.: 11).33 In her conversation
handbook Jenikova focuses on giving a basic description of the dialects of
Serbo-Croatian (stating Shtokavian, Chakavian and Kajkavian, or Ekavian,
Ijekavian and the Ikavian dialect) and the differences between Serbian
and Croatian, although these passages do not contain any declaratory
examples (Jenikova 1966: 11—13). A highly similar, albeit more detailed,
approach is taken to these questions by Milo§ Noha — he describes
two “literary dialects” (Serbian Ekavian and Croatian Ijekavian) and
particularly highlights the differences between the two variants (Noha
1984: 4,0—43). Jan Sedlacek merely mentions a “considerable variation,
which is particularly apparent in vocabulary and, to a certain extent, also

31 Orig.: “Pod vyrazem srbocharvatsky spisovny jazyk (...) rozumime tedy jediny spisovny jazyk s dvoji
vyslovnosti ekavskou (srbskou) a ijekavskou (charvatskou) a s dvojim pismem, latinkou a cyrilici.”

32 Orig.: “Vychdzime z hlediska, ze srbocharvétstina je jeden jazyk s dvéma spisovnymi variantami:
vychodni ekavskou Stokavstinou a zapadni jekavskou stokavstinou.”

33 Orig.: “Srbocharvatstina je pfes nékteré (celkem male) rozdlly v tvaroslovi a skladbé, zvlasté vsak
v hlaskoslovi a slovni zasobe, ]azyk ]eden protoze zminéné rozdily neztézuji vzajemné dorozumeéni
a oznacuji se ve vét§iné pnpadu za prlpustne spisovné varianty. Je tedy vcelku lhostejné, nazve-li
nékdo divadlo slovem pozoriste, které je bézné na vychodé, nebo slovem kazalite, kterého se uziva na
zapadé. Obdobné je tomu u slov vazduh — zrak (vzduch), Zeleznicka stanica — kolodvor (nadrazi) atd.
Pravé tak je lhostejné, nazveme-li dité dete nebo dijete apod.”
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in grammar” (1989: 5).3+ His introduction essentially implies that these
variants are particularly understood to mean phonetic variation (Ekavian-
Ijekavian), but also mentions ethnic (Serbian-Croatian) variation (ibid.).
The newer conversation handbook by Jenikova et al. States that “the
literary Serbo-Croatian language is not entirely consistent. It has two
variants: “Serbian” (eastern), which is used in Serbia and Montenegro,
i. e. roughly the eastern part of Yugoslavia, and “Croatian” (western),
which is spoken by Croats, i. e. the inhabitants of what is roughly the
western part of the region” (Jenikova — JaneSovd — Prokopova 1989:
17).3 We also learn that “people in the east speak so-called Ekavian
(saying mleko, dete, pesma, delo), while in the west these words are
mlijeko, dijete, pjesma, djelo (so-called Ijekavian). In the western part
of Yugoslavia the Latin script is used for writing and in printed texts,
while Cyrillic is used in the eastern part” (ibid.).3¢ The textbooks by Vida
Ljacka and Lida Mala do not comment in any detail on the sociolinguistic
situation, merely stating that “Serbo-Croatian is the language of the Serbs
and the Croats, whose dialects form a single whole — Serbo-Croatian
with shared grammar, spelling and basic vocabulary; this is why lessons
speak of just one language” (Ljacka — Mala 1973: 5).3

The quotations cited show what was essentially a consensus with
the opinion that prevailed in Yugoslavia itself after the so-called Novi
Sad Agreement (1954). When speaking of the variance of Serbo-Croatian,
there is the phonetic variation (the Ekavian vs. the Ijekavian variant)
as well as the geographic variation (the eastern vs. western variant),
or ethnic variation (the Serbian vs. Croatian variant). In this respect it
is worth noting how the authors of the relevant handbooks treat the
individual variants: Togner (1963) and Noha (1984) unify the phonetic and
ethnic criterion (Ekavian = Serbian, Ijekavian = Croatian), while Jenikova

34 Orig.: “(...) zna¢né variantnosti, jez se projevuje zvlasté v slovni zdsobé a do jisté miry také
v mluvnici.”

35 Orig.: [S]rbocharvatsky spisovny ]azyk neni zcela jednotny. Ma dvé  varianty: srbskou (vychodni),
ktera se pouzlva v Srbsku a v Cerné Hofe, tedy ptibliZné ve vychodm Casti Iugoslavle a “charvatskou”
(zapadni), jiz mluvi Charvati, tedy obyvatele zhruba zapadni ¢asti tizemi.”

36 Orig.: “[NJa vychodé se mluvi tzv. ekavstinou (vyslovuje se mleko, dete, pesma, delo), zatimco na
zapadé znéji tato slova mlijeko, dijete, pjesma, djelo (tzv. ijekavstina). V zapadni ¢asti Jugoslavie se
pise a tiskne latinkou, ve vychodni ¢sti cyrilici.”

37 Orig.: “[Slrbocharvatstina je ]azyk Srbi a CharvatQ, jejichZ natedi tvoti jeden celek — srbocharvétstinu
se spolecnou mluvn1c1 pravopisem a zakladnlm slovnim fondem; proto se ve vyucovani mluvi
o jediném jazyce.”
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(1987) unifies the phonetic and geographic criterion (Ekavian = eastern,
Ijekavian = western), Jenikovd — JaneSova — Prokopova (1989) unify,
with a certain degree of reserve, the ethnic, geographic and phonetic
criterion (“Serbian” = eastern = Ekavian, “Croatian” = western =
Tjekavian). Sedlacek (1989) successfully avoids simplifying matters with
such a unification and separately describes the phonetic and ethnic criteria
and how they are manifested. Many of these handbooks are therefore
evidently inaccurate in that they identify the Ijekavian variant with the
Croatian element and the west of the former Yugoslavia, and Ekavian with
the Serbian element and the west of the former Yugoslavia. However, such
simplified schemes cannot reflect the complexities of reality — there is
a problem assigning dialects into such a binary system particularly in
the case of the language of Montenegro and Bosnia and Herzegovina.
According to the systems mentioned above, people in Montenegro would
speak the Ekavian variant while the inhabitants of Bosnia and Herzegovina
would use the “Croatian” variant, which are highly inaccurate, if not false
claims (in phonetic terms Montenegro is exclusively Ijekavian, while from
a geographic perspective it is not western nor ethnically Croatian; Bosnia
and Herzegovina is phonetically Ijekavian (although at the substandard
level also lkavian), while in geographic terms it is more western, but
is only around one fifth ethnically Croatian — half of the population is
Bosniak and almost a third Serbian).

IV.

Most of the handbooks described here deliberately present mostly the
Ekavian variant, although the reasons for this are entirely didactic,
not political or on other extralinguistic grounds; it has been very
difficult for later generations of students to learn about Ijekavian, and
especially the western variant, as newer textbooks (Ljackda — Mala,
Jenikova) mentioned it very little. Western, i. e. essentially Croatian
lexical elements were more noticeably present particularly in the Czech-
Serbo-Croatian part of Noha’s pocket dictionary. The only work to
offer a balance between both phonetic variants was Sedlacek’s concise
grammar. The graphic Cyrillic variant fared somewhat better than the
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phonetic Ijekavian variant in textbooks, being purposefully included not
only in Togner’s texts, but also particularly in the textbook for language
schools. In non-didactic handbooks the Latin script was clearly favoured
over the Cyrillic, though these publications did explain the letters of the
Cyrillic alphabet. As regards the sociolinguistic characteristics of Serbo-
Croatian, there was a good effort to provide a more detailed interpretation
by Jenikova (1987) or Jenikova — JaneSova — Prokopova (1989), while
no deeper analysis is given by Ljacki — Mala. However, the effort to
simply explain the complex reality of the variations of Serbo-Croatian
often resulted in inaccurate and misleading claims (in the conversation
handbook by Jenikova — JaneSova — Prokopova, for instance). In any case,
none of the interpretations in these three handbooks was contradictory
to the conclusions of the Novi Sad Agreement on Serbo-Croatian as the
common language of the Serbs, Croats and Montenegrins from 1954. From
the modern-day perspective interfering with the content of teaching texts
in particular may be seen as the marginalization or even disregard for the
Montenegrins and Bosniaks (at that time Muslims), who are practically
not mentioned in the introductory chapters, or the in the actual texts that
follow. The only didactical interest that we saw in the specific lexicon
present in the language of the Yugoslavian Muslims, no matter how slight,
was in Togner’s relatively comprehensive handbook.
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SELECTED MOMENTS FROM THE HISTORY
OF SERBO-CROATIAN
("B-C-S" POINT OF VIEW)

The study programs of South Slavonic philologies at the Masaryk
University in Brno contain not only synchronous language learning, but
also lectures directed at diachronic language learning. This means that
apart from the usually expected subjects such as phonetics and phonology,
morphology, syntax and lexicology in master’s programs, students
are offered also courses that are focused on the past — dialectology
and language history. In this paper, we will focus our attention on
the history of language. What we like to point out is: as the history of
language we can study historical phonetics, phonology and grammar of
a particular standard language, as well as the process of standardization
of such a language. We can study the first and the second option alike
if we talk only about one particular language, but apart from that, we
can talk about them by comparing them. We can compare, for example,
the Serbian language with the mother tongue of our students, i. e. with
the Czech language, or Serbian with other South Slavonic or Slavonic
languages. In our study programs of South Slavonic languages we pay
attention to the comparison of the process of historical development
of these languages in order to enable students to become familiar with
and adopt a broad spectrum of different ways of standardization of
modern standard languages, to identify similarities and differences in
them. At the same time, it is our aim to show the essence of problematic
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relations within the Serbian-speaking linguistic area on one hand (or the
area of the Central South Slavonic diasystem — how this area is called
in Croatia and B&H) and the Bulgarian-Macedonian linguistic area on
the other hand. If we would only talk about the history of the Serbian
language within the Serbian philology, students of the Serbian language
would not have the opportunity to learn more about the specifics of the
standardization process in Croatia, and vice versa — for students of the
Croatian language, it would always remain unrevealed what happened,
for example, with the Old Church Slavonic language and Serbs. Questions
related to the Bosniak (which the Bosniaks themselves call Bosnian) or
the Montenegrin linguistic standard, i. e. the views and positions of the
propagators of the Bosnian or the Montenegrin standard language, would
also not be brought to the attention of our students of Serbian, Croatian or
Balkan studies. We consider that such a limited approach is not sufficient
enough as it leads to a limited view, the result of which is the inability
of being objective, or at least attempting to be objective, when different
facts are not being concerned, but actually different interpretations of the
same facts.

It is never easy to discuss historical events, given the different
national sources. This is why we want, using several examples, to show the
interpretation of the history of the standardization of literary languages
on the territory of Serbia, Montenegro, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and
Croatia. We will look at the introductory chapters of three grammar books,
containing information about the history of the standardization of literary
language: Serbian (Gramatika srpskog knjiZevnog jezika [GSKJ] — written by
Zivojin STANOJCIC, Belgrade 2010 /1 ed./, and its older version Gramatika
srpskoga jezika [GS]J] — written by Zivojin STANOJCIC and Ljubomir
POPOVIC, Belgrade 2004 /9% ed./), Croatian (Gramatika hrvatskoga jezika
[GHJ] — written by Stjepko TEZAK and Stjepan BABIC, Zagreb 2009
/17" ed./, 1996 /11t ed./, and 1994 /10t rev. ed./), and Bosnian (Gramatika
bosanskoga jezika [GBJ] — written by DZevad JAHIC, Senahid HALILOVIC
and Ismail PALIC, Zenica 2000 /1% ed./). The introductory information
includes, first of all, data about languages in general, classification of
Slavonic languages, history of the language whose grammatical structure
is discussed, and the dialects of this language. In Stanojci¢’s grammar
book 18 pages (p. 17—34) are dedicated to this information, in Tezak
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and Babi¢’s grammar book — 21 pages (p. 11—31), in Jahi¢, Halilovi¢ and
Pali¢’s grammar book — 48 pages (p. 21—68).

I
Classification of South Slavonic Languages

Our analysis begins with the classification of South Slavonic languages.
Based on the citations mentioned below, it is obvious that the most
instances for explaining the oldest period of South Slavonic languages and
the modern state in that area are determined by Z. Stanoj¢i¢ and author of
the introduction to Bosnian grammar DZ. Jahi¢. They both try, at least in
a few words, to explain and determin the sociolinguistic situation in the
area of the former Serbo-Croatian language (1B, i. e. 1K), Stanojci¢ and
Popovi¢ in the older edition (GS]J, 1E):38

SERBIAN:

1A/ “U toku istorijskog razvitka u krugu juZnoslovenske zajednice formirale su
se dve jeziCke zajednice. Prvo, formirala se — zapadna jezicka zajednica, iz koje su
se razvili, kao posebni narodni jezici — jezici Srba i Crnogoraca, Hrvata i Slovenaca
i, na osnovama jezika prva tri navedena naroda, mnogo kasnije, jezik Bosnjaka,
koji su, i kao knjizevni jezici, danas odredeni nacionalnim predznakom (na primer,
srpski jezik, hrvatski jezik, slovenacki jezik itd.). Drugo, formirala se — istocha
jezicka zajednica, iz koje se razvio jezik hris¢anske crkve svih slovenskih naroda,
poznat u lingvistici kao staroslovenski jezik (koji se naziva u nauci i terminom
starocrkvenoslovenski jezik), kao $to su se razvili i jezici Makedonaca i Bugara (tj.
makedonski jezik i bugarski jezik).” (Stanoj¢i¢ 2010: 18)

1B/ “[U] drugoj polovini XX veka, taj (lingvisticki isti) [srpskohrvatski] jezik
prvo se deli na dve varijante, odnosno sada — od poslednje decenije XX veka — na
dva standardna (knjiZevna) jezika — srpski i hrvatski, kojim govore i piSu pripadnici
ta dva naroda bez obzira na to u kojim drzavama zive — Srbiji, Crnoj Gori, Hrvatskoj
ili u Bosni i Hercegovini. Zatim se kao knjiZevni jezici kodifikuju i varijante koje
nose nazive bosanskijezik (odnosno bosnjacki jezik) i crnogorskijezik, koji su i sluzbeni
jezici u jednom od dva entiteta u BiH, odnosno u Crnoj Gori.” (Stanojci¢ 2010: 34)

38 In all quoted paragraphs bold and underlined are the author’s statements, in itallics is the original
language text.
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1C/ “U nauci o slovenskim jezicima, pa i u gramatikama, lingvisticka zajednica
u kojoj su se nalazila ova tri naredja, (...) oznacava(la) se terminom srpskohrvatski
jezik (...).” (Stanojci¢ 2010: 18)

1D/ “U toku istorijskog razvitka u krugu juznoslovenske zajednice formirala se
zapadna jeziCka zajednica, iz koje su se razvili slovenacki i srpskohrvatski jezik, i istocna
jezicka zajednica, iz koje su se razvili makedonski, bugarski i nekadasnji staroslovenski
jezik.” (Stanojci¢ — Popovic 2004: 6)

1E/ “S obzirom na to (na posebne drustveno-politicke, verske, nacionalne i druge
uslove, na jezicka okruzenja drugih naroda), srpskohrvatski knjizevni jezik deli se na
dve varijante ili vida, odn. na dva standardna (knjiZevna) jezika — srpski i hrvatski.
U nekim delovima Bosne i Hercegovine (onima sa juznoslovenskim muslimanskim
stanovniStvom) neguje se varijanta s nazivom bosanski ili — sa viSe opravdanja —
bosnjackijezik.” (Stanoj¢i¢ — Popovi 2004: 21)%

1F/ “U juznoslovenskim zemljama, srpskohrvatskim jezikom, koji, zavisno
od sredine, ima vidove i nazive: srpski jezik, hrvatski jezik, kao i bosnjacki jezik,
narodnim i knjizevnim (= standardnim) danas se govori u drzavnoj zajednici Srbija
i Crna Gora, u Bosni i Hercegovini i u Hrvatskoj.” (Stanoj¢i¢ — Popovi¢ 2004: 6)

In the Croatian grammar we find an interesting development of the
understanding of the relationship between the Croatian and Serbian
languages — comp. 1994 edit. (1I) and later (1H, 1G):

CROATIAN:

1G/ “(...) juznoslavenski su slovenski, hrvatski, srpski, makedonski, bugarski
i staroslavenski. U novije vrijeme pocCinje se oblikovati i bosnjacki (bosanski, jezik
bosanskih muslimana), a prve prirucnike dobiva i crnogorski.” (Tezak — Babic¢ 2009: 9)

1H/ “(...) juznoslavenski su slovenski, hrvatski, srpski, makedonski, bugarski
i staroslavenski.” (TeZak — Babi¢ 1996: 9)

11/ “(...) juznoslavenski su slovenski, hrvatski i srpski, makedonski, bugarski
i staroslavenski.” (Tezak — Babi¢ 1994: 9)

BOSNIAN:
1J/ “JuZnoslavenski jezici nastaju iz juznoslavenskoga prajezika, odnosno iz dva
njegova ogranka. Ovim prajezikom preci Juznih Slavena govorili su prije nego sto

39 Next Z. Stanojci¢ in footnote gives definition of Serbo-Croatian from the Encyclopaedy of Serbian
Nation (Enciklopedija 2008: 1076).
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su se doselili na Balkan. Taj juznoslavenski prajezik razdvaja se na zapadni i istocni
prajezik. Iz zapadnog juznoslavenskoga prajezika nastali su slovenski jezik
i srednjojuznoslavenski dijasistem, a iz istocnoga juznoslavenskoga prajezika nastali su
makedonski, bugarski i staroslavenski jezik.” (Jahi¢ — Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 21)
1K/ “SrednjojuZnoslavenski dijasistem sadrzavao je pet Sirih dijalekatskih cjelina:
kajkavsku, Cakavsku, zapadnostokavsku, istocnoStokavsku i torlacku. Iz tih pet
srednjovjekovnih narjecja kasnijim razvojem nastaju: zapadna srednjojuZnoslavenska
grupa, a to su hrvatski i bosanskijezik i istocna srednjojuZnoslavenska grupa, a to su srpski
i crnogorski jezik. SrednjojuZnoslavenski dijasistem (odnosno nazivi za sve Cetiri
nacionalno-jezicke tradicije) viSe od jednog stoljeca (od sredine XIX sve do kraja
XX vijeka) razvijao se u sklopu zajednickog naziva srpskohrvatski/hrvatskosrpski
jezik. Danas se upotrebljavaju nazivi srpski, hrvatski i bosanski jezik, s tim $to naziv
crnogorski jezik jo$ nije zvanicno priznat.” (Jahi¢ — Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 21)

Regarding the youngest post Serbo-Croatian standard language —
Montenegrin, it is mentioned only in recent editions of Serbian and
Croatian grammar (1B and 1G), but the Bosnian grammar mentiones it
even before the breakup of the State Union of Serbia and Montenegro due
to the separation of Montenegro, along with noting that its name “has
not been officially recognized yet” (“jos nije zvanicno priznat”, 1K).

If we compare the data from the analyzed different grammars, we
could see that the current state is basically being described in the same
way in each of them — four standard languages can be distinguished
(Serbian, Croatian, Bosnian and Montenegrin), which are essentially
a variant of one language (“Serbo-Croatian” /GSK]J/, respectively, the
“Central South Slavonic diasystem” /GBJ/). The fact that there are two
possibilities of calling the language of Bosniaks is explicitly stated only by
the Serbian grammar (“Bosnian language [respectively, Bosniak language]” —
1B; “Bosnian or — more justified — Bosniak language” — 1E) and Croatian
grammar (“Bosniak [Bosnian, language of Bosnian Muslims]” — 1G), but
there is no denial of one or the other glossonyms in them. Bosnian grammar
lists only one option (“Bosnian language” — 1K). Different ways in which
information is given about the language of Bosniaks are completely in line
with Serbian, that is, Croatian, or Bosniak language policy.
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II.
Versions of Old Church Slavonic Language,
Glagolitic Alphabet (Glagolitsa)

In this part we are interested in the versions of Old Church Slavonic
language, mentioned by the authors of the studied grammar books, and
in what they say about the Glagolitic alphabet (Glagolitsa). In Zivojin
Stanoj¢i¢’s GSKJ (as well as in Z. Stanojci¢ and Lj. Popovi¢’s GSJ) only
the Serbian version is mentioned, and the author presents the Glagolitic
alphabet only as the first graphic system of Old Church Slavonic, i. e. he
neither discusses a more detailed division of Old Church Slavonic versions,
nor does he mention the different types of Glagolitic alphabet. Stjepan
Babi¢ (GHJ) mentions all versions (2A), divides the Glagolitic alphabet
into an old type (rounded, i. e. obla) and a new type (squared, i. e. uglata,
Croatian, 2B). In this context, it is notable that he designates the new type
using a national attribute (Croatian), however there is no such attribute
(Bulgarian), for the old type, even though it is used just as often.

CROATIAN:

2A/ “(...) taj se modificirani, Zivom govoru donekle prilagodeni tip
naziva redakcijama: hrvatska, srpska, ruska, ceSka, bugarska, makedonska,
panonskoslavenska.” (Tezak — Babi¢ 2009: 10)

2B/ “Stari je tip glagoljice tzv. obla glagoljica, a u Hrvatskoj se razvio novi
tip — uglata ili hrvatska glagoljica.” (Tezak — Babi¢ 2009: 10)

The authors of the Bosnian grammar book have a different view of the
oldest period. In their opinion, three versions of Old Church Slavonic
language exist within the Serbo-Croatian language territory: in addition
to the generally recognised Serbian and Croatian versions, there is also
a “Bosnia-Hum” (2C) one, which however is traditionally designated by
Serbian linguists as Zeta-Bosnia or Zeta-Hum orthographic type of the
Serbian version of Old Church Slavonic (See, e. g. Milanovi¢ 2004: 43).
This division is immediately followed by the conclusion that the modern
Bosnian language actually originated from this very version (2C). They also
explain the Glagolitic alphabet (Glagolitsa) in the same way — in addition
to the rounded and the squared form, they also mention a “transitional
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form” between them — the so-called semirounded (poluobla) one,
which is immediately given the necessary regional attribute — “Bosnian
Glagolitsa” (“bosanska glagoljica”, 2D):

BOSNIAN:

2C/ “Postoje razliite redakcije staroslavenskog jezika: hrvatska, srpska,
bosansko-humska, bugarska, makedonska, ceska i ruska redakcija. Tako je bosanski
jezik potekao iz svoje bosansko-humske redakcije, odnosno verzije prvotnoga
staroslavenskog ili opceslavenskog jezika.” (Jahi¢ — Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 22)

2D/ “Postojala su tri tipa glagoljice. (...) U Bosni se u srednjem vijeku
upotrebljavala prijelazna forma izmedu oble i uglaste glagoljice, koja se naziva
poluobla, odnosno bosanska glagoljica.” (Jahi¢ — Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 22)

I1I.
Bosnian Alphabet (Bosanchitsa)

So called “bosancica” (bosanchitsa, Bosnian alphabet) as a specific type
of Cyrillic alphabet is mentioned only in Croatian and Bosnian grammar,
while Stanojci¢ does not provide any information about it. S. Babi¢
understands the term “bosancica” as a variant of Western Cyrillic (3A). It
is completely understandable that Dz. Jahi¢ dedicates much more space
to bosancica. However, unlike Babi¢, Jahic refers to it as a Bosnian Cyrillic
(3B), i. e. again uses the regional definition, as we have already noticed in
the Glagolitic case (2D). In addition, we could notice that the authors feels
a strong need to prescribe to the users of his grammar which terms are
correct, and which are not (3B). On the other hand, we leave a debatable
piece of information about the fact that the bosancica was formed (or was
in use) in the 10™ century.

CROATTAN:
3A/ “Uz glagoljicu vrlo se rano javlja i zapadna (irilica, tzv. bosancica (Bosna,
juzna Dalmacija, Povaljska listina iz 1184./1250.) i latinica (...).” (Tezak — Babi¢ 2009: 12)
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BOSNIAN:

3B/ “U najstarije vrijeme (X vijek) u Dubrovniku i srednjoj Dalmaciji pa i u Bosni
formirana je bosanska ¢irilica ili bosancica. (...) Za tu dirilicu upotrebljavaju se
razli¢iti nazivi: najceSce bosancica, zatim bosanska ¢irilica, bosanica, bukvica, bosansko
pismo, a tendenciozno i nenaucno upotrebljavali su se i nazivi hrvatska dirilica,
hrvatsko pismo, bosansko-hrvatska ¢irilica, pa ¢ak i naziv srpsko pismo. (...) ustavna
bosancica bila je u upotrebi od X do XV vijeka.” (Jahi¢ — Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 49)

IV.
Illyrian Movement

As regards the interpretation of the Croats’ Illyrian movement, we can
notice various emphases: Serbian linguist Z. Stanoj¢i¢ talks about these
people “having worked on creating of the united standard language and
orthography, which is common both for the Serbs and the Croats” (“rad
na stvaranju jedinstvenog knjizevnog jezika i pravopisa, zajednickog za
Srbe i Hrvate”, 4A), and in his opinion Lj. Gaj’s Neo-Shtokavian language
is “a literary language of Vukovian type” (“knjizevni jezik vukovskog
tipa”, 4A); however this attribute is missing in the earlier edition of his
grammar book (4B).

SERBIAN:

4A/ “(...) u prvoj polovini XIX veka najvazniji deo ilirskog knjizevno-kulturnog
programa bio je rad na stvaranju jedinstvenog knjizevnog jezika i pravopisa,
zajedniCkog za Srbe i Hrvate. (...) Otuda su oni 1836. godine za knjizevni jezik uzeli
najrasprostranjenije, novostokavsko naredje ijekavskog izgovora, koje je kao knjizevni
jezik, uostalom, ve¢ bilo potvrdeno u bogatoj dubrovackoj knjizevnosti, i time se
nasli na istoj opstoj liniji sa nasim velikim reformatorom Vukom Stef. KaradZi¢em.
(...) Ljudevit Gaj (...) ucinio da se novi, knjizevni jezik vukovskog tipa spoji sa
tradicijom i tako postane opsti knjizevni jezik Hrvata. (...) Iako se knjizevni jezik
razvijao na istoj osnovi, hrvatski ilirci bili su za to da osnova za njegovo bogacenje,
osim narodnog, bude i jezik iz proslosti, pre svega jezik dubrovacke knjiZevnosti
XV—XVIII veka. Vuk KaradZi¢ je, s druge strane, tu osnovu video samo u aktualnom
narodnom jeziku i u jeziku narodnih umotvorina. Ove razlike u pristupu zajednickom
knjizevnom jeziku, medutim, ne menjaju strukturu toga jezika.” (Stanojci¢ 2010: 31)
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4B/ “(...) da se novi knjizevni jezik spoji sa tradicijom i tako postane opsti
knjizevni jezik Hrvata, (...).” (Stanoj¢i¢ — Popovic 2004: 18)

Unlike Stanojci¢, S. Babi¢ puts the emphasis on the fact that the Shtokavian
version was spread among Croats even before the Illyrian movement,
and that the members of the movement wanted to unite linguistically all
southern Slavs (4C), but were not successful. When we compare all three
used issues of the TeZak and Babi¢’s grammar, we can notice the process
of substitution of internationalism grafija — only the word grdfija (4E),
then presence of Croatian word slovopis along with grafija (4D), and finally
only slovopis (4C). Such approach in specialized text we can characterize
as typical example of language purism.

CROATTAN:

4C/ “Sve je Hrvate u jednom jeziku i u jednom slovopisu, tipu slova za pisanje
glasova, ujedinio tek Ljudevit Gaj. (...) Gaj je naiSao na neznatan otpor jer je
postupao vrlo takticno, a s druge strane jer je i prije njega na kajkavskom podrucju
bilo shvacanja da treba uzeti Stokavski knjizevni jezik i pokusaja da se tako piSe
(Draskoviceva Disertacija), kajkavci su smatrali da preuzimaju svoje, a ne nesto
tude. Zato Gaj zapravo i nije prekinuo jezi¢nu tradiciju, nego je nastavlja, u prvom
redu dubrovacku i slavonsku. On je dakle jedan od hrvatskih knjizevnih jezika, koji
je u Hrvata ve¢ bio izgraden i prije preporoda, prosirio i na kajkavsko podrugje. (...)
[Gaj i ilirci] nastojali su da u knjiZevnom jeziku ujedine sve JuZne Slavene. Zato su
hrvatski jezik nazvali ilirskim i zato su neke pojedinosti prilagodavali tomu cilju. No
to je bilo viSe deklarativno, prakticki su to ostvarili samo kod Hrvata Stokavaca,
¢akavaca i kajkavaca. (...) [Sliroka se ilirska ideja pokazala neostvarljivom. Svi su
juznoslavenski narodi krenuli svojim putovima.” (TeZak — Babic¢ 2009: 14)

4D/ “Sve je Hrvate u jednom jeziku i u jednom slovopisu (grafiji), tipu slova za
pisanje glasova, ujedinio tek Ljudevit Gaj.” (Tezak — Babi¢ 1996: 13)

4E/[ “Sve je Hrvate u jednom jeziku i u jednoj grafiji, tipu slova za pisanje
glasova, ujedinio tek Ljudevit Gaj.” (TeZak — Babi¢ 1994: 13)

Bosniak Dz. Jahi¢’s interest in the Illyrian movement is guided only by the
role of this movement as regards Bosnian language, as seen in example 4F.
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BOSNIAN:

4F/ “Tlirski preporoditelji bosansko jezicko naslijede ukljucuju u sastav ilirskog
jezika, sve dok pojam “ilirizam” nije potisnut pojmom “kroatizam”, pri ¢emu je
bosanski jezik nazivan i smatran dijelom hrvatskog jezika. S druge strane, Vuk
Karadzi¢ je smatrao da su Bo$njaci, kao i svi narodi Stokavskog narjecja, u stvari Srbi,
te stoga njihov jezik takoder naziva srpskim.” (Jahi¢ — Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 55)

V.
The Vienna Literary Agreement

The so-called Vienna Literary Agreement (“Becki knjizevni dogovor”) of
1850 is closely related to the Illyrian movement. In the Serbian grammar
book this agreement is traditionally presented as a starting point for the
common linguistic and literary path of Serbs and Croats. In GSKJ (unlike
in the earlier GS]J) it is also emphasized that this is Vukovian type of the
literary language (54, 5B).

SERBIAN:

5A/ “Gotovo istovremeno sa Vukovom delatnoscu, pristalice ilirskog pokreta
u Hrvatskoj, predvodeni Ljudevitom Gajem, napustaju kajkavsko narecje u funkciji
hrvatskog knjizevnog jezika i uzimaju Stokavsko nare(je ijekavskog izgovora.
Na taj su nacin ilirci i Vuk utrli put buduéem zajednickom knjiZzevnom jeziku.
KnjiZevnim dogovorom u Becu 1850. godine, ilirci D. Demeter, 1. Kukuljevi¢, 1.
Mazurani¢ i drugi, zajedno sa Vukom, D. DaniCi¢em i F. Miklosicem, pozvali
su srpske i hrvatske pisce da piSu novim, vukovskim tipom knjizevnog jezika.
Miladi narastaji ljudi koji su delovali u kulturi prihvatili su ovaj poziv, pa se tokom
celog preostalog dela XIX veka zajednicki knjizevni jezik razvijao na idejama Vuka
iiliraca.” (Stanojci¢ 2010: 28)

5B/ “(...) pozvali su hrvatske i srpske pisce da piSu novim tipom knjizevnog
jezika.” (Stanojci¢ — Popovi¢ 2004: 16)

In the Croatian grammar book information about the Vienna Agreement
can be found only in GHJ94. The Agreement’s description made by
Babi¢ can be characterized as the typical Croatian view of this event.
The sentences “coming from mistaken assumption” (“polazeci od krive
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pretpostavke”) and “mainly under Karadzi¢’s influence” (“najvise
pod KaradZi¢evim utjecajem”, 5C) illustrate an attempt to explain why
during this period the Croats are seeking some kind of a language
union with the Serbs. In the grammar book’s next edition (GHJ96)
paragraph 14. has been changed entirely to provide a conclusion about
the period of the Illyrian movement as a kind of Croatian revival. In
this edition (Tezak — Babi¢ 1996: 14) the Vienna Agreement is not
mentioned at all. The same applies to the 2009 edition (Tezak — Babic
2009: 14). That is, even though in the oldest of the editions analysed
the Agreement is mentioned in at least one paragraph, its significance
is strongly marginalized and it is interpreted as a mistake, which has
remained “without immediate influence on the later development of
Croatian and Serbian standard language” (“bez neposrednog utjecaja na
kasniji razvoj hrvatskoga i srpskoga knjiZzevnog jezika”, 5C). Removing
the information about the Vienna Agreement from the later editions can
be seen as the endpoint of this marginalization.

CROATTAN:

5C/ “Polazedi od krive pretpostavke da su Hrvati i Srbi jedan narod i da prema
tome trebaju imati jednu knjiZzevnost i jedan knjiZevni jezik, 1850. godine sastaju
se u Becu Hrvati I. Kukuljevi¢, D. Demeter, 1. MaZuranié, V. Pacel i S. Pejakovic,
Srbi V. S. Karadzi¢, . DaniCi¢ i Slovenac F. Miklosi¢ i zakljuCuju, najvise pod
KaradZicevim utjecajem, da je najbolje od narodnih narjecja izabrati jedno da bude
knjizevni jezik, da je najbolje da to bude ijekavski govor i da pisanje treba biti Sto
bliZe izgovoru. Taj dogovor, nazvan Beckim knjizevnim dogovorom, ostao je bez
neposrednog utjecaja na kasniji razvoj hrvatskoga i srpskoga knjizevnog jezika.”
(Tezak — Babi¢ 1994: 14, paragraph 14)

As regards the Vienna Literary Agreement, the authors of the Bosnian
grammar book are once again interested only in the Agreement’s impact
on Bosnian language, or how Bosnian language benefited from the
Agreement. Jahi¢, of course, concludes that there was no benefit at
all (5D); on the contrary — he sees in it “a strictly political form of
agreement between the Serbs and the Croats” (“uska politicka forma
sporazuma izmedu Srba i Hrvata”, 5D). In Jahi¢’s opinion, “the Bosnian
tradition is not explicitly named, is non-scientifically negated and is not
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spoken about” (“Bosanska tradicija se ne imenuje, nenaucno se negira
i presutkuje”, 5D).

BOSNIAN:

5D/ “U zakljucku Dogovora stoji kako za temelj zajednickog jezika treba
uzeti “juzno narjecje”, tj. Vukov hercegovacki i Gajev Stokavsko-ijekavski dijalekt
kao knjizevni. Tu, medutim, nije ni spomenuta Bosna kao matica toga govora i te
dijalekatske baze. Nije uvaZavana pisana bogomilska, bosanskomuslimanska
i franjevacka tradicija, a bosanski jezik takoder nije ni spomenut. Dogovor
je u stvari bio jednostrana i uska politicka forma sporazuma izmedu Srba
i Hrvata. Tu je ispoljena izrazita unitaristicka koncepcija zajednickog jezika na
racun sredi$nje bosanske i crnogorske tradicije. Bosanska tradicija se ne imenuje,
nenaucno se negira i presutkuje. Takav pristup nasljeduje se (oko sto godina
kasnije) i u koncepciji samog Novosadskoga dogovora iz 1954. godine. Time je
postavljen temelj za naimenovanje jezika: srpskohrvatski-hrvatskosrpski,
a historijski naslijedeni naziv bosanski jezik istisnut je iz lingvisticke upotrebe.”
(Jahi¢ — Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 55—56)

VI.
Language Policy in Yugoslavia

As the sixth topic, we selected language policy in Yugoslavia and its
reflection in analyzed grammars. An excerpt from the Serbian grammar
serves as a testimony that it‘s author views the period of common literary
language almost idyllic:

SERBIAN:

6A/ “Sociolingvisticki gledano, kraj XIX i pocetak XX veka doneli su pojacane
veze medu srpskim i hrvatskim piscima i javnim radnicima, pa tako i medu njihovim
kulturama u celini, ¢ime se zajednicki knjiZevni jezik, koji je tokom veceg dela XX
veka imao naziv srpskohrvatski (...), bogatio iz raznovrsnih izvora sa cele teritorije
na kojoj se govorio. Tome je doprineo i Zivot u zajednickoj drzavi Jugoslaviji (...),
kao i zajednicki Zivot i kulturni razvoj (...) u federalnoj drzavi, koja je ustavno i tome
jeziku, i svim drugim jezicima (...) koji su se u toj drZavi govorili — garantovala
upotrebu u kulturi, kao i uopste u javnoj i sluzbenoj upotrebi.” (Stanojci¢ 2010: 32)
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A totally different interpretation is found in the Croatian grammar. The
period of the first Yugoslavia was not idyllic at all (6B); in the second
Yugoslavia, however, the position of the language was better, although at
the same time the Croatian language “experienced second decroatisation”
(“dozivio drugo rashrvacivanje”, 6B). Babi¢ describes the period of the
Novi Sad Agreement (1954) and the Declaration (1967). (6D). The years
after the breakup of SFRY for Croatian language mean liberation and
return to old positions (6D), which should automatically be accepted
positively. The direction of the Croatian language policy is well seen in
the correction of one sentence (6C) from GHJ94, which also speaks of
“language expressions” (“jezicni izrazi”). GHJ96 and GHJo9 already
speak of “languages” (“jezici”, 6B).

CROATIAN:

6B/ “Stvaranjem prve Jugoslavije 1918. godine silom srpske vlasti, zakona,
odluka i propisa koji su protegnuti na Hrvatsku ili koji su donoSeni u Beogradu
samo na srpskome jeziku, srpski se knjiZevni jezik znatno proSirio na Stetu
hrvatskoga i tako je na mnogim podrucjima (...) naglo prekinuta hrvatska jezitna
tradicija, ali ni takvim nasilnim postupcima nije postignuto jezicno jedinstvo. (...)
U pocCetku je u drugoj Jugoslaviji u naCelu priznato svakomu narodu da se sluzi
svojim jezikom pa su zakonski priznata Cetiri ravnopravna jezika: hrvatski, srpski,
slovenski i makedonski, ali je tada hrvatski jezik dozivio drugo rashrvacivanje.”
(Tezak — Babi¢ 2009: 16)

6C/ “U socijalistickoj Jugoslaviji u poCetku je prepusteno svakom narodu da se
sluzi svojim jezicnim izrazom.” (TeZak — Babic 1994: 15)

6D/ “Buducdi da je Novosadski dogovor iskoristavan za dokazivanje da hrvatski
knjizevni jezik ne postoji i da je unifikacija politickom i upravnom prevlasti imala
teznju da prevladaju srpske knjizevnojezitne osobine, kako se to dogodilo u BiH,
u ozujku 1967. osamnaest hrvatskih kulturnih ustanova potpisuje Deklaraciju
o nazivu i poloZaju hrvatskog knjiZevnog jezika traZe¢i da se u Ustav SFRJ unese odredba
kojom ¢e se jasno i nedvojbeno utvrditi ravnopravnost Cetiriju knjiZzevnih jezika:
slovenskoga, hrvatskoga, srpskoga i makedonskoga. Taj zahtjev nije prihvacen,
nego je Deklaracija doZivjela Zestoku politicku osudu. (...) Sa stvaranjem slobodne
Hrvatske hrvatski se knjizevni jezik pocinje snaznije pohrvacivati u onome dijelu
u kojem je bio rashrvacen. U jednome smislu vraca se na 1918. (...), a u drugome na
1945. (...).” (Tezak — Babi¢ 2009: 17)
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Bosnian grammar suggests a view that once again resonates Serbo-
-Croatian language is something in which the Bosnian language “flows
into like an undercurrent” (‘“utanja poput ponornice”) and that is the
reason why it “disappears” (“nestaje”, 6E). Jahi¢ interprets the Novi
Sad Agreement as the period of Illyrian movement or the Vienna Literary
Agreement, as an agreement between Serbs and Croats in which there
is no place for the language of the Bosnian-Herzegovinian and even
Montenegrin areas (6E). The term Bosnian language “returns to use”
(“vraca se u upotrebu”, 6G) during the war in the 1990s.

BOSNIAN:

6E/ “Bosanski jezik u vrijeme izmedu dva svjetska rata svoje pisane forme
razvija u sklopu srpskohrvatskog jezika. VisSe nema nikakvog spomena o tome
jeziku. U vrijeme kad naziv bosanski jezik ponovo utanja poput ponornice,
nestajuéi iz zvaniCne upotrebe, svijest o njemu i njegovoj historicnosti ne
zamire. (...) Novosadski knjiZevni dogovor iz 195/. godine i Pravopis srpskohrvatskog
jezika iz 1960. godine, mada polaze od principa jezickog zajednistva, nastavljaju
tradiciju dvovarijantnosti srpskohrvatskog jezika sa njegovim centrima
u Beogradu i Zagrebu. Oni zanemaruju srediSnji jezicki prostor, ne samo
bosanskohercegovacki ve¢ i crnogorski.” (Jahi¢ — Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 61)

6F/ “U vremenu izmedu 1970. i 1980. godine u Bosni i Hercegovini dolazi do
pojaCane aktivnosti u raspravama o bosanskome jeziku, o jezickom zajedniStvu,
toleranciji i knjiZevnojezickoj politici.” (Jahi¢ — Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 62)

6G/ “U toku rata na svim nivoima upotrebe vraca se naziv bosanski jezik. Oko
toga su u pocetku bila lutanja i nedoumice; da li se njime imenuje jezik u Bosni
i Hercegovini ili samo jezik Bosnjaka, da bi ubrzo prevladala teza znacenja toga
jezika kao maternjeg jezika BoSnjaka.” (Jahi¢ — Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 63)
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VIIL.
Summary

As regards the language classification (i. e. standard languages on the
former Serbo-Croatian area), data in the Serbian grammar (Zivojin
StanojCi¢), the Croatian grammar (Stjepan Babi¢) and the Bosnian
grammar (DZevad Jahi¢) are more or less the same, i. e. SERBIAN =
=~ CROATIAN = BOSNIAN.

As regards the interpretation of the versions of Old Church Slavonic
language, the Glagolitic alphabet (Glagolitsa) and the Bosnian alphabet
(Bosanchitsa), the Serbian grammar book does not contain enough data
for this period, and the data in the Croatian grammar book differs from
that in the Bosnian one. This can be illustrated schematically as follows:
SERBIAN (=) CROATIAN # BOSNIAN.

As regards the Illyrian movement, the Vienna Literary Agreement,
and the period of Yugoslavia, the Serbian grammar book presents these
periods in a rather idyllic way — the emphasis is put on the cooperation
between Serbs and Croats, which reached its peak in the Yugoslav state.
In the Croatian grammar book these periods are presented as a wrong
attempt for cooperation or a kind of closer connection with the Serbs
on the Croats’ part, or (mainly in later periods) like a faith of the Croats
for language independence, against Serbian language hegemony and
language unitarism. In the Bosnian grammar book those three periods
are presented as periods of various agreements between Serbs and Croats,
which however leaves no room for the language views of Bosnia and
Herzegovina’s Muslim population. This can be illustrated schematically
as follows: SERBIAN # CROATIAN # BOSNIAN.






CHAPTER 4

SELECTED INTERPRETATIONS
OF VUK STEFANOVIC KARADZIC'S WORK
("C-S" POINT OF VIEW)

Vuk Stefanovi¢ Karadzi¢ (*1787 in Tr$i¢, Ottoman Empire /now
in Serbia/, 1864 in Vienna, Austria) is till these days a personality
whose work and thoughts induce amusement, as well as critique
and condemnation. During his life, Vuk was supported mainly by the
prominent Slavonic Studies scholar of the first half of 19™ century,
Jernej Kopitar (1780—1844), that significantly redounded to creation
of “Karadzi¢ the philologist”. It was Kopitar who found Karadzi¢ and
incited him to start collecting oral tradition works, who supported
him in the ambition to reform back-then design of Serbian standard
language (so-called Slavonic-Serbian language) in both the grammar
and graphic form, based on vivid common speech on which most
of the oral tradition was based. Vuk’s reform of standard Serbian
was a breaking point that diversified it from the more unrestrained
conception of hybrid Slavonic-Serbian language with elements of
Russian redaction of Church Slavonic, and in firm enforcement of
modern face of standard Serbian as a language close to people, based
on one of the vivid dialects. As the most spread and suitable dialect
Karadzi¢ saw the “South” one, now known as Neo-Shtokavian
subdialect of Ijekavian pronunciation (Eastern Herzegovinian dialect
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or Eastern Herzegovinian-Krajinian), that came from the area of his
origin and that he knew very well.

Karadzi¢’s linguistic work soon bore fruit by publishing a first
small grammar book (Pismenica srpskoga jezika, po govoru prostoga naroda
napisana, 1814), written in not yet reformed standard language, and
little later by well-known Serbian Dictionary (Srpski rjecnik, 1818, second
extended edition 1852) that included actualized version of Vuk’s Serbian
Grammar (Srpska gramatika) as well.

During his life, he experienced disagreement from very important
positions: except of Serbian prince Milo$ Obrenovi¢ (in reign 1815—1839
and 1858 —1860) there were also main protagonists of Serbian Orthodox
Church, led by metropolitan of Karlovci and Belgrade Stefan Stratimirovi¢
(in office 1790—1836) that preferred to distinguish between high-style
language one can use for science as well, and language of common people
with different expressive means. Among the others that disagreed with V.
Karadzic¢ there was Jovan Hadzi¢ (pseudonym Milos Sveti¢, 1799—1869),
one of the founders and first chairman of the Matrix Serbica (Matica
srpska), that insisted on Slavonic-Serbian standard language and that
was the main opponent of Vuk’s reforms. Another strong opponent of
Vuk’s reforms was Serbian writer from the back-then South-Hungarian
Vojvodina, Milovan Vidakovi¢ (1780—1841), that promoted conservative
attitude to language and script, and saw any interventions to Serbian
Cyrillic script as impervious. Another writer and public agent from
Vojvodina Evstatije-Eta Mihajlovi¢ (1802—1888) criticized Karadzi¢
in 1862 for the reform of Cyrillic script, that was harmful for Serbian
language and Serbian nation, and was — according to him — supported
by the “enemies of the Cyrillic script”. Literary historian Jovan Skerli¢
(1877—1914) said in 1907 about Karadzi¢’s language reform that one
cannot dogmatically stick to purity of original, “the only true” standard
language (that means Karadzi¢’s language), he knew that even standard
language succumbs to dynamic processes and therefore changes.

On the other hand, against Hadzi¢ and supportive of Vuk KaradZi¢
stood — with his publication called The War for Serbian Language and
Orthography (Rat za srpski jezik i pravopis, 1847) — DPura Danici¢ (by his
own name Dorde Popovi¢, 1825—1882). With this publication he stepped
into the polemique between KaradZi¢ and Hadzic¢ after the publication of
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Hadzi¢/Sveti¢ article Utuk III jezikoslovni. O jeziku i pravopisu srbskom (1847),
and extensively contributed to enforcement of Karadzi¢’s reforms. Clear
support was given to Karadzi¢’s work during the existence of Yugoslavia,
in the era most sympathetic to concept of common Serbian and Croatian
language (and later Montenegrin and Muslim/Bosniak as well), the so-
called Serbo-Croatian concept. Support for this concept as polycentric
language with two equal variants of standard language was declared in
December 1954 in Novi Sad in the house of the Matrix Serbica at the meeting
of leading specialists in linguistic and cultural authorities from important
Serbian, Croatian and Bosnian scientific and cultural institutions. Vuk
Karadzi¢, and the main protagonist of Illyrian movement, Ljudevit Gaj
(1809—1872), became proponents of this conception, even though that
real impact on bringing Serbian and Croatian standard language together
had the following generation of linguists — Pura DaniCi¢, Vatroslav Jagi¢
(1838—1923) and Croatian members of the so-called Vukovite movement
lead by Tomislav Mareti¢ (1854—1938). Compliments were raised to
Vuk’s language and his Serbian Dictionary (Srpski rjecnik, 1818) by f. e.
Mesa Selimovi¢ (1910—1982) in his publication Za i protiv Vuka (1987), from
where also the article Vukov srpski jezik, lately published in compilation
Srpski pisci o srpskom jeziku (Kovacevi¢ 2003b: 95—98) came from.

But how is Vuk’s opus viewed after 1990? We will pay most attention to
radical positions — so-called Neo-Vukovian, also called “retrolinguistic”
(Jovanovi¢ Maldoran 2012) on one side, and — let’s say — radical
Croatistic on the other.

II.
Serbian Neo-Vukovite movement

Part of Serbian linguists that finds basis for their Serbian philological
program (paradigm) in thought of Vuk Karadzi¢ and foremost Slavonic
Studies scholars from the first half of 19" century, are being called
Neo-Vukovites by American Slavonic Studies scholar Robert Greenberg
(2000/2005). According to him, they are “linguists (...) who advocate
the return to the pure principles of the 19™ century Serbian reformers
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Vuk Karadzi¢ and Dura DaniCi¢” (Greenberg 2005: 77).4° Prominent Neo-
Vukovite linguists are already mentioned Milo$ Kovacevi¢ and f. e. Petar
Milosavljevi¢, Radoje Simi¢ and others. This group criticized strictly
promoters of Serbo-Croatian paradigm (f. e. Pavle Ivi¢) that — according
to them — “collaborated with the Croats, and by working together on
a common Serbo-Croatian language, made a disservice to the Serbian
people” (Greenberg 2005: 79).4

Milos Kovacevi¢ (2003a: 48) see Karadzi¢’s division of dialects,
as it was presented in the well-known article Srbi svi i svuda (written
in 1836 already, but issued only in 1849), as still valid. He notes, that
Karadzi¢’s classification was not different from those advocated by main
authorities in Slavonic Studies of that era (J. Dobrovsky, J. Kopitar, P.
J. Safafik, F. Miklo$i¢, J. Grimm and others). He contrasts — quoting
Petar Milosavljevi¢c — KaradZi¢’s philological paradigm, that steams (in
simple terms) from the view “all the Serbs are viewed as Shtokavians,
and all Shtokavian literature is viewed as Serbian” (Kovacevi¢ 2003a: 79)4
and Jagic’s philological paradigm, that stands on the ideas of Illyrian and
South-Slavonic movement (Kovacevi¢ 2003a: 77). Karadzi¢’s Serbian
orientation is put in contrast with Jagi¢’s Serbo-Croatian orientation,
that was at last accepted by the Serbs themselves, so since the end of 19
century is Karadzi¢’s philological program put aside: “Jagi¢’s philological
program (...), even though in basis purely Croatian, is being showed
as Vukovite, so step-by-step it is being accepted by Serbians as well,
not seeing anything dangerous in it, as it was at start presented not as
Croatian, but as Croatian and Serbian. (...) Jagi¢’s philological program of
Serbo-Croatian fully replaced Vuk’s philological program of Serbian.”*

Kovacevi¢ (following on Milosavljevi¢; Kovacevi¢ 2003a: 78—79)
states basic differences between Karadzi¢’s and Jagi¢’s program (the two
above mentioned paradigms) and sums them in four points:

40 Orig.: “jezikoslovci (...), koji se zalazu za povratak ¢istim nacelima devetnaestostoljetnih reformatora
srpskog jezika Vuka Karadzica i Pure Danicica.”

41 Orig.: “suradivali s Hrvatima rade¢i na zajednickom srpsko-hrvatskom jeziku ucinili medvjedu
uslugu srpskom narodu.”

42 Orig.: “svi Srbi su smatrani Stokavcima, a sva Stokavska knjizevnost smatrana je srpskom.”

43 Orig.: “Jagicev filoloski program (...) iako u osnovi ¢isto hrvatski, prikazivan je kao vukovski, pa su
ga postepeno usvajali i Srbi, ne vide¢i u njemu nikakve opasnosti, jer je on, najprije, prezentiran ne

kao hrvatski, nego i kao hrvatski i kao srpski. (...) Jagicev filoloski program serbokroatistike potpuno
je potisnuo Vukov(ski) filoloski program srbistike.”
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1. KARADZIC: Serbs and Croats speak different languages
(Shtokavian and Chakavian), however JAGIC: Serbs and Croats
speak the same language (Croatian or Serbian);

2. KARADZIC: Shtokavian language is in fact Serbian language,
however JAGIC: Shtokavian language is in fact Serbo-Croatian,
or put differently, Croatian or Serbian;

3. KARADZIC: Serbian language has only one main dialect —
Shtokavian, however JAGIC: Serbo-Croatian has three main
dialects: Shtokavian, Chakavian and Kajkavian;

4. KARADZIC: Only Shtokavians speak Serbian, irrespective of
religion — Orthodox, Catholics and Muslims, however JAGIC:
Serbo-Croatian, that differs from Vuk’s Serbian in name only,
is spoken by Serbs as well as Croats, and these differ from one
another in confession only, where Serbs are exclusively Orthodox
and Croats exclusively Catholics.

From what has been said till now we can conclude that D. DaniCi¢
was Karadzic¢’s follower only till his departure for Zagreb and that as
Vuk’s real followers we can name Laza Kosti¢ or Ljubomir Stojanovic,
where among supporters of Jagi¢’'s Serbo-Croatian program there were
Danici¢ (since his arrival to Zagreb), Tomislav Mareti¢ and Aleksandar
Beli¢ (1876—1960). Predecessors of this program were supporters
of Illyrian movement (Kovacevi¢ 2003a: 79—80). According to Neo-
Vukovite linguists, Serbian philology of 20™ century stepped aside from
Vuk’s Serbian-oriented positions and chose Serbo-Croatian orientation of
Jagic¢ instead, defending it even more than Croats themselves (because of
whom this program was promoted) during some periods of 20™ century
(the Second World War, the turn of 60s and 70s or during the dissolution
of Yugoslavia; Kovacevi¢ 2003a: 81).

I11.
Radical Croatists

Serbo-Croatism, at the beginning of which stands Vuk Karadzi¢, is
being criticized from totally opposite positions by f. e. Stjepan Babi¢,
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typical proponent of Croatian nationalistically-oriented philology. In the
prologue to Croatian issue of monography Hrvatski jezik i serbokroatizam by
Leopold Auburger (2009: 7) he states: “The book that lies in front of us
is not only an overview of external history of Croatian language, but also
a representation of linguistic and political program that aims at unifying
Croatian and Serbian and under the domination of Serbian at creating
a Serbo-Croatian as a separate language. This program was defined
and named Serbo-Croatian, what complemented Slavonic and Croatian
terms.”4 Auburger goes on in his text on this topic: “After the transfer,
the long-term strategic goal of Serbo-Croatism was to shift the Croatian
language into the Serbian developmental path, and eventually replace it
with the new Serbian. In that way, Croatian as a separate language had
been exhausted” (Auburger 2009: 61).4

While Neo-Vukovite linguists Kovacevi¢ and Milosavljevi¢ see KaradZi¢
with his opinions on typology similar to Dobrovsky, Safafik, Kopitar and
Miklosich, advocating Serbistic paradigm, Auburger and Babi¢ blame the
very same group for spreading Serbo-Croatism, in fact something what is
in opposition to Serbism: “Cooperation of Josef Dobrovsky, Jernej Kopitar,
Josef Pavel Safafik and Vuk KaradZi¢ in the conceptual and terminological
foundation of South Slavonic typology and classification has already in
the very beginning impacted the typology of South Slavonic languages
in favour of Serbo-Croatism and is doing so till today” (Auburger 2009:
63).46 Vuk KaradZi¢ is therefore for nationalistic oriented Croatian linguists
unambiguously blamable person, as he is “All-Serbian and Great-Serbian
oriented” (Auburger 2009: 65 and many other places).4”

Inasoberer way are Karadzi¢’s views being reviewed by Polish Slavonic
scholar Barbara Oczkowa, that in her extensive and hermeneutically very

44 Orig.: “Knjiga koja je pred nama, nije samo pregled vanjske povijesti hrvatskoga jezika, ve¢ upravo
i prikaz jezi¢no-politickoga programa koji je imao cilj unificirati hrvatski i srpski i pod dominacijom
srpskoga stvoriti “srpskohrvatski” kao zaseban jezik. Taj je program Auburger definirao i nazvao
serbokroatizmom, ¢ime je bitno upotpunio slavisticko i kroatisticko pojmovlje.”

45 Orig.: “Dugorocni strategijski cilj serbokroatizma bio je nakon transfera hrvatski jezik opcenito
preusmjeriti na srpsku razvojnu putanju te ga na kraju kona¢no zamijeniti novim srpskim. Na taj bi
nacin hrvatski kao zaseban jezik bio dokinut.”

46 Orig.: “Sudjelovanje Josefa Dobrovskoga, Jerneja Kopitara, Josefa Pavla Safatika i Vuka KaradZica
u pojmovnom i terminoloSkom utemeljenju juznoslavisticke tipologije i klasifikacije ve¢ je u samim
pocetcima usmjerila tipologiju juznoslavenskih jezika u korist serbokroatizma te ju je sve do
danasnjih dana gurala na njegov kolosijek.”

47 Orig.: “svesrpski i velikosrpski nastrojen.”
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precise monography Hrvati i njihov jezik (2010) did not forget to remark
later KaradZi¢’s revision of positions on relation ethnos — language from
the article Srbi sviisvuda (in fact talk “about the Serbs everywhere, though
they lived” 48 as Vuk specified in one letter from 1861 to the redaction of
Zagreb article Pozor — see Milosavljevi¢ 2002: 155) issued in new article
Srbi i Hrvati (1861). In this article he confirms his original classification
(“Serbians = Shtokavians, Croats = Chakavians and Kekavians in
Kingdom of Croatia used to that name” ), as he views it as scientifically
and ethnolinguistically objective, however adds: “If Croatian patriots
will not agree on this rational division, we cannot do anything else but
divide ourselves by law or confession: who is under Greek or Oriental law,
regardless where he lives, he cannot reject Serbian name, and from those
under Roman law, anybody can say he is Croat if he wants” (Oczkowa
2010: 272, see also Milosavljevi¢ 2002: 154).5°

IV.
Serbian Ultranationalists

From totally different positions is Karadzi¢ being criticized by the most
extreme Serbian nationalists, that blamed him after 1991 for being “the
spy of the Austrian government”5 and that his real ambition was to help
Croats to “steal” Serbian Shtokavian dialect (Greenberg 2005: 81is quoting
Miroslav Samardzi¢ [Tajne Vukove reforme. Kragujevac 1995]). Refusing
Karadzi¢’s reforms by Serbian ultranationalists (in whose world-view
Orthodoxy plays — at least at verbal level — a significant role) can be
seen also in the name of one of such oriented organizations — Srbska
Akcija (“Serbian Action”). Adjective in this name is intentionally written
in morphonological script (it should be Srpska Akcija according to valid
standard norm), that was standard in Slavonic-Serbian language, that

48 Orig.: “o Srbima svima, makar gdje stanovali.”
49 Orig.: “Srbi = Stokavci, Hrvati = ¢akavci i kekavci u Kraljevini Hrvatskoj na to ime naviknuti.”

50 Orig.: “Ako Hrvatski rodol]upa ne pristaju na ovu na razumu osnovanu diobu, onda se za sad
u ovome nista drugo ne moze udiniti nego da se podl]ehmo po zakonu ili vjeri: ko je god zakona
Grékoga ili isto¢noga onaj se makar gdje stanovao nece odreci Srpskoga imena, a od onijeh koji su
zakona Rimskoga neka kaze da je Hrvat koji god hoce.”

51 Orig.: “Spijun austrijskih vlasti.”
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means in that form of standard Serbian that Vuk criticized and replaced
by his standard language based on widely-spoken Serbian.

If all the above mentioned statements were valid at the same
time, Vuk Karadzi¢ would have been careless and cynical Great-Serbian
nationalist, moderately said active Serbian patriot — typical “product”
of his era, that — however — worked against Serbia and Orthodoxy in
service of Vienna and Vatican, and further even liquidator and Croatizator
of Serbian Shtokavian and at the same time liquidator and Serbizator of
Croatian language — all this covered by the idea of Serbo-Croatism, while
working his whole life on creation and establishment of modern Serbian
language based on Neo-Shtokavian dialect...

V.

At the end of this short excursion among current Vuk’s followers and
opponents, we would like to quote foremost Serbian philologist Predrag
Piper that basically stated that Vuk KaradZi¢ (but not him only) should
not be viewed strictly as a positive actor (glorification) or on the other
hand strictly as a negative actor, and advised to look at his legacy in sober
way, if possible objectively, not to refuse positive aspects of his work and
not to be afraid to point out the discrepancies and weak sides of him as
a scientist (Piper 2004: 195).



CHAPTER 5

SELECTED SOUTH SLAVONIC LANGUAGES
AND THEIR REFLECTION

IN THE RELEVANT CONSTITUTIONAL ARTICLES
ON LANGUAGE

(OVERVIEW OF THE LANGUAGE POLICY

IN THE AREA OF SO-CALLED

CENTRAL SOUTH SLAVONIC DIASYSTEM)

I.
Introduction — a Brief Summary of the Situation Before 1918

Whereas the official status of the Croatian language in the Croatian lands
of the Habsburg monarchy passed through the 19 century with various
twists and turns (alternation of prohibitions and permits, the search for
optimal denominations) and the language of the Croats reached a final
enactment in the framework of the Croatian-Hungarian settlement in
1868 (under the name of the Croatian language), in the constitutions at
that time of the already existing Serbian state, questions of the official
language and its name were not addressed in any way whatsoever.
Similarly, there is no mention of the official language in the first
Constitution of the Principality of Montenegro in December 1905 (see
Vujosevi¢ 2005). The constitution for Bosnia and Herzegovina of 1910, i. e.
two years after its annexation by Austria-Hungary, in Article 11, merely
states general features of the right to preserve national identity and the
language, but in the Instructions for Parliamentary Activity, in Article
33, the Serbo-Croatian language (‘“srpsko-hrvatski”) is mandated as the

52 See SARINIC, J. Nagodbena Hrvatska. Zagreb: Nakladni zavod Matice hrvatske, 1972, p. 288—289,
quote as per Hrvatsko-ugarska nagodba 1868. [online] Available at: Hrvatski jezi¢ni portal <http://hjp.
novi-liber.hr/index.php?show=povijest&chapter=20-hrv_ugar_nagodba>.
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official language of the provincial parliament, and it is also mandated
that all parliamentary papers must be written in both Latin and Cyrillic.5

II.
The Period from 1918 to 1944

From the point of view of the development of the concept of a common
language of Croats and Serbs — other modern-day South Slavonic
nations could not participate because either they simply did not exist in
this sense (Bosniaks) or they were not sufficiently mature or recognized
enough (Montenegrins, Macedonians), or they spoke an entirely different
language (Slovenes, Bulgarians) — in the first half of the 20™ century, it
is important to note that this unitarist stream was prepared prior to the
establishment of a common South Slavonic state thanks to the activities
of Serbian linguists Vuk S. Karadzi¢ and Pura Danici¢, Croatian philologist
Vatroslav Jagi¢, and especially the scientific and publishing activities of
Croatian followers of KaradZi¢’s language concepts, i. e. Tomislav Maretic,
Ivan Broz, Franjo Ivekovié, etc. Therefore, the creation of a common
South Slavonic state in December 1918 appeared to be a logical national
and political outcome of previous cultural, social and language efforts.
The constitution of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes of
June 1921 (the so-called Vidovdanski ustav, i. e. Constitution of the Day of
St. Vitus), valid until January 1929, and the subsequent Constitution of
the Kingdom of Yugoslavia of September 1931, state (in Article 3) that the
official language is “srpsko-hrvatsko-slovenacki”, i. e. Serbo-Croatian-
-Slovenian. Although the name of the language was consistent with the
idea of a unified nation of three names, the intention was rather the father
of the idea — the linguistic reality was different: the Slovenes cultivated
their Slovenian language and the proclaimed Croatian-Serbian unity
was also very shaky, if it existed at any. That is why the three-member

53 Orig.: “Zemaljski ustav (Statut) za Bosnu i Hercegovinu — § 11. Svim zemaljskim pripadnicima
ujemnceno je ¢uvanje narodne osobine i jezika.” “Saborski poslovni red — § 33. Raspravni jezik
u saboru jest srpsko-hrvatski. Zvani¢ni zapisnik, stenografijske sjednicke izvjestaje kao i sve
ostale spise saborske pisarnice namijenjene saboru treba sastaviti u oba pisma (latinici i ¢irilici).”
See Zemaljski ustav (Statut) za Bosnu i Hercegovinu. [online] Available at: <http://www.scribd.com/
doc/117687515/Bosanski-ustav-1910#scribd>.
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construct of the unified state or political language of Yugoslavia belongs
to the same category of empty idealistic, but pragmatic proclamations as
the “Czechoslovak language” known from interwar Czechoslovakia.

Probably the most significant departure from the Croats’ attempts
at unitarization was brought upon by the Second World War and, in
particular, the short existence of the Independent State of Croatia
(ISC). The ultranationalist views if the Ustasa regime of Ante Paveli¢
were also reflected in the language, particularly in in the subsequent
application of new linguistic laws, cf. Zakonska odredba o zabrani dirilice,
i. e. the Decree on Cyrillic Prohibition, 1941, or the Zakonska odredba
o hrvatskom jeziku, o njegovoj Cisto(i i o pravopisu, i. e. the Act on the Law
of the Croatian Language, on its Purity and Spelling, 1941, which stated
that, among other things, “The language spoken by the Croatian is by
its origin, its historical development, its dissemination in the Croatian
national territory, in way of pronunciation, grammatical rules and
meaning of individual words, the original and unique language of the
Croatian nation, and is not identical to any other language, nor is not
a dialect of any other language or common language shared with any
other nation. That is why it is called the Croatian language” (Article 1);
“The Croatian official and literary language is the Shtokavian dialect
of Jekavian or Iekavian pronunciation. (...)” (Article 4); “The Croatian
language uses morphological, not phonetic spelling” (Article 7).5 Bosnia
and Herzegovina were essentially a part of the ISC at that time, so the
laws of the Croatian language naturally applied to them.

The name of the language of the Montenegrins as Montenegrin
language first appeared in the 1941 draft of the Constitution of the
Kingdom of Montenegro, which was prepared by the Italian occupying

54 Article 1: “Jezik, $to ga govore Hrvati, jest po svom izvoru, po poviestnom razvitku, po svojoj
razprostranjenosti na hrvatskom narodnom podruéju, po nacinu izgovora, po slovni¢kim pravilima
i po znacenju pojedinih rieci izvorni i osebujni jezik hrvatskog naroda, te nije istovjetan ni s jednim
drugim jezikom, niti je narjeje bilo kojega drugog jezika, ili bilo s kojim drugim narodom
zajednickog jezika. Zato se zove “hrvatski jezik”.”
Article 4: “Hrvatski sluzbeni i knjiZevni jezik jest Stokavsko narjeCje jekavskoga odnosno
iekavskoga govora. Gdje je u ikavskom govoru kratko “i”, ima se pisati i izgovarati “je”, a gdje je
u ikavskom govoru dugo “i”, ima se izgovarati i pisati “ie”.”
Article 7: “Na hrvatskom se jeziku ima pisati po korienskom, a ne po zvu¢nom pravopisu.” See
Zakonska odredba o hrvatskom jeziku, o njegovoj Cistoci i o pravopisu. [online] Available at: Hrvatski
jezi¢ni portal <http://hjp.novi-liber.hr/?show=povijest&chapter=26-zakonska_odredba>. Only the
comment see also Zakonska odredba o hrvatskom jeziku, o njegovoj Cistoci i o pravopisu. Zagreb: Institut
za hrvatski jezik i jezikoslovlje. [online] Available at: <http://ihjj.hr/iz-povijesti/zakonska-odredba-
o-hrvatskom-jeziku-o-njegovoj-cistoci-i-o-pravopisu/44/>.
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power. Article 3 states that the official languages of the Montenegrin
state are Montenegrin and Italian (“Sluzbeni jezici Drzave su crnogorski
i italijanski” — see Burzanovi¢ 2010). However, this constitution never
entered into force. This incriminating formulation is more of a reflection
of the rejective attitudes towards Serbia and all things Serbian maintained
at the time than a result of natural sociolinguistic development or scientific
linguistic research.

III.
The Period from 1944 to 1954

The resistance led by Tito communists created the Anti-Fascist Council for
the National Liberation of Yugoslavia (Antifasisticko vece narodnog oslobodenja
Jugoslavije, AVNOJ) in the autumn of 1942, which began coordinating military
operations throughout the territory of Yugoslavia. In Decision No. 18 of 15
January 1944, the AVNOJ ordered that all its decisions and declarations, as well
as all documents of the National Committee for the Liberation of Yugoslavia
(Nacionalni komitet oslobodenja Jugoslavije, NKOJ), should be officially
published in Serbian, Croatian, Slovenian and Macedonian languages and
that all these languages shall be equal throughout the territory of Yugoslavia
(Greenberg 2005: 124). Yugoslavia was restored after the Second World
War, but not as a monarchy: the new state now represented a federation
of six people’s republics (Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Macedonia and Montenegro — in this respect, Article 2 of the Constitution
of the Federative People’s Republic of Yugoslavia). It was also declared
the home of five equal peoples: Serbs, Croats, Slovenes, Macedonians and
Montenegrins (each of which was represented on the new state emblem
with a torch), ruled by the Yugoslav communists headed by Josip Broz Tito.
The new Constitution of the Federative People’s Republic of Yugoslavia
in January 1946 was written in four language versions, in line with the
regulation of the AVNOJ. However, the official language of the FPRY was not
clearly specified, and the same can be said of the constitutions of its federal
republics. Article 65 on the publication of laws and other official texts only
vaguely refers to the languages of the individual republics, and Article 120
expresses the language of legal proceedings in a similar way.
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However, the Croatian and Serbian constitutions are specific in
aspects of linguistic policy: the Constitution of the People’s Republic
of Croatia (1947) states that the judicial proceedings are conducted “na
hrvatskom ili srpskom jeziku” (i. e. in the Croatian or Serbian language,
Article 112), whereas the Constitution of the People’s Republic of Serbia
(1947) states that judicial proceedings are conducted in Serbian and in
autonomous units also in Croatian, as well as in the languages of national
minorities (which are, of course, precisely stated in the Constitution, note
PK) in which the jurisdiction of the court is located (Article 141). There
is, therefore, a certain mismatch, but it has its own explanation, since
in Croatia both Croats and Serbs were constitutive, i. e. equal peoples,
while in Serbia, Croats were mainly in the newly established Autonomous
Province of Vojvodina. The combination of “hrvatski ili srpski” in the
Croatian constitution could be interpreted either as a real possibility
of choice (Croatian or Serbian), or rather as the use of the established
(terminologized) Croatian dual-component labeling of the common
language (i. e. Croatian and/or Serbian) used before 1945, or 1918, but
almost exclusively by Croats — cf. the names of the grammar of Mareti¢
or spelling of Borani¢.>s Also, in the Constitution of the People’s Republic
of Montenegro of December 1946, the language is not explicitly stated,
but — as in the Serbian Constitution — Article 113 states that the
proceedings are conducted in the Serbian language. For the Constitution
of the People’s Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina of December 1946,
the same is true in principle, only Article 63 states that laws and other
regulations are published “na srpskom ili hrvatskom jeziku”. This
faithfully reflects the ethnic and linguistic situation in this central
Yugoslav republic.

.1

The Novi Sad Agreement (1954)

The question of whether Serbs, Croats, Montenegrins, and the Slavonic
Muslim population, mainly from Bosnia and Herzegovina, speak two or
more different languages, or if they speak only variants of one common
literary language — Serbo-Croatian, was once again opened by a survey

55 MARETIC, T. Gramatika i stilistika hrvatskoga ili srpskoga knjiZevnog jezika. Zagreb 1899; BORANIC, D.
Pravopis hrvatskoga ili srpskoga jezika. Zagreb 1921.
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in the journal Letopis Matice srpske, whose results stimulated a meeting of
Serbian and Croatian linguists in December 1954. The meeting took place in
Novi Sad and was organized by the Matrix Serbica (Matica srpska), which
is headquartered there. Today, Croatian linguists, in particular, agree in
their assessments that the real objective was to state the need to unify
Serbian and Croatian orthography as well as professional terminology,
i. e. the factual need to create one functional literary language for the
people of the then People’s Republic of Serbia, the People’s Republic
of Croatia, the People’s Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the
People’s Republic of Montenegro. In the Letopis survey, which preceded
the meeting, there were, among other things, proposals for the Croats
to renounce the Ijekavian pronunciations and in turn for the Serbs to
renounce the Cyrillic script. However, they were not accepted by any of the
parties concerned (the Serbian literary critic Jovan Skerli¢ came up with
the same idea in his similar survey in 1914). Finally, the need for unity
was confirmed — Croatian linguists, however, claim that it was under
the pressure of political circumstances. The agreed conclusions of the
meeting (the Novosadski dogovor) could be loosely interpreted as follows:
1) The language of the Croats, Serbs and Montenegrins is one language,
so even the standard language that evolved around two centers, Belgrade
and Zagreb, is unified, but with two pronunciation variants: Ekavian
and Ijekavian; 2) In the case of the naming of this language on official
occasions, it is always necessary to express both components (Serbian
and Croatian) and thus to use the names Serbo-Croatian, or Croato-
-Serbian, or Serbian or Croatian, or Croatian or Serbian (“srpskohrvatski”,
“hrvatskosrpski”, “srpski ili hrvatski”, “hrvatski ili srpski”); 3) Both
pronunciation variants are equal; 4) Both graphical systems used —
Latin and Cyrillic — are equal; 5) In this spirit, it is necessary to create
a dictionary of the Serbo-Croatian language, terminological dictionaries
and common orthography.5 The agreement, although at first glance
fair, still contained the seeds of future tensions and friction. Firstly,
it did not address the status of the language standard in Bosnia and
Herzegovina or Montenegro and, on the other hand, allowed the creation
and spread of mistakes, that the Ijekavian variant of Serbo-Croatian is

56 The whole text see Novosadski dogovor (1954). [online] Available at: <http://govori.tripod.com/
/novosadski__dogovor.htm>.
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exclusively western, i. e. de facto Croatian, and that the Serbian variant,
i. e. eastern, is only Ekavian. This, in turn, influenced both the language
of the Croats, to which began to flow through the Ijekavian “channel”
several Ijekavian as well as Serbian expressions (e. g. Serbian bezbednost
(ek.)/bezbijednost (ijek.), “security”, but in Croatian it is sigurnost), and
the language of Serbs outside Serbia (and perhaps also Montenegrins),
who, in turn, feared that their language would be considered a “western
variant” in view of the Ijekavian pronunciation, and would thus be
exposed to Zagreb’s normative superiority, i. e. Croatian influence. Both
consequences were naturally perceived by the nationalists on both sides as
being significantly negative. On the other hand, the Novi Sad agreement
actually acknowledged the pluricentric character of the language, which
could be either western, i. e. the Croatian variant (exclusively Ijekavian),
or eastern, i. e. the Serbian variant (mainly Ekavian).

IV.
The 1960s

The new Constitution of the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia
of April 1963, in Article 42, generally formulates the equality of the
languages and scripts of the peoples of Yugoslavia, but with the
exception of communication in the army where commands, teaching
and administration are performed in the Serbo-Croatian language. In
the Constitution of the (renamed) Socialist Republic of Serbia in April
1963, in addition to the universal declarations of equality of languages
and scripts of nations and ethnics, we only find clarification of language
in Article 164 regarding laws and other official texts to be published in the
Serbo-Croatian language and in Article 169 whereby public authorities
with a public mandate shall conduct proceedings in the Serbo-Croatian
language. The term Serbo-Croatian (“srpskohrvatski jezik”) also appears
in two statutes, i. e. the Statute of the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina
and the Statute of the Autonomous Province of Kosovo and Metohija (here
together with Albanian), which are part of the Serbian Constitution of
1963. In the Croatian constitution of the same period, Article 247 reads
that the proceedings in the courts and other authorities are conducted
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in “Croato-Serbian” (“na hrvatskosrpskom jeziku”). The Constitution of
the Socialist Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina of April 1963 speaks
in Article 216 of the publication of the Republic’s laws and other official
texts in the Serbo-Croatian language. Elsewhere, it declares the equality
of languages and scripts of all the peoples of B&H. In the 1963 Constitution
of the Socialist Republic of Montenegro, the official language in the
chapter on proceedings before state authorities is stated as being Serbo-
-Croatian (Article 217), again in line with the official language of Serbia.

IV

Declaration on the Name and Status of the Croatian Literary Language (1967)
The political disintegration in the second half of the 1960s as well as the
dissatisfaction of a significant proportion of the Croatian professional and
cultural public with the status of the Croatian language in Yugoslavia,
resulted in the writing and publication of the Declaration on the Name
and Status of the Croatian Literary Language (Deklaracija o nazivu i poloZaju
hrvatskog knjiZevnog jezika, 1967).57 Its main objective was to achieve
an amendment to the Constitution of the Socialist Federative Republic
of Yugoslavia (SFRY) in the sense that it is clear that there are four
constitutive languages in Yugoslavia: Serbian, Croatian, Slovenian and
Macedonian. The declaration was signed by many Croatian cultural and
scientific institutions (universities, the Matrix Croatica, the association
of writers, the Croatian Philological Society, etc.). The immediate
reaction from the central authorities was to reject it. One can say that
the declaration was one of the impulses of the outbreak of the so-called
Croatian Spring (1971), which meant an upsurge in Croatian national
consciousness (or nationalism — depending on the point of view) against
its stigmatization and the forced Yugoslav unity, for which Croats often
saw Serbian assimilation policies. However, the process of unraveling
mainly from the political causes of the maintained unity of Serbo-Croatian
had already begun. The theoretical underpinning of the articulation of
Croatian law on its own existence was primarily prepared by linguist
Dalibor Brozovi¢ (1970). Important cultural and political support for the
path of the Croatian language towards politically declared independence

57 The original text with comments e. g. Deklaracija o nazivu i poloZaju hrvatskog knjiZevnog jezika: grada
za povijest Deklaracije. J. Hekman (ed.). 3. izm. i dop. izd. Zagreb: Matica hrvatska, 1997.
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was, among other things, the withdrawal of the signature under the Novi
Sad Agreement by the Matrix Croatica, the Croatian Philological Society,
the Institute for Linguistic of the South-Slavonic Academy of Sciences and
Arts (JAZU) and the Society of Writers of Croatia, which occurred in 1971.

V.
The 1970s

The year 1974 marked a significant change in constitutional order at
afederal level, as well as in the individual republics and autonomous regions.
Significant changes mainly concerned the very nature of the Federation, but
theyalsoincludedlanguageissues. In the 1971 Supplement to the Constitution
of the SFRY, the issue of the official language is unambiguously transferred
to the individual republics. In the new wording of the Constitution of the
SFRY of February 1974, apparent decentralization is evident in passages
about the language used in the army, where in the administration and
training structures it is possible to use “one of the languages of the peoples
of Yugoslavia”, and in its parts the languages of nations and ethnics (Article
243). In addition, the article states the equivalence of the languages and
scripts of the nations and ethnics of Yugoslavia.

The relevant articles of the new Serbian constitution of February 1974
do not differ substantially from the original version of 1963. Language is
mentioned only in Article 233 on laws and other official texts to be published
in the Serbo-Croatian language and in Article 240 that public authorities with
public authority shall conduct proceedings in the Serbo-Croatian language.
In a generally formulated chapter on socialist autonomous regions, language
is not mentioned. The 1972 supplement to the Croatian constitution, and
subsequently the new Constitution of the Socialist Republic of Croatia of
1974, states that in public relations (‘“‘u javnoj upotrebi”) “Croatian literary
language — the standard form of the national language of Croats and Serbs in
Croatia, which is called Croatian or Serbian” shall be used.58 Article 293 further

58 Article 138: “U Socijalisti¢koj Republici Hrvatskoj u javnoj je upotrebi hrvatski knjizevni jezik —
standardni oblik narodnog jezika Hrvata i Srba u Hrvatskoj, koji se naziva hrvatski ili srpski”. It is
probably one of the most complicated definitions of an official language that we could encounter in
the given context. The spasmodic effort to “feed the wolf, but at the same time save the goat” is by
definition more than obvious.
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specifies that authentic federal texts of laws and other regulations shall be
published in the Official Journal of the SFRY in Croatian literary language,
in Latin alphabet (“na hrvatskom knjizevnom jeziku, latinicom”). The
new constitution of the SR of B&H of February 1974 contains a separate
article about language (Article 3). It is written that the official language of
Bosnia and Herzegovina is Serbo-Croatian, respectively Croato-Serbian
language with Ijekavian pronunciation (“srpskohrvatski, odnosno
hrvatskosrpski jezik ijekavskog izgovora”). It also states the equality
between Cyrillic and Latin. A similar modification was also made to the
new constitution of the Socialist Republic of Montenegro. According to
which, the official language in Montenegro is Serbo-Croatian language
with Ijekavian pronunciation (“srpskohrvatski jezik ijekavskog izgovora”)
and again an equality in the scripts is declared (Article 172).

VI.
Yugoslavia on the Eve of Collapse

Testament to the fact that even the Serbs felt threatened by questions
of the free use of the mother tongue at the end of the existence of the
Yugoslav Federation is included in the Memorandum of the Serbian
Academy of Sciences and Arts of 1986 (this was in fact a draft version of
the prepared text that escaped to press — for more see Stépanek 2011:
344—350), which states in point 5(b), among other things, “The parts of
the Serb nation that live in a significant number in other republics, do not
have the right, in contrast to national minorities, to use their language
and script, to be politically and culturally organized, to develop the unique
culture of their nation together” . This is a clear indication of the status of
the Serbian language in Croatia — the 1974 constitution, seemingly justly
formulated to accommodate all, in the opinion of the Memorandum, in fact
disadvantaged the Serbs over the Croats. The reinforced political position
of Serbia in the Federation was reflected in the new Constitution of the

59 Orig.: “Delovi srpskog naroda, koji u znatnom broju Zive u drugim republikama, nemaju prava,
za razliku od nacionalnih manjina da se sluze svojim jezikom i pismom, da se politi¢ki i kulturno
organizuju, da zajednicki razvijaju jedinstvenu kulturu svog naroda.” See Memorandum Srpske
akademije nauka i umetnosti (nacrt). Jesen 1986. [online] Available at: PeScanik.net <https://
pescanik.net/wp-content/PDF/memorandum__sanu.pdf>.
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Republic of Serbia of September 1990, in a special article on language,
according to which the official language in Serbia is Serbo-Croatian
written in Cyrillic, with the official use of Latin regulated by a special law
(Article 8). Special laws also regulated the official languages of ethnics
that have the constitutional right to use them in the territories where they
live.%° The naming Serbian language was first mentioned in the 1991 Act
on Language and Script, which states that Serbian is the official Serbo-
-Croatian language, whereby a Serbian language expression (‘“izraz”), be
it Ekavian or Ijekavian, shall also be called Serbian language.®* Therefore,
there was a clear shift towards the status that the Croats achieved at
a constitutional level in 1972, and the explicit application of the Ijekavian
pronunciation. Article 12 of the new Constitution of the Republic of Croatia
of December 1990 defined the official language as being Croatian, with an
official Latin alphabet. It further adds that, in individual municipalities
(Cro. opcina) other languages and Cyrillic or any other script may be used
in official language besides Croatian and Latin, under the conditions laid
down by law.®> Hence the Croats through this new constitution, finally
and completely rejected Serbo-Croatian language, as the first Yugoslav
nation “bound” by the Novi Sad Agreement. Bosnia & Herzegovina and
Montenegro adopted their new constitutions only after the fall of SFRY.
Yugoslavia, as we have known it since its inception, ceases to exist de jure
in 1992, when the post-Yugoslav republics that gradually left Yugoslavia
in 1991, i. e. Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia & Herzegovina and Macedonia
were internationally recognized. Serbia and Montenegro formed the so-
called third (Serbian-Montenegrin) Yugoslavia (officially the Federative
Republic of Yugoslavia) in spring 1992, and then the State Union of Serbia
and Montenegro (2003—2006). This unequal bound lasted until 2006,
when Montenegro declared independence.

60 Article 8: “U Republici Srbiji u sluzbenoj je upotrebi srpskohrvatski jezik i ¢irilicko pismo, a latinicko
pismo je u sluzbenoj upotrebi na nacin utvrden zakonom. Na podrudjima Republike Srbije gde Zive
narodnosti u sluzbenoj upotrebi su istovremeno i njihovi jezici i pisma, na nacin utvrden zakonom.”

61 Orig.: “U Republici Srbiji u sluzbenoj je upotrebi srpskohrvatski jezik, koji se, kada predstavlja srpski
jezicki izraz, ekavski ili ijekavski, naziva i srpskim jezikom” — see Greenberg (2005: 74).
62 Article 12: “U Republici Hrvatskoj u sluzbenoj je uporabi hrvatski jezik i latini¢no pismo. U pojedinim

lokalnim jedinicama uz hrvatski jezik i latinicno pismo u sluzbenu se uporabu moze uvesti i drugi
jezik te ¢irilicno ili koje drugo pismo pod uvjetima propisanima zakonom.”
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VII.
Summary of the Period Until 1990

The years of the first Yugoslavia and the Second World War can be
characterized as a period of extreme linguistic unitarism on the one hand
(one official language — “Serbo-Croatian-Slovenian” was officially
proclaimed not only in the Central South Slavonic diasystem, but the
whole of the Yugoslav state) and extreme linguistic nationalism on the
other hand (after the break-up of Yugoslavia by the Axis states, Croatian
is introduced as the official language in Ustasa’s Croatia, Cyrillic is
forbidden, and this process was accompanied by pronounced purism and
archaic spelling); both poles are supplemented by a rarity of language
separatism (the unrealized draft of the constitution of Montenegro under
Italian tutelage took into account “Montenegrin” in addition to Italian).

The period of the first post-war constitutions can be summarized
as follows: in the territory of the Central South Slavonic diasystem, i. e.
the four “Serbo-Croatian” republics, two official languages — Serbian
and Croatian — were officially recognized, whereby Serbian was in the
constitutions of all of these republics, while Croatian was recognized only
in Croatia and in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and in Serbia only in the AP of
Vojvodina. The question of the phonetic variants of the official languages
(whatever they are called) is not explicitly addressed.

The period of the first socialist constitutions of 1963 is characterized
by the fact that only one language is officially recognized in the territory
of the Central South Slavonic diasystem, but in two variants: western,
Ijekavian Serbo-Croatian (‘“hrvatskosrpski jezik”, i. e. Croato-Serbian —
this term is only found in the Croatian constitution); eastern, Ekavian
Serbo-Croatian (“srpskohrvatski jezik”). The question of phonetic
variants is not explicitly solved in the constitutions because the naming

63 In Croatian: “srednjojuznoslavenski dijasistem”; language-diasystem is a term used by Dalibor
Brozovi¢ to name the genetically linguistic aspect of languages — it indicates “iskljucivo
genetskolingvisticke zajednice, npr. bliskosrodnih dijalekata” (Brozovi¢ 2008: 18). The preference
for the term “Central South Slavonic diasystem” over the common Serbo-Croatian language for
indicating the language of the Serbs, Croats, Bosniaks and Montenegrins, is advocated by Brozovi¢
as follows: “Za taj jezik-dijasistem nema zadovoljavajuéega naziva i zato se u slavistici i uopce
u komparativnoj lingvistici sluzimo slozenim terminom “hrvatskosrpski” ili “srpskohrvatski” —
usprkos visestrukim slabim stranama toga dvoclanog i na dva nacina izricanog naziva — jer nam je
ipak potrebna nekakva nomenklaturna jedinica za taj pojam, npr. kada nabrajamo slavenske jezike-
dijasisteme” (ibid.).
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of the languages and the universal approach to it at the official level are
based on the conclusions of the Novi Sad Agreement (1954).

The period of the 1974 revised socialist constitution is perceived by the
fact that only one national language was still formally recognized in the
territory of the Central South Slavonic diasystem, but its denominations
were no longer in line with the Novi Sad Agreement — the Croatian
constitution returns to the earlier denominations of a common language
(“hrvatski ili srpski”, i. e. Croatian or Serbian), but its standard variant was
already inadvertently referred to as the Croatian literary language (“hrvatski
knjiZzevni jezik”); the Serbian and Montenegrin constitutions remained in
Serbo-Croatian, while the Bosnian-Herzegovinian constitutions used both
the Serbian and Croatian Serbo-Croatian denominations (*“srpskohrvatski/
hrvatskosrpski”) and explicitly refer to both variants. The phonetic
variant was specified in the constitutions of Bosnia and Herzegovina and
Montenegro — each time as Ijekavian.

The period of the new constitutions of Serbia and Croatia of 1990,
adopted at the end of the existence of the SFRY, is characterized by
a sharp shift in the territory of the Central South Slavonic diasystem —
in the two federal republics, Serbo-Croatian remained exclusively valid
(Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro), in one Serbo-Croatian, which
under certain circumstances can be called Serbian (Serbia), and in the
other exclusively Croatian (Croatia). The position of the language of the
Bosnian-Herzegovinian Croats was unclear (the Constitution of Bosnia
and Herzegovina did not yet formally recognize the Croatian language).
The Novi Sad structure of a pluricentric Serbo-Croatian language, which
was disturbed by the 1974 constitutions (especially the Croatian one)
began to collapse definitively.

VIII.
Republic of Croatia

The official status of the language in Croatia, as defined in the 1990
constitution, was also confirmed in the revised constitution of April 2001.
During the era of President Franjo Tudman (1922—1999, head of Croatia
from 1990 until his death), there was a politicization of language issues
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and inappropriate purist interventions, especially in the lexical plan. For
example, it can be seen in the violent revival of archaism or the often
insensitive creation of neologisms to replace “Serbian” words, for which
expressions of international (Latin-Greek) origin were often considered.
This noticeably purist effort was somewhat mitigated after the death of
President Tudman, but above all, at the level of professional debate, where
there is still an ongoing dispute between supporters of greater or absolute
control over the language emphasizing the significance of the symbolic
level of the function of the literary language (so-called prescriptivists or
purists, which may include Sanda Ham, Stjepan Babi¢ or Mario Grcevic,
cf. e. g. the focus of papers in the journal of the Croatian Philological
Society Jezik /“Language” /) and supporters of greater freedom of language
emphasizing above all the communication level of the function of the
literary language (so-called descriptivists, in rare cases holding theses
of the pluricentric character of Serbo-Croatian, thus not recognizing the
existence of more standard languages in its space, as these so-called
languages are considered as standard Serbo-Croatian variants — this
approach is represented in particular by SnjeZana Kordi¢). Heightened
exchanges of views are full of invective and ironic notes on both sides.

VIII.1

Memorandum of the Matrix Croatica on the Croatian Language (1995)

In addition to intra-Croatian disputes and exchanges of opinion,
particularly in the 1990s, Croatian linguists, writers and other culturally
active persons strongly demonstrated the desire to defend their own
newly-acquired independent language from attacks from their Serbian
counterparts. Evidence of these political clashes taking place in linguistics
can be found in the Memorandum of the Matrix Croatica on the Croatian
Language (Promemorija o hrvatskome jeziku Matice hrvatske), written in
December 1995 (i. e. during the peace talks in Dayton and Paris on the end
of the war in the territory of the former Yugoslavia, but mainly in Bosnia
and Herzegovina). The Memorandum as a whole advocates in particular
the right of the Croatian language to independence; it attempts to prove
that the Croatian language is different from Serbian in all directions,
although both languages are very close, and the analogy of Croatian vers.
Serbian can be seen in such pairs as Dutch vers. German, Norwegian
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vers. Danish, Slovak vers. Czech. The text is divided into three chapters
and does not have a specific author. According to the Memorandum, the
Croatian language has included Shtokavian, Chakavian and Kajkavian
dialects since the 14™ — 15% century. Vuk Stefanovi¢ Karadzi¢, during
his work on the contemporary Serbian literary language, was inspired
by the Croatian literary language, its dictionaries and grammar manuals,
which, according to the authors of the Memorandum, “Facilitated the
expansionist efforts of the young Serbian state”. Unlike the approach
of Serbian nationalist statements (see below), whose authors seemingly
try to approach the whole issue scientifically, Croatian authors, on the
contrary, rely on the views of “modern sociolinguistics”, and emphasize
the important, if not fateful, role of cultural, historical, social, political,
economic and psychological factors, and most of all the will of the speakers
of the given language. Similar to the Serbian Neo-Vukovites (see below),
even these Croatian nationalists do not positively favor the glossonym
Serbo-Croatian, because they represent a unit on which “the Great-
Serbian administration and diplomacy of the first and second Yugoslavia
persisted”. The Croatian nation defied such a name for its language and
finally rejected it in 1967 with a well-known Declaration (see above). Part
of the resistance against the real and presumed demands of the Serbs
is often the repeated assertion that the Serbs have their current literary
language on the basis of the Shtokavian dialects since the 19 century
thanks to Vuk S. Karadzi¢ (previously they expressed themselves with
various variants of the Church Slavonic language), whereas Croats have
“for almost a thousand years, documented writings and literature in their
native language”.

VIIIL.2

Croatian Academy of Sciences and Arts on the Croatian Language (2007)
In January 2007, the Department of Philological Sciences at the Croatian
Academy of Sciences and Arts (Razred za filolosSke znanosti HAZU)
prepared a text with the lapidary name Croatian Language (Hrvatski jezik),
which was published in the second issue of Jezik in April of the same year.
Compared to the Memorandum, it is much more extensive and more
detailed, in its own way it could be understood as a more comprehensive
encyclopedia providing information on the history of the Croatian
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language. Attitudes and opinions are not fundamentally different to the
Memorandum, and there are no obvious shifts in argumentation either.
The period of narrow Croatian-Serbian language contacts is portrayed as
permanent pressure by the Serbian authorities on the serbization of the
Croatian language and thus the constant need to defend Croatian linguistic
independence. The Novi Sad Agreement about common language (1954)
is perceived in the text as a “dictate” (p. 47). Only the Declaration of
1967 is perceived as a turn in a positive direction for the Croats. The
conclusion includes a chapter on the standard language and the claim
that the relationship between Croatian and Serbian cannot be perceived in
the same way as the relationship between different variants of English or
German, since Croatian and Serbian were never unified, there was never
a common Neo-Shtokavian basis for all South Slavonic languages, nor
any initial common standard language on a Neo-Shtokavian basis, which
would later develop independently in different territories.

IX.
Federative Republic of Yugoslavia; Republic of Serbia;
Republic of Kosovo; Republic of Montenegro (up to 2006)

The constitution of the newly constituted Federative Republic of
Yugoslavia® of April 1992 only mentions the Serbian language and
Ekavian and Ijekavian pronunciations in Article 15 (“U Saveznoj Republici
Jugoslaviji u sluzbenoj upotrebi je srpski jezik ekavskog i ijekavskog
izgovora i ¢irilicno pismo, a latinicko pismo je u sluzbenoj upotrebi
u skladu sa ustavom i zakonom”). However, the Serbian language was
already included in the Serbian or Serbia intervening constitution, in July
1991 (again after 44 years) by the amendment of the wording of Article 8

64 This is a state institution that was formed out of the ruins of the SFRY and was founded by
representatives of Serbia and Montenegro. Under this name (Serb. Savezna Republika Jugoslavija) it
existed as a so-called third or also Serbian-Montenegrin Yugoslavia until 2003, after which it was
renamed to State Union of Serbia and Montenegro (Serb. Drzavna Zajednica Srbija i Crna Gora). The
secession of Montenegro in May 2006 based on the very close result of the Montenegrin referendum
(55.5 % for independence, whereby the EU set a threshold of 55 % for the result to be recognized —
see https://cs.wikipedia.org/wiki/Referendum_ o_nezavislosti_Cerné_Hory) meant the definitive
end of the last remnants of Tito’s Yugoslav federation. The epilogue of the whole process was
Kosovo’s separation from the framework of the Serbian state by it proclaiming independence in
February 2008.
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of the 1990 Serbian constitution, “u sluzbenoj je upotrebi srpski jezik
i ¢irilicko pismo” — the adjective srpski “Serbian” replaced the previous
srpskohrvatski “Serbo-Croatian” (Grcevi¢ 2011: 148). In accordance with
both constitutions, the Constitution of the Republic of Montenegro
was amended in October 1992 (for the first time in the 1990s), and
after 46 years it again only mentions the Serbian language, of course
with the Ijekavian pronunciation (this specification of the Montenegrin
constitution has accompanied it since 1963). Unlike the Yugoslav and
Serbian constitutions, however, it states the equality of the Cyrillic and
Latin alphabets (Article 9: “U Crnoj Gori u sluzbenoj upotrebi je srpski
jezik ijekavskog izgovora. Ravnopravno je ¢irilicno i latinicno pismo”).

In June 1996, a new law on the official language was prepared in
Serbia, which entered into force in 1997. According to this new law the
official language is Serbian, with Ekavian variant of pronunciation and is
written in Cyrillic. Accordingly, Ijekavian Serbian lost its official position
in the territory of the Republic of Serbia and the so-called Novi Sad era
was finally ended. The law was also in contraction to the wording of the
Constitution of the FRY (see above).

IX1

Declaration on the Serbian Language (1998)

In August 1998, several Serbs and other similarly-minded linguists
(a total of 15 people), grouped together as the so-called World Congress of
Serbs, published the Declaration on the Serbian Language (Slovo o srpskom
jeziku) in a Serbian national newspaper “Politika”, and also in the form
of a brochure in the same year. The publication represents a wider
text advocating the attitudes of a part of the Serbian philological and
intellectual community, whose essence lies both in the understanding of
the Serbo-Croatian linguistic area as essentially exclusively Serbian, and
in the fact that the existence of other nations is not factually recognized in
the area of the Shtokavian dialects (Croats and Bosniaks are referred to as
“Serbs with Catholic or Muslim religion” (e. g. pp. 7, 10, 11), respectively,
the Croatian language is considered to be a Zagreb variant of the Serbian
literary language, and according to the Declaration true Croats are
merely Chakavian). These attitudes are often sharpened by the views of
V. S. Karadzi¢ and other important Slavists of his time, which are now
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naturally obsolete. The Declaration returns to the widespread conviction
among several Slavists in the 19 century (J. Dobrovsky, P. J. Safafik, J.
Kopitar, F. Miklosich, V. S. KaradZi¢), for example, in the opinion that the
Shtokavian dialects are Serbian dialects; therefore, today’s Shtokavian based
standard language (i. e. the language of the Serbs, Croats, Bosniaks® and
Montenegrins) is also objectively Serbian, regardless of whether someone
likes it or not, since it is de facto KaradZzi¢’s Serbian. The Declaration also
declares the equivalence of the Ekavian and Ijekavian variants of Serbian
as well as Cyrillic and Latin alphabets. The text of the Declaration is critical
to glossonym Serbo-Croatian (and the other two-component names of
common language), which, according to the Declaration, was forced upon
Serbs by the Croats in order to gradually “appropriate” this KaradZic
standardized modern Serbian literary language by making this composite
— and its content — in order to subsequently split the separation of
the Croatian language, and create the impression that something was
divided that was previously united — according to the Croats against
their will. Similarly, the Declaration criticizes attempts made to separate
the languages of the Bosniaks and Montenegrins. The document was
universally rejected by the professional Slavist public as being radically
nationalistic, and also by Decision No. 2 of the Board for Standardization
of the Serbian Language (U odbranu dostojanstva srpske jezicke nauke) in the
same month that the text was published (Brbori¢ — Vuksanovi¢ — Gacevi¢
2006: 72—76). In response to criticism of this decision published by one of
the signatories, M. KovaCevié, their position was reiterated by the members
of the Board in September 1998 (Decision No. 4 — Spoj neznanja, izmisljanja
i arogancije — ibid.: 79—81). Nevertheless, the argumentative substance
of the Declaration is still shared by a relatively large number of Serbian
professional and lay public.

X2

Conclusions of the Novi Sad Scientific Conference “The Serbian Question
and Serbian Studies” (2007)

Further proof of this is given by the declarative text of the Conclusions of
the Novi Sad Scientific Conference on the Serbian Question and Serbian

65 For more on the naming of Bosniak as the English equivalent orig. Bosnjak see below XI.1.
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Studies (Zakljucci Novosadskog naucnog skupa “Srpsko pitanje i srbistika”) of
November 2007. The conclusions are divided into six chapters and their
opinions are essentially identical to the spirit of the Declaration. The
conference was organized by the Movement for the Restoration of Serbian
Studies (Pokret za obnovu srbistike) with the support of the “Government
of the Republic of Serbian Krajina in Exile” (Vlada Republike Srpske Krajine
u progonstvu). There are 60 names below the Conclusions, but it is not clear
whether all of the participants in the conference can be considered to be
the intellectual kindred spirit of the Conclusions, although at the beginning
of the first section of the Conclusions it is stated quite clearly that: “... the
participants of the conference accepted this conclusion” (Milosavljevi¢ —
Suboti¢ 2008: 139). The text is primarily concerned with the tasks of
Serbian studies as a new, post-Serbo-Croatian science. This science should
deal with the Serbian area both synchronously and diachronically, in the
intentions of the Neo-Vukovite point of view. It is emphasized that the
Shtokavian dialects are Serbian, refuting any other names used for the
Serbian language, especially the term Serbo-Croatian language. According
to the Conclusions, Croats surrendered their language in the 19 century
and adopted the “Ijekavian variant of the Serbian language”, which is not
unnatural from the point of view of world practice, but it is unnatural and
unscientific to rename the adopted language of another nation. Glagolitic
and Cyrillic are the origins of Serbian script, which other Slavonic nations
also adopted, etc. (ibid.: 139—142).

The protectionist approach of several Serbs to their own language,
which would be analogous to the strong Croatian prescriptivism and
purism, is expressed primarily in relation to Cyrillic — its mystical nature,
the connection of the spirit and the language of the nation and of course
its threat, which is metaphorically depicted as a threat to the existence of
the Serbian nation itself. A picture of the battle between Cyrillic and Latin,
which, in similar circles, is seen as one of the manifestations of the heroic
struggle of the Orthodox Slavonic world against the collapsing Western
civilization, is presented to the public (for more details see Jovanovic
Maldoran 2012).

Returning to the constitutional articles, the Constitutional Charter of
the State Union of Serbia and Montenegro of March 2002 does not address
the issue of language at all, but articles on languages in the constitutions
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of both confederated republics remain in force (see also GrCevi¢ 2011: 148).
Article 10 of the new constitution of the independent Republic of Serbia of
November 2006 states Serbian in Cyrillic as the official language and graphic
system (“U Republici Srbiji u sluzbenoj upotrebi su srpski jezik i ¢irilicko
pismo. Sluzbena upotreba drugih jezika i pisama ureduje se zakonom,
na osnovu Ustava”). The form of the phonetic variant is therefore not
explicitly declared. The official use of Latin alphabet (and other languages)
is traditionally regulated by law in accordance with the constitution.

Most recently, Serbian — in addition to Albanian — is recognized
as the official language of the independent Kosovo (Article 5 (1) of the
Constitution of the Republic of Kosovo of June 2008 states: “Sluzbeni
jezici u Republici Kosovo su albanski i srpski jezik”).

X.
Montenegro (after 2006)%

The preparatory phase of the separation and composition of the
Montenegrin standard language took place in the 1990s and is linked
to the extensive, often somewhat amateurish, publishing activity of
Vojislav Nikcevi¢ (1935—2007). In 1994 a group of Montenegrins led by
the Montenegrin PEN Center adopted a Declaration on the Constitutional
Status of the Montenegrin Language, which title is Language as
a Homeland (Jezik kao domovina. Deklaracija Crnogorskog PEN centra
o0 ustavnom poloZaju crnogorskog jezika — see <http://www.montenet.
org/language/pen-decl.htm>), because the Montenegrins were the only
nation on the territory of the former Serbo-Croatian language whose
mother tongue bore the name of a foreign nation (see Neweklowsky 2010:
122). The declarers’ objective was that in the Montenegrin constitution
the glossonym Serbian be replaced with Montenegrin. At that time, in
1995, there was also remarkable international support in the form of the
Resolution of the International PEN Center on the Montenegrin Language
(Rezolucija Medunarodnoga PEN centra o crnogorskom jeziku), which was
prepared during the 627 Congress of the International PEN Club held

66 More about the language situation in Montenegro see Chapter 7.
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in Perth, Australia (see https://hr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Crnogorski_ jezik,
unfortunately we did not get the text of the resolution — note PK). The
final stage of Montenegrin language separation can only be seen under
the conditions of an independent Montenegro, i. e. after 2006. Apart from
organizing various expert debates and conferences on the topic, this phase
can be characterized by five major events: 1) the constitutional anchoring
of the Montenegrin language (first realized in 2007) 2) the death of
the “father of the Montenegrin language” Vojislav Nikcevi¢ (2007), 3)
publication of the orthography (2009), 4) publication of the grammar
(2010), and 5) the introduction of the Montenegrin language as the main
language as well as the language of primary and secondary schools (as of
the 2011/12 school year). Article 13 of the new Constitution of Montenegro
of October 20077, states that the official language is Montenegrin, but at
the same time it adds that Serbian, Bosnian, Albanian and Croatian can
be used in official relations (“Sluzbeni jezik u Crnoj Gori je crnogorski
jezik. Cirili¢no i latini¢no pismo su ravnopravni. U sluZzbenoj upotrebi su
i srpski, bosanski, albanski i hrvatski jezik”). Traditionally, it declares
the equality of the two scripts, the pronunciation variant is no longer
mentioned, in Montenegro only Ijekavian is spoken, and the potential
risk of enforcing the Ekavian variant from Belgrade at the expense of the
Ijekavian in view of the new political reality has ceased. For example, the
Serbian linguist M. Kovacevi¢ points out the nonsense in the wording of
the constitutional article on the language of Montenegro, and criticizes,
in this sense, the apparent differences in the expressions of official
language (“sluzbeni jezik”) and language, which can be used in official
relations (“jezik u sluzbenoj upotrebi”) (Kovacevi¢ 2015: 90).

The specifics of the Montenegrin standardization discourse are as
follows:

1. In addition to the deceased literary scientist V. Nikcevi¢, his
young follower linguist Adnan Cirgi¢, linguist Rajka Glusica and
the philosopher from Novi Sad Milenko Perovi¢, a significant
number of foreign linguists were involved in the codification

67 In accordance with the new constitution, Montenegro surrendered its official (political) name the
Republic of Montenegro and officially left only the geographical name, which became the only
universal identifier of that state. It has extended the number of European countries that have done
the same in the long off and not so long off past (Ireland, Georgia, Ukraine, Romania, Hungary,
Bosnia and Herzegovina).
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of the original Montenegrin language. The Croat Josip Sili¢ and
Ukrainian Lyudmila Vasileva were involved in the orthography,
and Milenko Perovi¢ led the committee. The authors of the most
recent grammar were the Croats Josip Sili¢ and Ivo Pranjkovi,
and to a lesser extent Adnan Cirgi¢ (who “montenegrized” the
original Croatian grammar of Sili¢ and Pranjkovi¢,®® particularly
in the area of illustrative language material). Support of the
Montenegrin language was also expressed by a number of other
foreign Slavists;

. The existence of at least three linguistic centers (radical

Montenegrists — followers of the V. Nikcevi¢ legacy, associated
around A. Cirgi¢ at the Institute of Montenegrin Language and
Literature, which became the Faculty of Montenegrin Language
and Literature in Cetinje in 2014, moderate Montenegrists,
associated around R. GluSica and the program of Montenegrin
language and South Slavonic literatures at the Faculty of Arts in
Niksi¢, and the more or less Neo-Vukovite focus of the Serbists,
associated around Jelica Stojanovi¢ and the Serbian language
and South Slavonic literatures program at the Faculty of Arts in
Niksi¢), all three streams are linked by relatively intensive mutual
hostility;

. The Montenegrin language or its literary standard enforced by

radical Montenegrists and codified in the above-mentioned
orthography (2009) and grammar (2010) textbooks, as one of the
“survivors” of Serbo-Croatian it contains new phonemes and
the corresponding letters in its standardized form (their entry in
Latin alphabet is S, Z and 3 /3/).

68 SILIC, J. — PRANJKOVIC, 1. Gramatika hrvatskoga jezika za gimnazije i visoka ucilita. Zagreb 2005.
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XI.
Bosnia and Herzegovina

Article £ of the first Constitution of the independent Bosnia and Herzegovina
of 1992, revised in March 1993, states that the official language of the
Republic of B&H is Serbo-Croatian, respectively Croato-Serbian language
with Ijekavian pronunciation. It also states the equality between Latin
and Cyrillic.®9 The official language is redefined by regulatory legislation
of August 1993, whereby it continues to be “the literary language with
Ijekavian pronunciation, which is called one of the three names: Bosnian,
Serbian, or Croatian”. International recognition of the Bosnian language
came during the Dayton and Paris peace agreements in 1995, although
in the new Constitution of Bosnia and Herzegovina, which came into
force with the signature of the Framework Peace Agreement in Paris in
December 1995, does not explicitly speak of the languages of the state, it
is left to the constitutions of the individual entities, i. e. the Federation of
Bosnia and Herzegovina (FB&H) and the Republic of Srpska (RS). Article 6
of the Constitution of the FB&H approved by the Parliament of the FB&H
in March 1994 states, among others, that the official languages of the
Federation are Bosnian and Croatian and the official alphabet is Latin.”
Paragraph 1 is important as it states Bosnian and Croatian as the official
languages, with Bosnian being constitutionally anchored for the first time.

Article 7 of the Constitution of the RS adopted by the Parliament
of the RS in December 1992, modified and supplemented in accordance
with the new post-war terms of December 1995, is formulated as
follows: the official language of the Republic is Serbian with Ijekavian
and Ekavian pronunciations, and Cyrillic alphabet; the official use of
Latin is regulated by a special law.” Its similarity to the constitution of

69 Article 4: “U Republici Bosni i Hercegovini u sluzbenoj upotrebi je srpskohrvatski, odnosno
hrvatskosrpski jezik ijekavskog izgovora. Oba pisma, latinica i cirilica su ravnopravna”.

70 Article 6: “(1) Sluzbeni jezici Federacije su bosanski jezik i hrvatski jezik. Sluzbeno pismo je latinica.
(2) Ostali jezici se mogu koristiti kao sredstva komunikacije i nastave. (3) Dodatni jezici mogu
se odrediti kao sluzbeni veéinom glasova svakog doma Parlamenta Federacije, ukljuc¢ujuéi veéinu
glasova bos$njackih delegata i ve¢inu glasova hrvatskih delegata u Domu naroda”.

71 Article 7: “U Repubhc1 jeu sluzben0] upotrebi srpski jezik 1]ekavskog i ekavskog izgovora i ¢irili¢no
pismo, a latini¢no plSl’HO na nacdin odreden zakonom. Na podrudjima gdje Zive druge jezicke grupe
u sluzbenoj upotrebi su i njihovi jezici i pisma, na nac¢in odreden zakonom”. The first constitution
of the Serbian state formation within Bosnia and Herzegovina was the Constitution of the Serbian
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina of February 1992, whose Article 7 was identical to that of the
later Constitution of the Republic of Srpska.
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the FRY is more than obvious, with only the Ijekavian variant being in
first place, which is understandable given the character of the Bosnian
Serb language. Nevertheless, in the autumn of 1993, the ruling RS was
already attempting to eliminate the phonetic dualism from the standard
language of the Bosnian Serbs. The initiator was the Chairman of the
RS Parliament Momcilo KrajiSnik, who attempted to formalize only
the Ekavian variant, on the grounds that every ethnic that wants to be
a nation must have united standard language (“svaki narod koji hoce
da bude nacija mora imati jedinstven jezicki standard” — see Brbori¢ —
Vuksanovi¢ — Gacevi¢ 2006: 217; Ijekavian could continue to be used in
artistic style and simple communication — ibid.: 114, 216). This legal step
was not enacted until 1996 by the Act on the Official use of Language and
Script (Zakon o sluZbenoj upotrebi jezika i pisma, for more details see Board
Decision No. 38 — ibid.: 216—221). However, apart from exceptions (e. g.
Pavle Ivi¢, was reluctantly positive about proposal), this step did not find
support even in Serbia itself, e. g. the Board for Standardization of the
Serbian Language clearly expressed in 1997 that both phonetic variants of
pronunciation are equally Serbian. In 1998, the Parliament of the RS again
formalized Ijekavian. The question of phonetic dualism is always topical.
If we remember, Ekavian pronunciation only occurs in Serbia (although
not throughout the territory). Serbs in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia,
and all of Montenegro (no matter how they call their language) speak
Ijekavian.

The constitutional articles on language were amended as a result
of an Order of the Constitutional Court of B&H of 2000, supported by
the opinion of the Office of the High Representative for Bosnia and
Herzegovina, who was the Austrian Wolfgang Petritsch at the time
(1999—2002), that the Constitution shall ensure the equality of all three
languages throughout the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina (i. e.
Bosnian, Croatian and Serbian). The Constitution of the FB&H included
this amendment (replacing the previous version) of April 2002: “(1)
Sluzbeni jezici Federacije Bosne i Hercegovine su: bosanski jezik, hrvatski
jezik i srpski jezik. SluZbena pisma su latinica i ¢irilica. (2) Ostali jezici
mogu se Kkoristiti kao sredstvo komunikacije i nastave”. The proposal
to amend the Constitution of the RS was as follows: “Srpski, hrvatski
ibosnjacki jezik, ¢irili¢no i latini¢no pismo, ravnopravno se upotrebljavaju
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u Republici Srpskoj. Nacin takve sluzbene upotrebe jezika i pisma ureduje
se zakonom”. However, the text was not accepted by Petritsch, the
problem was the Serbian designation of the Bosnian language as boSnjacki
“Bosniak” compared to bosanski “Bosnian”, which was preferred by the
Bosniaks. Thus, the amended legislation of April 2002 finally took the
following form: the official languages of the Republic of Srpska are:
the language of Serbian nation, the language of Bosniak nation, and
the language of Croatian nation. The official alphabets are Cyrillic and
Latin.” For the sake of interest, in the draft of the new Constitution of
the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina, which was created by the four-
member expert group of the Social Democratic Party of B&H in March
2009, Article 10 of the Rules of Procedure states that the official languages
of the Republic of B&H are Bosnian, Croatian and Serbian, and the Latin
and Cyrillic alphabet.”

Bosnian was therefore constitutionally anchored in the constitutions
of the Federation of B&H and Montenegro, and also in the constitution
of the independent Kosovo (Article 5(2) of the Kosovo’s Constitution
states: Turkish, Bosnian and Roma languages have the status of official
languages at the municipal level or will be in official use at all levels as
provided by law).7 The Constitution of the Republic of Srpska deliberately
avoids the adjective bosanski “Bosnian” as a linguistic function with the
paraphrase jezik bosnjackog naroda “language of Bosniak nation”.

XI.1

The terms “Bosnian” and “Bosniak”

The process of separating the Bosnian language began at the time of the
political agony of the SFRY (for more about the historical context of the
revitalization of the term Bosnian language see Hladky 2005: 280—281). It
is clear that the leaders of Bosnian language separatism sought inspiration
and support in particular from Croatian linguists. The specificity of Bosnia-

72 Orig.: “Sluzbeni jezici Republike Srpske su: jezik srpskog naroda, jezik bosnjackog naroda i jezik
hrvatskog naroda. Sluzbena pisma su ¢irilica i latinica”.

73 Article 10: “1) U Republici su u sluzbenoj upotrebi bosanski, hrvatski i srpski jezik te latini¢no
i ¢irili¢no pismo. (2) Ostali jezici se mogu koristiti kao sredstvo komunikacije i nastave u skladu
s ovim ustavom”.

74 Article 5: “(2) Turski, bosanski i romski imaju status sluzbenih jezika na opstinskom nivou ili ¢e biti
kori$éeni kao sluzbeni na svim nivoima, u skladu sa zakonom”.
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-Herzegovina standardization discourse can be found in the different
views of the naming of the language of Bosniaks: there is competition
between the adjective forms of bosanski “Bosnian” (derived from the
toponym Bosna “Bosnia”) and bosnjacki “Bosniak” (derived from the
ethnonym Bosnjak “Bosniak”). The Bosniaks? are clear about this — they
prefer the first option. Proof of this can be found, among other things, in
the names of their basic language and linguistic handbooks, and it is also
mentioned in the 2002 Declaration on the Bosnian Language (see below).
The Serbs and the Croats (or many of their linguists), on the contrary, tend
towards the name bosnjacki, because from a word formation point of view
this adjective clearly refers to the Bosniaks, the only nation of Bosnia and
Herzegovina that calls its language so. Their arguments are explained in
detail in the First Decision of the Board for Standardization of the Serbian
Language of February 1998 (Bosnjacki ili bosanski jezik; sat ili cas; jevrejski,
hebrejski (jezik) ili ivrit — see Brbori¢ — Vuksanovi¢ — Gacevi¢ 2006:
61—71). The original idea was that the glossonym bosanski would cover
the language of all the people of Bosnia and Herzegovina, irrespective of
their nationality. The motivation of such a designation was thus a shared
space, “bosanski jezik” was to be a continuation of what was called
Bosnian-Herzegovinian standard language expression of Serbo-Croatian,
respectively Croato-Serbian literary language (‘“bosanskohercegovacki
standardni jeziCni izraz srpskohrvatskog, odnosno hrvatskosrpskog
knjizevnog jezika”) in the times of the SFRY and especially after the
constitutional changes in 1974, i. e., in fact the Bosnian-Herzegovinian
regional variant of Serbo-Croatian (see Greenberg 2005: 52—54). But this
idea was already condemned to failure. At the time of tense nationalism
on all sides, it was inconceivable that the Croatian and Serbian inhabitants
of Bosnia and Herzegovina would renounce the national naming of their
languages, and accepted the “Bosnian language” without justification,

75 In the days of Socialist Yugoslavia, Bosniaks were called Muslims, S-Cr. Muslimani (sg. Musliman),
for which the unusual orthographic designation (with a capital letter M in Serbo-Croatian) is first
encountered in the writings of the Yugoslav communists of the Second World War, for example
in the Resolution founding to AVNOJ of November 1942 and later AVNOJ documents. Their final
recognition as the sixth constitutive Yugoslav nation (in addition to the Serbs, Croats, Slovenes,
Montenegrins and Macedonians) did not take place until the second half of the 1960s. The attempt to
change this ethnonym rarity for a more common expression led political representatives of Bosnian-
Herzegovinian Muslims to revitalize the name Bo$njak (in English: Bosniak), whereas the commonly
used Bosanac (in English: Bosnian) was to remain primarily to describe the inhabitants of Bosnia in
the regional sense, regardless of national or religious preferences, but also to fulfill the function of
naming the citizen of Bosnia and Herzegovina.
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which was promoted by the Muslim part of the B&H population (and
this attitude still holds true today). In addition, in Muslim views of the
Bosnian language, they saw nationalist attempts to impose their own
concept of language on the non-Muslim population of B&H. Hence, the
name Bosnian refers, in essence, only to the standard language of the
Bosniaks.

The syntagma “bosanski jezik” is first mentioned the work of
Konstantin Kostenecki Skazanie izjavljeno o pismenah from the turn of 15th
century (Jahi¢ — Halilovi¢ — Pali¢ 2000: 49). The first modern attempt to
name the collective language of the population of Bosnia and Herzegovina
as Bosnian was made by the Austro-Hungarian administration — the
name bosanski zemaljski jezik (i. e. the Bosnian provincial language) was
used in practice from 1 January 1879, but also srpsko-hrvatski or hrvatsko-
srpski jezik. A major supporter of Bosnian regionalism as a tool against
Serbian and Croatian nationalism, and therefore also a supporter of the
regionally understood language for B&H — Bosnian, was the I&R Minister
of Finance Benjamin Kallay, an ethnic Hungarian who was in charge of
Bosnia and Herzegovina between 1882 and 1903, for most its occupation
by the Austro-Hungarian Empire (1878 — 1908, then B&H was annexed
and became an official part of the Habsburg monarchy). On his initiative,
the first “Bosnian” grammar (Gramatika bosanskoga jezika za srednje Skole)
was developed by the Croat Fran Vuleti¢ in 1890. The grammar is actually
Croatian, the name is only politically motivated and the author himself
was not too happy about the name of this language, which is why the first
edition did not even bear his name. Vuleti¢’s grammar has been published
several times, but since 1911 under the name Gramatika srpsko-hrvatskoga
jezika. Kallay also encouraged the excellent Viennese Slavonic studies
scholar, the Croat Vatroslav Jagi¢, to express his support for the Bosnian
language, who, however, did not forget to point out that the language
spoken in Bosnia is “the same language as the Serbs call Serbian and the
Croats call Croatian” (KraljaCi¢ 1974: 293—294, based on Hladky 2005:
91). By the Order of the Provincial Government of Bosnia and Herzegovina
of October 1907, the official name of the so-called provincial language (in
German Landessprache) in Bosnia and Herzegovina was finally changed
to srpsko-hrvatski or hrvatsko-srpski, but due to the certain stability of the
name bosanski, the government issued a new regulation in late Novemnber
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1907, according to which it allowed autonomous institutions to continue
to use this attribute for naming the official language.

XI.2

Declaration on the Bosnian Language (2002)

The Declaration on the Bosnian language (Povelja o bosanskom jeziku)
of March 2002 was an attempt by Bosniak intellectuals to explain and
defend the right of the Bosnian language to exist and to the chosen
name. The Declaration was made at the Institute of Bosniak Studies at
the BCS “Revival” in Sarajevo (Institut za bosnjacke studije BZK “Preporod”),
and justification was given immediately in the prologue: “Due to the
increasingly frequent questioning of the Bosniaks’ right to name their
language by its historical name, we, assembling at the Institute of Bosniak
Studies in the Executive Committee of the Bosniak Cultural Society
“Revival” in Sarajevo, hereby convey to the public that our common
position on this issue — which we confirm with our signatures — is
expressed in this Declaration on the Bosnian language”. The Declaration
is made up of 59 signatories and is not extensive, having only seven
brief points. The authors of the Declaration see the Bosnian language as
a manifestation of the common language of the Serbs, Croats, Bosniaks
and Montenegrins, which is called by its name by each of these peoples.
Serbian or Croatian non-recognition of the term Bosnian is seen as
politically motivated and as a consequence of “surviving but not yet
overwhelmed Serbian and Croatian paternalism and the negation of
Bosniak national identity”. According to the Declaration, the preference
of the term Bosnian does not in any way constitute efforts of unification
or unitarization in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Codifiers of the Bosnian language are mainly concerned with the
exceptional nature of its rich oriental vocabulary (words of Arabic, Persian
and Turkish origin) and with the higher frequency of the phoneme h [x]
(which is largely related to Islamic cultural traditions and orientations)
than in the languages of the Croats, Serbs or Montenegrins. However,
the non-oriental vocabulary is actually Serbian, Croatian or common
to the entire Serbo-Croatian area. Critics of separation, of course,
perceive the above arguments as inadequate and scientifically (socio-
linguistically) worthless. The dialect basis of the standard language of
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Bosniaks is the same as the dialect basis of the languages of the other
mentioned nations — Neo-Shtokavian with Ijekavian pronunciations
built on Eastern Herzegovinian dialects. Uncertainity in this case also
leads to a prescriptivist or purist approach to the language standard (its
exaggerated orientalization, i. e., factual archaization), which is intended
to ensure that the Bosnian language is as different as possible from
the languages of the Serbs and Croats. The leading codifiers of Bosnian
literary language are or were Alija Isakovi¢, Senahid Halilovi¢, DZevad
Jahi¢ and Hasnija Muratagi¢-Tuna.

XI1.3

Declaration on the Common Language (2017)

Symbolically, the most recent declaration was made in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, which, unlike all previous memoranda, declarations or
conclusions, appeals to linguistic unity understood in an antinationalistic
way. At the end of March 2017, the text of the Declaration on the Common
Language (Deklaracija o zajednickom jeziku) was published as a spontaneous
conclusion to a series of expert lectures on Languages and Nationalisms
(Jezici i nacionalizmi), which took place in Serbia, Croatia, Montenegro and
Bosnia & Herzegovina during 2016. Inspiration from the book by Snjezana
Kordi¢ Jezik i nacionalizam (2010) is more than obvious. The basic idea of
the Declaration is that the four post-Yugoslav nations previously speaking
Serbo-Croatian speak one common language, but with four standard
variants that are equal, and that the existence of these variants does not
mean that they are four different languages. At the same time, this fact
does not question the very existence of four nations or their statehood,
religion or other identifying elements, nor does it block the possibility of
naming these variants by various different terms. Each nation has the full
right to codify its variant “freely and independently”. The authors of the
Declaration then ask, among other things, to stop “unnecessary, absurd
and expensive ‘translations’ of judicial and administrative practice” and
to remove “all forms of language segregation and language discrimination
from educational and public institutions”.
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XII.
Summary of the Period After 1990

The period of the post-1992 Constitution of post-Yugoslav countries can
be summarized as follows:

1. The glossonym Serbo-Croatian disappears from all constitutions,
it is kept the longest in B&H; is replaced by the name derived
from the name of the nation of the given spoken language:
Serbian (Serbs, and Montenegrins up to 2007), Croatian (Croats),
Bosnian (Bosniaks), Montenegrin (Montenegrins since 2007).

2. Nationalism prevails in relation to language on all sides, which
has somewhat different manifestations (and may not naturally
dominate the whole of the relevant national community):
a return to Vuk Karadzi¢’s view of Shtokavian as solely a Serbian
dialect of the Serbs (ideological model “the Serbo-Croatian
was actually Serbian and its three “non-Serbian” clones are
only variants of Serbian”). On the other hand there is the
linguistic prescriptionism and purism of the Croats (archaisms,
neologisms, emphasizing the “purity” of the Croatian language,
“Neo-Croatian”), the Bosniaks (revitalization of unused
orientalisms) and the Montenegrins (introducing new phonemes
and graphemes, considering dialectal elements as part of the
literary/standard language).

3. For Croats, Montenegrins and Bosniaks in particular, the symbolic
function of the language is often openly preferred to its primary,
communicative function (whereas with Serbs this occurs to
a much lesser extent and is typical of a protectionist’s approach
to Serbian Cyrillic).

4. Attempts at some form of social retention of Serbo-Croatian, i.
e. anti-separatist but also anti-expansionist opinions, arguably
supported by sociolinguistic theory (polycentric/pluricentric
languages, including Serbo-Croatian according to objective
indicators), are in the minority (e. g. P. Ivi¢, I. Klajn, M. Sipka,
R. Bugarski, B. Ostoji¢, M. Ridanovi¢, S. Jovanovi¢ Maldoran, D.
Skiljan, I. Pranjkovi¢, S. Kordi¢, L. Lashkova, B. Groschel, etc.)
and beyond linguistic research have no chance in prospering
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under the socio-political conditions (see contemporary post-
Yugoslav language and linguistic productions). However,
a hope for change may be the latest initiative, whose name is
Declaration on a Common Language (2017), which has been
signed by hundreds of people from Croatia, Serbia, Montenegro
and Bosnia & Herzegovina, and which combines resistance to the
hate speech and the sustained image of the enemy. This image is
firmly established at the core of both separatist and expansionist
movements in the former Yugoslavia, and the concepts of
language are often a significant part of their rhetoric.

XII1.
Instead of Conclusion

To conclude, let us add a few of our own observations: above all, we must
not lose sight of the simple fact that there a language is stated in the
constitution and that no conclusions can be drawn from its existence. It is
still necessary to bear in mind that constitutional anchoring of a language
is primarily a political act that does not have to be, and often is not,
consistent with the professional linguistic view of the legitimacy of such
a language or its status. Furthermore, it is necessary to realize, especially
in the Croatian-Serbian dispute, that Croatistic, Serbistic, and Serbo-
Croatistic positions are held by leading Serbian or Croatian linguists,
professors, academics and internationally renowned experts. Yet, their
opinions are very often contradictory, even if they are expertly argued
(at least at first glance). All three of these sides have a sufficiently strong
and well-informed support from foreign colleagues. These facts must at
least surprise the perceived observer of the standardization processes in
the former Yugoslavia.

At the heart of the issue and mutual unrest is a fairly simple
question, which was already raised in the national revival processes
of the 19™ century, i. e. whether our current four nations speak a) one
standard language (in more variants), or b) two/three/four different
standard languages. If we think a) is right, then we only have to solve
the seemingly trivial additional question: what do we call this language?
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What is its character? Serbo-Croatian because it serves as a form of trans-
regional communication of the population living between the banks of
the Danube of eastern Serbia and the Adriatic coast of western Croatia,
as S. Kordi¢ pragmatically advocates? Or Serbian, because it is genetically
and historically the language of the Serbs, and Shtokavian is the exclusive
dialect of the Serbs, as a significant part of the Serbian linguists claim?
No realistic third option is likely to be offered, and from the first two the
Serbian opinion has little or no hope of acceptance beyond the Serbian
“Lebensraum”. However, if we say that b) is correct, then there are many
more additional questions, which can only be answered in a further study.
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CHAPTER 6

SOUTH SLAVONIC LANGUAGE PARADOXES,
UNIVERSITY TEACHING

AND TRANSLATING EXPERIENCE
(FRAGMENTS OF THE GROTESQUE SITUATION)

I.
Introduction with a Glossonymical “Mishmash”

From the very founding of the Masaryk University, i. e. from the very
beginning of the scientific interest in the language(s) of Serbs, Croats,
Bosniaks and Montenegrins, university teaching of this language/these
languages has been oriented in line with the idea of the linguistic unity
of these peoples. The name of the common language, however, has gone
through different stages, mainly in the Croatian language, as throughout
the nineteenth century the Serbs called their language with their national
name, i. e. they called it “Serbian” (cpncku je3uk). The Croats’ problems
with the name of the language are evidenced, for example, by the sitting of
the Croatian Parliament (Sabor) on the official and the national language
in the so-called Triune Kingdom of 1861, when the name “South-Slavonic
language” (jugoslavenski jezik) was finally chosen among numerous
more or less suitable proposals, but the then chancellor Ivan MaZurani¢
corrected it into “Croatian” (hrvatski jezik — but the proposal was never
accepted by Emperor Franz Josef I — see Samardzija 2004: 12). Danici¢ in
the South-Slavonic Academy of Sciences and Arts (JAZU) and the Croatian
supporters of the Karadzi¢’s reform (the so-called Croatian Vukovites)
used most often the two-component term “Croatian or Serbian” (hrvatskiili
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srpski jezik), but not consistently (Ivan Broz’s Pravopis /”Spelling”/ of 1892,
and Ivekovi¢ and Broz's dictionary of 1901 only used the attribute hrvatski,
although this did not change the “Vukovian” orientation of these crucial
texts.) The language of the first (Royal) Yugoslavia as per the constitution
was referred to as “Serbo-Croatian-Slovenian” (cpncko-xpsamcko-
cnoseHauku), but in fact the Slovenians developed their Slovenian language
separately from the language of the two other constituent nations — the
Serbs and the Croats: on the Serbian part the name “Serbo-Croatian”
(cpnckoxpsamcku) was established (propagated as early as the first half
of the 19™ century mainly by Slovenian Slavonic scholar Jernej Kopitar),
while among the Croats the original, now relatively stable name hrvatski
ili srpski prevailed, as well as to a lesser degree hrvatskosrpski (“Croato-
Serbian” — compare, for example, the spelling titles by Croatian Dragutin
Boranic and Serbian Aleksandar Belic).

As regards the name, Czech dictionaries of this period were not
unanimouis: we come across the forms srbsky neboli chorvatsky (1906),
srbocharvatsky (1910), srbochorvatsky and srbo-chorvatsky (1916), jihoslovansky
(1920), srbsko-chorvatsky (1926), jugosldvsky (1937) and again, but now only
srbochorvatsky (1939).7¢ It is a telling sign that we do not practically come
across even two publications, which use the same name for the language
discussed. Jaroslav Merhaut’s dictionary of 1940 was, for example, named
Cesko-chorvatsky,” this time in accordance with the new socio-political
situation, which was also reflected in the attitude towards the language.
After 1945 significant dictionaries as well as other linguistic works were
written only after the so-called Novi Sad Agreement (1954), so the name of
the language in the Czech environment was established as a single form,
namely srbocharvdtsky (it is interesting to note that during this period the
Czech Slavonic scholars unambiguously preferred the second option of the
dual forms (srbo)chorvatsky and (srbo)charvdtsky). Only one case of a calque
of the Croatian version of this two-component name is registered, namely
chorvatosrbsky (1973) — in a dictionary published by the Croatian Czechs in
the town of Daruvar.” The situation remained like that until the collapse
of the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia.

76 More about it see Krej¢i 2017: 145—146.
77 MERHAUT, J. Veliki ceSko-hrvatski rjecnik. Zagreb 1940.
78 SOBOTKA, O. Slovnik chorvatosrbsko-cesky. Daruvar 1973.
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This relatively large introduction is necessary in order to clarify the
circumstances of teaching the language of the four nations mentioned
above. These circumstances can be summarized as follows: during the
entire first (royal) and second (socialist) Yugoslavia, in the Yugoslav
as well as in the Czech, respectively the Czechoslovak, environment
the assertion was maintained that the studied language was at first
one for two nations (the Serbs and the Croats), then after 1945 — for
three nations (the Montenegrins too), and from the 1960s on — for four
nations (the Bosnian Muslims as well). However, the Novi Sad Agreement
itself assumed that this language did not have only one version but two.
The distinctive element was, on the one hand, the alphabet used, but
also the phonetic view of the literary language. However, none of the
distinctive features was applied without exceptions: in addition to the
Cyrillic alphabet, the Serbs and the Montenegrins started using the
Latin alphabet more and more often, the Ijekavian Serbo-Croatian was
used not only by the Croats, but also by a part of the Serbs and by all
Montenegrins and Bosnian Muslims (nowadays called Bosniaks). Thus
the designation “Western” version was not accurate and enabled the
penetration of Serbian language elements in Ijekavian “packaging” in
the Croatian language standard (which, incidentally, lead to the famous
Declaration on the Name and Status of the Croatian Literary Language of 1967),
and, on the other hand, gave rise to the assertion that the Croatian Serbs
who spoke Ijekavian phonetic version and lived on Croatian territory de
facto spoke or should speak using the Western version of Serbo-Croatian,
i. e. using the Croatian language standard (which was in its turn criticized
by the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts Memorandum of 1986).

The Czech linguistic publications, which were unanimous as regards
the use of the name srbocharvdtsky, also acted quite identically in the
description of that language. They only used the Latin alphabet and chose
the Eastern, Ekavian version. The Ijekavian version was presented in
greater detail only in the academic Serbo-Croatian-Czech Dictionary of
1982 and in the Short Serbo-Croatian Grammar of 1989.7 So if somebody
wanted to learn from Czech textbooks and phrase-books the language
of the people they met during an Adriatic coast vacation, unknowingly

79 Srbocharvdtsko-¢esky slovnik. Praha 1982; SEDLACEK, J. Stru¢nd mluvnice srbocharvdtstiny. Praha 1989.
More about see Chapter 2.
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they would had learned the version which was not used in their favourite
resort. And if they wanted to learn the Western variant, it was simply
impossible.

II.
South Slavonic Language Paradoxes and Related Questions

The last year students were accepted in universities to study the academic
discipline of Yugoslavian Studies was the fateful 1991. The language
core of the subject was the Serbo-Croatian. The students spent five
years learning a language which was virtually disintegrating on its own
territory, and after graduation they became specialists in a language
which formally, de jure no longer existed...

There is also another way to describe their education — they became
specialists in all the languages which formally replaced the Serbo-
-Croatian on the territory where it had been used in the past... Is that so
or not?

Thus, we arrive at some quite “thin ice” questions, which everyone
dealing professionally with the area of present-day Serbia, Croatia, Bosnia
& Herzegovina, and Montenegro, and in broader terms every Balkan and
Slavonic scholar, asks sooner or later.

1. Has Serbo-Croatian been, and is it still an actually existing
language, which has been “quarterdrawn” only under the
influence of unfavourable socio-political, i. e. extra-linguistic
circumstances? If so, then anyone who has ever learned Serbo-
-Croatian can now boldly declare they know Serbian, Croatian,
Bosnian, and Montenegrin. If not, which language of the
hereditary languages do they know? And do they know only
one, two or three, if not all four languages? If we come from
the textbooks from this period, that were almost exclusively
Ekavian, such a graduate should boldly proclaim today to know
Serbian, and only Serbian, because the other three national
language standards are not Ekavian.® However, if he considers

80 Here I find it necessary to explain that it is easier for a person who speaks Ijekavian to express
himself in written language in Ekavian, not the opposite — Ekavian speaker who tries to speak in
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himself to be a graduate of Serbian, he should automatically
have a command of both Serbian types of graphic systems, not
only Latin, but also Serbian Cyrillic. However, according to the
preferences of the old textbooks of Serbo-Croatian, we can doubt
about it.

2. If Serbo-Croatian was one objectively existing language,
which from political perspective doesn’t exist nowadays (the
constitutions of the newly-founded states do not mention
“Serbo-Croatian” and, with only some exceptions abroad,
no publications come out in this language), but it objectively
exists from a genetic linguistic perspective,® however its name
is called into question (alternative solutions are proposed such
as “Standard Neo-Shtokavian” as a standardized version of the
“national” language which has nonameandis technically referred
to as “Central South Slavonic diasystem” /srednjojuznoslavenski
dijasistem/ — see Brozovi¢ 2008),%> which of the languages
should be offered for studying at universities after Serbo-
-Croatian? All four languages? Or just some of them? And which
ones exactly? What criteria should we use in making this choice?

3. In case that a university offers more than one of the post-Serbo-
-Croatian languages, there comes another practical question: is
it possible to study those languages in parallel? Or should the
student choose only one of them? If it was really a matter of
separate, individual languages, the answer would undoubtedly
be “Yes, simultaneously,” just like Spanish and Italian, German
and Danish can be studied simultaneously, as well as very easily
mutually intelligible languages such as Czech and Slovak, or
Bulgarian and Macedonian. If we are rather talking about national
versions (realizations) of one and the same linguistic system
with practically identical grammar and more significant but still
marginal differences only in lexical terms and in prosody (and
of course in the dichotomy of Ekavian/Ijekavian pronunciation),

Ijekavian way should apply rules of reflections of yat into -ije- or just -je-.

81 According to many scientists, from a socio-linguistic perspective as well, see for example B. Groschel
(2009) or S. Kordi¢ (2010).

82 A very similar approach is also applied by R. Bugarski (2002).
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I suppose that the answer should be “No, they have to choose
only one language.”

. The other option is to study something, which terminologically

resembles Serbo-Croatian language (for example B-C-S = Bosnian-
-Croatian-Serbian, or B/K/S, i. e. Bosnisch-Kroatisch-Serbisch —
this is how the language is often designated in some Austrian
and German universities, but now Montenegrinisch should also be
included, and the abbreviation should be B/K/M/S, or B-C-M-S in
English), as one language, with one lecturer. But what will these
students actually be studying when neither standard “B-C-S” nor
“B-C-M-S” language exists? They will most probably be studying
the standard used by the specific lecturer, i. e. not “B-C-(M-)S”
but either Bosnian or Croatian or Montenegrin or Serbian (if we
assume that these languages objectively do exist from a linguistic
perspective). We can argue that even such a lecturer is able to
point out certain differences between the different standards.
But is this actually true? And what will this training result in?
My personal opinion is that it would result mainly in chaos in the
heads of the “B-C-(M-)S” students. Why not say openly that the
language taught is Croatian or Serbian? I personally do not see in
“B-C-(M-)S” any Solomonic decision, nor cutting any Gordian
knot, but rather public political hypocrisy and scientific alibism.

. There is one more question related to teaching the so-called

B-C-(M-)S language, or several of the languages of the post-
Serbo-Croatian area — to what extent would students be able
to master actively, at a communication level, the detailed, often
very difficult to distinguish lexical and stylistic differences
between two, or even more languages? One more thing: should
the students study the specific language with the existing
differences constantly being pointed out (which is potentially
embedded in the B-C-(M-)S model), or should they study two
languages (for example Croatian and Bosnian) in parallel, and
find the differences between the languages by themselves? And
how can they deal by themselves with the possible Croatian-
Bosnian interference? And can this even be called “linguistic
interference” in the true sense of the word, if we compare
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the Croatian-Bosnian “interference”, for example, with the
Croatian-Czech one? The same question applies even more in
the case of B-C-(IM-)S model.

6. A certain defense of B-C-(M-)S concept could be the fact, that
the language is taught not for active usage on a certain level of
communication, but rather to gain some insight into it, on a very
basic level of knowledge, such as in our courses of South Slavonic
languages for beginners. It means that no emphasis is placed on
its active usage (or to a very limited extent), but rather on passive
comprehension. Under such circumstances, however, it is not
absolutely necessary to engage the teacher — native speaker and
the teaching is then characterized by a more significant presence
of the meta-lingual aspect. The particular language standard
and its form is receding in the background and the emphasis is
on the grammatical structure and the basic vocabulary.

III.
South Slavonic Language Paradoxes and the Experience of
the Slavonic and Balkan Studies in Brno, Czechia

What is the practice at the Department of Slavonic Studies at the Masaryk
University in Brno? While the war in former Yugoslavia was still in full
swing, two new academic programs were accredited: Slovenian Studies and
Macedonian Studies, i. e. disciplines studying the language and literature
of the respective nations. Yugoslavian Studies as an academic program
oriented towards the country in general, but with its core in the Serbo-
-Croatian Studies, was not transformed into a terminologically updated
version; the break-up of Yugoslavia was used to create independent, so-
called “national philological academic studies” centred around the study
of the respective national language and literature. Thus, independent
Serbian Studies and Croatian Studies were accredited as the philologies
of the two most important post-Yugoslav nations in terms of politics,
culture and history, as well as population numbers.

Our academic disciplines were not defined by the (genetic) linguistic
aspect but by the national factor, as we assume that indeed the language
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of the Croats cannot be taught from textbooks written in Serbian (or
in the Serbian version of the common language, whatever we call it).
Also, the living language of the Serbs cannot be taught to students by
any other than a Serb or a lecturer from a Serbian environment. If in the
future we offer Bosnian language courses, they will not be taught by the
current Serbian or Croatian lecturer, but by a Bosniak one, for whom this
language is their mother tongue and who knows its standard norm.

The preference of the linguistic aspect in building the university
programs could provide many interesting opportunities for studying
the Serbo-Croatian language area as a linguistic whole (an area of one
literary/standard language with four versions). Probably the students
will study one of the versions of the Serbo-Croatian language (depending
on the origin of the lecturer), all the national literatures written in this
language but with a stronger emphasis on the themes and the place
of the studied works within the Balkan, European, or world literature,
and with pushing its function and role of the particular people into the
background. Historical events will be viewed and interpreted not from
a national perspective but from a “supranational” one with the highest
possible degree of scientific objectivity. But here come the questions of
what would be the name of an academic program designed in this way,
and whether it would be more attractive than the current, nationally-
oriented Croatian and Serbian philologies, which are clearly defined in
terms of content.

The question of why Bosnian and Montenegrin languages are not
yet offered in our department can be answered relatively easily: as
far as Bosnian language is concerned, it is not taught separately even
in Sarajevo, in the local university, where the department of Bosnian,
Croatian, Serbian languages actually offers in its curricula® a traditional
study of the Serbo-Croatian language, but called bosanski, hrvatski, srpski
jezik (I pay special attention here to the technocratic name of the academic
discipline, whose individual components are arranged in alphabetical
order, the name does not even contain the expected conjunction “and”
between the penultimate and the final item of the list, and that this
listing is still missing Montenegrin if we want to be consistent —

83 These curricula are available at:
<http://www.ff.unsa.ba/index.php?option=com__content&task=blogcategory&id=28&Itemid=8>.
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probably because the Montenegrin is not the official language in B&H).
So if Bosnian language is not studied independently in the very heart of
Bosniak ideology, we can hardly expect it to be given such a standing in
foreign universities. By the way, studying exclusively Bosnian language
within B&H is possible only at the University of Tuzla.® And what about
the Montenegrin language? This youngest post-Serbo-Croatian literary
language, politically formalized only in the Montenegrin constitution in
2007, may be the only language from the “quartet of heirs” with three
new phonemes and the corresponding graphemes, but so far it doesn’t
even have its own specialists who are able to describe it exhaustively and
in detail. The main language phrase books in the Montenegrin language
are compiled by its foreign “patrons”. The undoubtedly pioneering work
of essentially the first Montenegrist Vojislav Nikcevi¢ was questioned
very often and successfully especially with regard to the objectivity of
his linguistic research. Montenegrin Studies, even in Montenegro itself,
is an academic discipline still in its infancy, so it is not to be expected
that anywhere else in the world the time has come for this science to be
accredited as an independent university discipline.®

In the end of this part, full of questions but scarce of answers,
I will permit myself to present my opinion, which is as follows (and the
practice of teaching at the Masaryk University confirms it): in designing
the curriculum, the Slavonic or Balkan specialists should not have to
hide behind the alibistic decision to please everyone (and in fact no one),
which for some people may be politically correct, therefore the automatic
and correct decision (see the B-C-(M-)S model). They should rather open
their eyes and look at the reality, which, at least as far as independent
Serbian studies and independent Croatian studies are concerned, is
indisputable and historically grounded if we start from the position of
preferences of national philologies. In the case of an academic discipline,
which is primarily linguistic (or why not even primarily literary), we
should take into account the linguistic reality, and the Serbo-Croatian

84 And for the sake of completeness, let us say that the University of Mostar offers only study program
Croatian philology, while universities in Banjaluka and East Sarajevo only study program Serbian
philology.

85 The study program Montenegrin language and South Slavonic literatures, which is politically
strongly preferred, can be studied in the few last years at the University of Montenegro (Faculty of
Arts in Nik$i¢). In the past that university had only program Serbian language and South Slavonic
literatures.
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language area should be the only subject of training, regardless of the
current national preferences of its population.

IV.
South Slavonic Language Paradoxes
and Translating Experience

To provide an example of the absurdity of the described situation, I chose
one certified translation of Czech extract from the police records that
I received thanks to my translatological praxis. Translation should have
been done to Bosnian language. Bosnian norm was never taught in the
past and was not identical with Serbo-Croatian norm that books were
focused on — at least in one aspect: it always was Ijekavian. During the
analysis we found following aberrances against Bosnian language norm:

ispis iz evidencije kaznenog registra < collision of terms kaznena

evidencija (Serbian, Bosnian) and kazneni registar (Croatian),

correct ispis iz kaznene evidencije

broj beleski — Serbian, correct broj biljeski

mesto rodenja — Serbian, correct mjesto rodenja

istovetnost, istovetan — Serbian, correct istovjetnost, istovjetan

overavam, overavajua osoba — Serbian, correct ovjeravam,

ovjeravajuca osoba

predsednik — Serbian, correct predsjednik

prevod — Serbian, correct prijevod

It is evident from the analysis that most prevailing mistake of the translator
was not respecting Ijekavian base of Bosnian, while the Ekavian forms used
by translator can be seen as Serbian only. This finding is surprising, as it
is more frequent to see that translator, skilled in Ekavian language norm
(that is obviously in this case) and aware of Ijekavian base of non-Serbian
(Croatian and Bosnian) norm, is putting all the Ekavian forms carefully
into Ijekavian and most probably neglecting lexical level or terminology. In
our case translator paid attention to lexical part (correctly noting Serbian
verbal form saopstiti and using Western form saopditi) — what is, due to
this the resignation on careful Ijekavization of text, even more surprising.
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By analyzing the translation, we can conclude that translator most
probably was a person that studied Serbo-Croatian, more specifically its
Eastern form (that was frequently prioritized in Czech learning books),
or studied in new socio-political situation Serbian, rather its most
prestigious Ekavian form. On an official stamp we would expect to see
“Translator for Serbo-Croatian language” or “Translator for Serbian
language”, eventually even braver “for Serbian, Bosnian and Croatian
language”. I was very surprised to see that official stamp of translator
states “Translator for Bosnian and Montenegrin language” (see picture),
that means languages (or language variations) that are both strictly
Ijekavian. Moreover, back in times, when this translator got his official
stamp (2003), Montenegrin language did not even officially exist (official
recognition of Montenegrin related to the new constitution of Montenegro
in 2007), and only was a subject of emotional debates of its advocates and
opponents (and still is).

~ »
""'H—a__.__._.--""r-‘

From the above stated we can conclude, that translation to Bosnian was
done by translator with Ekavian, that means strictly Serbian language
competence, that however, for the reasons unknown to me, did not
include the only language that he (from the posthumus legacy of Serbo-
-Croatian) really knew. Still, he has a status of court translator of Bosnian
and Montenegrin granted by Czech court authority, both the languages
he — as we have seen — does not master... To put it differently, text
was translated to language that was not part of the assignment and that
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even is not present on the official stamp of the translator. Translator
masters the language he translated to only (Serbian), but does not master
languages he has on the official stamp (Bosnian and Montenegrin); topped
by the fact that nobody minds now, but might — if it is needed for some
reason — what can result in disallowance of translation... This situation
reminds us of “Cimrman”® mystification and is grotesque evidence of
abnormality of current state, that we wanted to point at in this chapter.

86 Jara Cimrman is Czech fictional polymath created in the 60ies of the 20 century by Zdenék Svérak
(*1936), Jifi Sebanek (1930—2007) and Karel Velebny (1931—1989) and became famous due to
the Theatre of Jara Cimrman. The performance of the mentioned theatre with the protagonist Jara
Cimrman and its fictional work was created by Zdenék Svérdk and Ladislav Smoljak (1931—2010).
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LANGUAGE POLICY IN MONTENEGRO
(FRAGMENTS OF THE FARCICAL SITUATION)

The dynamic language situation on the territory of former Yugoslavia,
and especially where literary Serbo-Croatian language has been spoken
(Serbia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro), has been observed
with great scientific interest for more than twenty years now. In the first
half of the 1990s Serbo-Croatian disappeared as a literary language — the
Croats completed their language emancipation within the independent
Croatian state (1991) and have since then uncompromisingly been calling
their language Croatian. At the same time, but a bit later, the Serbs
also returned to the old glossonym Serbian. The Bosnian Muslims, i.e.
the Bosniaks, in response to what had happened to the Serbo-Croatian
language with the Croats and the Serbs, renamed their language to Bosnian
(in Bosnian bosanski), but Serbian and Croatian linguists called it Bosniak
(6owreauku/bosnjacki). At the time Montenegro was following the path of
Serbia, as well as the Serbian part of Bosnia and Herzegovina (Republic
of Srpska). These are the only three states where Serbian language has
a leading role, which is only logical. Serbian literary language has two
phonetic versions, resulting from the reflection of the old phoneme “yat”:
Ekavian (in Serbia and to a limited extent also in Srpska), and Ijekavian (in
Montenegro and Srpska). It appears from the foregoing that at the level



CHAPTER 7

of standard language the main difference between Serbia and Montenegro
(i.e. the states which had formed the federation and later the confederation
in the period 1992—2006) is exactly the Ekavian, respectively the Ijekavian
pronunciation of the old Yat vowel. This is why we shouldn’t be surprised
that in the Montenegrin institutions, from 1974 on, it has always been
added to the name of the language (Serbo-Croatian, respectively Serbian)
that the official language of that state is with Ijekavian pronunciation (see
Krejci 2012), which, at the same time, is the most significant difference
between the standard languages of Serbia and Montenegro. And this also
became the first “bone of contention” among Serbian linguists.

II.

This dispute was well described by Robert D. Greenberg (2005: 77—98). As
regards the opinions in view of the new situation in the sphere of planning
the status, in his study Greenberg observed three main groups of Serbian
linguists: “1. Linguists supporting the status quo, who see the contemporary
Serbian language as a variant of Serbo-Croatian, and who believe that this
language should be naturally formed on the former Eastern variant of the
common language; 2. Neo-Vukovite linguists, who advocate the return
to the pure principles of 19 century Serbian reformers Vuk Karadzi¢ and
Dura Danici¢; 3. Orthodox linguists, who adopt the ideology of extreme
nationalism and require an ‘orthodox Serbian language’ and spelling”
(Greenberg 2005: 77).%” Greenberg pointed out prominent Serbian linguist,
Academician Pavle Ivi¢ (1924—1999) as a typical representative of the first
group; he considered, for example, Prof. Milo§ Kovacevi¢, Prof. Radoje
Simic, or the linguists from the Serbian Studies Section at the Faculty of
Arts in Niksi¢ (University of Montenegro) as “Neo-Vukovites”. According
to Greenberg, a typical representative of the orthodox Serbian linguists
from the third group was Prof. Radmilo Marojevic.

87 Orig.: “1. Jezikoslovci zagovaratel]l statusa quo, koji smatraju da je suvremeni srpski ]emk izdanak
srpsko- hrvatskoga i koji vjeruju da taj jezik treba nastajati prirodno iz bivse isto¢ne varijante
zajedniCkog jezika; 2. Jezikoslovci neovukovci, koji se zalazu za povratak Cistim nacelima
devetnaestostoljetnih reformatora srpskog ]e21ka Vuka Karadzi¢a i Pure Dani¢i¢a; 3. Ortodoksni
jezikoslovci, koji usvajaju ideologiju ekstremnog nacionalizma i zahtijevaju ortodoksnl srpski jezik’
i pravopis.”
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III.

As regards the language situation in Montenegro, and more specifically
the rivalry between the Ekavian and the Ijekavian pronunciation in the
Serbian national space, it is interesting that according to the author the
representatives of the first group supported the Ekavian norm not only
within the Republic of Serbia, but also anywhere else where Serbian was
the official language (“[...] this group of linguists always lobbied for
abandoning the Ijekavian variant and advocated the unification of the
Serbian language under one sole official pronunciation” — ibid.: 78).8¢ It is
understandable that such a view of the language situation posed a certain
danger to the traditional language standard in Montenegro, which was
purely Jjekavian — moreover the government of the Republic of Srpska of
the time (mainly Radovan Karadzi¢ and Momcilo Krajisnik) insisted on
introducing a Belgrade, i.e. Ekavian language standard as the official one for
all the Bosnia and Herzegovina territories, which were then under Serbian
control. This demand was put forward in 1993, it was legislatively processed
in 1996, however in the beginning of 1998 the then leaders of the Bosnian
Serbs repealed the controversial law and returned to the Ijekavian standard
at the official level.

The later Decisions No. 13 (2000), 37 and 38 (2003) of the Board
for Standardization of the Serbian Language (0d6op 3a cmaxdapduzayujy
cpnckoe jesuka), which discussed from various perspectives the equality
between the Ijekavian and the Ekavian norms of Serbian literary language,
played a significant role in the perception of the existence of two phonetic
variations of Serbian literary language. Decision No. 38, among other
things, contained the first nine articles of the Law on the Official Use of
Languages and Scripts (in the Republic of Srpska) of 1996, in which the
first eight articles delineated the public space (educational system, radio
and television, legislation, etc.), where Ekavian Serbian was imposed as
an official norm. However, actually nowhere an explicit intention was
expressed for a broader ban on Ijekavian and artificial imposition of
Ekavian, and we can back this up by citing Article 9: “Serbian language
of Ijekavian pronunciation, outside of use defined by this law, may be

88 Orig.: “[...] ta skupina jezikoslovaca uvijek iznova lobirala za napustanje ijekavskog izgovora
i zalagala se za ujedinjenje srpskoga jezika pod jednim jedinim sluzbenim izgovorom.”
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used without restriction” (Brbori¢c — Vuksanovi¢ — Gacevi¢ 2006: 218—
—219).8 Among the fierce defenders of the equality of the Ijekavian
norm, the largest number of linguists were from the second group (the
so-called Neo-Vukovites). A Montenegrin representative of this group was
for example Branislav Ostoji¢. At first glance, it could be assumed that the
defenders of the Ijekavian norm in Montenegro would turn into fighters for
the independence of the Montenegrin language standard. All the more so
because they did not have a strong position in the Board, “ideologically” the
Board was led by the linguists from the first group. However, this did not
happen, on the contrary — the Neo-Vukovites remained radical fighters
for Serbian linguistic unity and for its two phonetic versions having equal
rights. Greenberg (2005: 109) commented on this as follows: “After this
defeat of Montenegrin Neo-Vukovites there was no transition to the side of
those who advocated a separate Montenegrin language. Instead, it separated
them from the mainstream of linguistic circles and made them even more
vulnerable to attacks by the fraction of the advocates of independence.”%°
But, in the academic circles of Montenegro the so-called Neo-Vukovites
remained the strongest (pro)Serbian group. One of the results of their
(socio)linguistic activity, a direct reaction to the demands and the linguistic
(mis)interpretations made by the Montenegrin linguistic separatists
(Montenegrists), was the book Serbian Language Between Truth and
Deception (Cpncku je3ux usmehy ucmuHe u obmare, 2006) by Jelica Stojanovi¢
and Draga Bojovi¢. The authors looked at, and criticized the actions and the
language policy of the Montenegrin nationalistically oriented authorities,
the so-called “right” of every nation to call its language as it wishes,
referring to the fact that no such right exists, and that the claim for this
“right” also appeared first within the Serbo-Croatian space — in a well-
known Croatian Declaration on the Name and Status of the Croatian Literary
Language (1967),% as it had been proven by German linguist B. Groschel in
one of his studies (Stojanovi¢ — Bojovi¢ 2006: 29— 31).9

89 Orig.: “CprcKM je3suK MjeKaBCKOT M3rOBOpPA M3BaH yIOTpeGe yTBPheHe OBMM 3aKOHOM MOXKe Ce
KODUCTUTY 6e3 orpaHunyersa.”

90 Orig.: “Nakon tog poraza crnogorskih neovukovaca nije doslo do njihova prelaska na stranu onih koji
zagovaraju odvojeni crnogorski jezik. Umjesto toga, to ih je odvojilo od glavne struje jezikoslovnih
krugova i ucinilo ih jos$ ranjivijima za napade frakcije zagovaratelja nezavisnosti.”

91 For more see above Chapter 5.

92 Seealso: “In its program Montenegro in Front of the Challenges of Future, the Matrix [Montenegrina]
concludes: Montenegro and the Montenegrins have right and obligation to call their mother tongue
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IV.

Several times Milo§ Kovacevi¢ reacted to Montenegrin language claims.
He perceived Serbian language as multinational and pluricentric, and
looked for analogies with the sociolinguistic position of English or German
language (Kovacevi¢ 2003a: 7-8). He talked of the so-called Montenegrin
language in a separate chapter in the above quoted publication, called So
that’s the “Montenegrin” one (Takas nu je maj “ypHozopcku jesux” — ibid.:
163—199). This chapter is actually a harsh criticism of the Montenegrin
Grammar by Vojislav Nikcevié,?s which in Kovacevi¢’s opinion was non-
scientific, in many parts it shamelessly copied older Croatian, Serbian and
Serbo-Croatian grammars, and was full of errors and fabrications. In the
beginning of this chapter, Kovacevi¢ says: “If anyone in the linguistics
is known for persisting in writing about what he knows almost nothing
about — then, without a doubt, it is Vojislav Nikcevic. He is one of those
to who one cannot explain his ignorance, because an ignorant is ignorant
precisely because he thinks he knows what he does not know” (ibid.: 163).%
The very words of Nik€evi¢ about the equality between the vernacular
and the standard (or literary) language, which was, in his opinion,
specific namely and only for the Montenegrin language,® indicated the
lack of knowledge about linguistic patterns, criticized by Kovacevic.
The same words were later repeated by poet Branko Banjevié, chair of

by Montenegrin name and this needs to be a part of state politics” (orig.: “Y cBome mporpamy
UpHa Topa mpex m3asoBmma GyayhHOCTM Matwmija [1ipHOrOpckal je sawmyumia: Llpaa Topa u
LIpHOTOPIM MMajy MpaBo ¥ 06aBe3y [ja CBOj MATePHbM je3MK HA30BY IPHOTOPCKUM MMEHOM U TO
Tpeba Jja TOCTaHe AMO ApsKaBHe monmmTmre” — Samardzi¢ 2011: 20) or “In sociolinguistic way,
we can talk about a right of every nation to call their language by the name they want, based on
values that speakers of this language follow in defining its name. In this sense, there was nothing
surprising about the will of Montenegrin nation to call their language Montenegrin” (orig.: “V
COLMONMHTBUCTUIKOM CMMCITY, MO’KEMO TOBOPUTM O IIPaBy CBaKOI Hapofia [la CBOj je3MK HazoBe
VIMEHOM KOjMM >Keny, Ha OCHOBY BPMjeJHOCHMX CTaBOBa KOje TOBOPHMIIM jeHOT je3MKa ciujesie y
nedMHMCaby FeroBor Ha3mBa. Y TOM CMUCITY Huje GMII0 HUIITA YyAHO Y 5KeJb) IIPHOTOPCKOT Hapofa
[1a CBOj je3uK HazoBe npHOropcku” — Laki¢ 2013: 143)

93 HUKYEBWTH, B. IlpHoz0pcka 2pamamuka. TTogropuiia: JyK/baHCKa aKafieMMja HayKa M yMjeTHOCTH, 2001.

94 Orig.: “AKO je MKO y JIMHTBMUCTMIM IIO3HAT II0 TOMe IITO MCTPajaBa y MMUCAHM|MX O OHOME O UeMy
TOTOBO HMINTA He 3Ha — OHJa je To, 6e3 cyMibe, BojucnaB HukueBmh. OH criafia y oHe KojuMa je
Hemoryhe 06jaCHUTY He3Halbe, jep He3HaIMIA M jeCT He3HAIMIIA yIIPaBo [0 TOMe IITO MUCIM 1
3Ha OHO ILITO He 3HA.”

95 “(...) one can put a symbol of equality between Montenegrin vernacular and Montenegrin
literary language, what cannot be done with any of the European languages” (orig.: “[...] uamehy
LIPHOTOPCKOL' HAPOJHOL M LIPHOTOPCKOL KEbVKEBHOT je3MKa MOsKe [ce] CTaBUTM 3HAK jeJHAKOCTH,
mTo y EBporu Huje cnydaj HY ca jegHUM je3urom” — Nikcevié 2000: 19).
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the Committee for Standardization of the Montenegrin Language.®® In
another of his articles, Kovacevi¢ (2012: 303—323) also denounced the
non-scientific approach to creating a new Montenegrin grammar?’ and
Montenegrin spelling®, i.e. reference books, which should form the basis
of the desired Montenegrin standard language norm. Kovacevi¢ criticized
the political support for the so-called Montenegrin language in another
article, quoting, among other things, the words of Montenegrin politician
Miodrag Vukovi¢® and using them to prove the exclusively political, i.e.
non-linguistic reasons for creating the so-called Montenegrin language
(Kovacevi¢ — Séepanovi¢ 2011: 116). Danish linguist Per Jakobsen also saw
a political role in these social-political rather than linguistic processes,
saying: “The confusion around the name of language has been created by
political elites of individual countries who were trying, ‘from above’, to
influence the change of language. (...) The key term in all of this is nation
building” (Jakobsen 2010: 94).1°

V.

The activities of the Montenegrin language separatists, among which most
prominent and most fruitful in terms of number of publications was the
already mentioned literary scholar Vojislav Nikcevié, began in the 1990s.
In 1994 a group of Montenegrins led by the Montenegrin PEN Center

96 “Spelling of Montenegrin language is not a thing of agreement as in other areas. Literary language
and vernacular of the Montenegrins is the same, what is and exceptional case in the world. Because
of this cannot our Spelling be controversial, as it preserves natural characteristics of Montenegrin
language” (orig.: “IIpaBomMC IPHOTOPCKOT je3MKa HMje CTBap JOrOBOpa Kao y APYIMM CpefMHaMa.
KepyoreBHM M HapOIHM je3uK Kof LIpHoropala je MeHTHYaH, IITO je jeNVMHCTBEH CIIy4aj y CBUjeTy.
36or Tora Ham I[IpaBommC He MOXKe GMTM CIIOpPaH jep 4yBa NPMPOJHE OCO6MHE IPHOTOPCKOT
jeanra” — Banjevi¢ 2008: 111 — quote as per Kovacevi¢ 2012: 303).

97 YUPIUR, A. — IIPAFBKOBUR, M. — CWIIWR, J. I'pamamuka ypHo20pckoz2a je3uka. Ilopropuia:
MMHMCTApCTBO MPOCBjeTe M Hayke, 2010.

98 Ilpasonuc YpHO20pcKo2a je3uka U pjeduHUK UYpHO20pcKozd je3uka (npaeonucHu pjedHuk). TIpypemyimi
Mwnenko ITeposuh, Jocun Cunyh u Jbyamuiia BacvbeBa. [logropuia: MyHMCTapPCTBO [IPOCBjeTe 1
HayKe, 2009.

99 “Calling a language by any name is not a linguistic, but exclusively political question and
official language must be defined by dominant nation. It is logical that official language will be
Montenegrin” (orig.: “ViMeHOBalbe je3MKa Hyje IMHIBUCTHUUKO Beh MICK/bYUMBO MOIUTUUKO IMTAkbEe
¥ CIIy>KOEHM je3MK Ce MOpa YTBPAMUTHM 110 ZOMMHAHTHO] HalMju. JIOTMYHO je Jia CITy>KOeHM je3UK 6yne
npHoropcku” — quoted by Nikoli¢ 2007: 56).

100 Orig.: “KoHdy3ujy OKO HasMBa je3MKa Cy CTBOPMIIE IOJIMTUUKE eIMUTe IOjefVHMX 3eMajba Koje

Cy HacTojane ‘oo3ro’ Ia yTM4y Ha MPOMeHy je3aMKa. (...) KIbyuyHM mojam y cBemy ToMe je nation
building.”
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adopted a Declaration on the Constitutional Status of the Montenegrin
Language (Jezik kao domovina. Deklaracija Crnogorskog PEN centra o ustavnom
poloZaju crnogorskog jezika — see <http://www.montenet.org/language/
pen-decl.htm>), because the Montenegrins were the only nation on the
territory of the former Serbo-Croatian language whose mother tongue
bore the name of a foreign nation (see Neweklowsky 2010: 122 or Perovi¢
2011: 23). The declarers’ objective was that in the Montenegrin constitution
the glossonym Serbian be replaced with Montenegrin. In 1995, there was
also remarkable international support in the form of the Resolution of
the International PEN Center on the Montenegrin Language (Rezolucija
Medunarodnoga PEN centra o crnogorskomjeziku), which was prepared during
the 627 Congress of the International PEN Club held in Perth, Australia
(see <https://hr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Crnogorski_ jezik>). At that time, in
1995, at the initiative of the abovementioned PEN Center, a Committee for
Codification of the Montenegrin Language was established, and in 1997
Nikcevié¢ published a “fundamental work” (in the words of the quoted S.
Perovi¢) — Spelling of the Montenegrin Language (see Perovi¢ 2011: 23).
Even before the Spelling came out, Nikcevi¢ had already published a large
two-volume publication Montenegrin Language, in the first volume of
which he dealt primarily with the ethnogenesis of the Montenegrin nation
(Neweklowsky 2010: 123). However, Nikcevi¢’s abundant propaganda
activity and numerous published books also had their dark side — his
critics criticized the non-scientific and, euphemistically put, “specific”
approach to the scientific facts and topics he worked with and interpreted
in his own way in his articles and books (in which he dealt mainly with the
genesis of the Montenegrin nation and language). His main idea was to
prove that the Montenegrins were an entirely different ethnicity from the
Serbs, respectively that from a historical perspective their language had
nothing in common with Serbian language (Nikcevi¢ linked genetically the
Montenegrin language to Polabian)™3, etc. After Nikcevi¢’s death (2007),

101 HUMKYEBUR, B. [Ipasonuc ypHozopckoza jesuka. Ioaropuna: lIpaoropcku ITEH 1neHTap, 1997.

102 HVIKYEBUR, B. IlpHoezopcku je3uk. [eHe3a, munoinoeuja, paseoj, cmpykmypHe o0cobuHe, (pyHKyuje.
LleTrme: MaTulla IIpHOropcKa, ToM I. 1993, Tom II. 1997.

103 In a radio program of 1998 V. Nik¢evi¢ said: “Serbian language is originally Ekavian only and Serbs
did not have Ijekavian variant till migrations. Ijekavian was brought from the old homeland, from
today’s Eastern Germany. Prototype of Montenegrin language is Polabian language that died out in
18 century. Ancestors of Serbs brought only Ekavian from the South-Eastern Poland, that is in touch
with Belorussian Ekavism” (orig.: “Cprncky je3ux je M3BOPHO caMO €KaBCKM M [0 MMUIpalivja Cpou
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as the leading philologist-propagandist of full Montenegrin language
separatism can be considered Adnan Cirgi¢, Head of the Institute for
Montenegrin Language and Linguistics (Podgorica) and “the first doctor
of Montenegrin language” (Perovi¢ 2011: 24). This institution can be seen
as the centre of radical language Montenegrism. Radical in the sense that
its propagandists were aiming to create a language standard different
from the currently existing in Montenegro standard language, regardless
of whether we call it Serbian, Montenegrin, or even Serbo-Croatian. In
this respect, it is emblematic that three new phonemes and the respective
graphemes were introduced into the Montenegrin standard because they
were part of the Montenegrin vernaculars.* However these consonants
are specific to some vernaculars not only in Montenegro but also in
the Serbian areas. In addition to the application of these controversial
phonological phenomena Nikcevi¢ and his followers were aspiring to
a certain archaization of the language standard in Montenegro. It can
be summarized that the goal of this group of Montenegrists was exactly
the change of the existing standard language in Montenegro (this change
could also be called “literary” — see Lakic¢ 2013: 144).1%

HICY MManu ujeKaBuily. VjeKaBulia je JoHeceHa 13 paoTalibMHe, 13 JaHAIIEe UCTOYHe FbeMauke.
[IpOTOTHMI LPHOTOPCKOT je3MKa je TONabCKy je3uK Koju je M3ympo y 18. Bujeky. Ilpeun Cpba cy
TOHMjeM CaMo eKaBUIy 13 jyroucTouHe I107bCKe, Koja je y Be3u ca 6jelIopycKuM eKaBu3aMom” —
Interview 1998).

104 These are the palatal consonants [¢’], [3’] and afrikata [3] and their graphic equivalents S, 7,3 in
Latin, respectively C, 3’, S in Cyrillic (Compare Serbian Ekavian standard cexupa, 3eHuya, similarly
also mepamu, 2de (in Latin sekira, zenica, terati, gde), Serbian Ijekavian standard cjekupa, 3jeHuya,
similarly also mjepamu, 2dje (in Latin sjekira, zjenica, tjerati, gdje), and Montenegrin /Nikcevié—
Cirgi¢’s/ standard cekupa, 3’eHuya, similarly also hepamu, he (in Latin Sekira, Zenica, Cerati, de —
“axe”, “pupil”, “urge; drive”, “where”), where however the already existing phonemes are utilized
[h], respectively [h]).

105 In this respect, Adnan Cirgi¢ inequivocally said in an interview: “The name of Montenegrin language
does not cover Serbian content, this does not mean renaming the existing standard, but that it
implies a special standard and standardization. Politically speaking, in an independent state of
Montenegro, similarly to independent Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Serbia, and simply
by the same principle, the official language should be Montenegrin by the name of the state of
Montenegro, and would be at the same time language of all its citizens” (orig.: “¥ime npHOropcKOr
je3yKa He INOKpMBa CPIICKE Cafp’Kaje, TO He 3HauM IpeMMeHOBarbe NocTojeher cTaHIapha, Hero
[la TO TOoApasymumjeBa M 1oceGHy HOPMY M CTaHAAPAM3aLMjy. [TOMUTUYKM [IefjaHo, Y He3aBUCHO]
npskaBu LpHoj Topw, momyT He3aBucHe XpBaTcke, BocHe u XepueroBute u Cpbuje, jefHOCTaBHO
VCTMM IIPUHIUIIOM Tpebasio 6 a ciysk6eHy je3uk Oyzie IPHOrOPCKY [0 MMeHy ApskaBe LipHe [ope
KOju 61 610 MOfjeHAKO je3UK CBMX HheHMX rpahana” — Interview 2007).
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VL.

This approach was criticized not only by those denying the existence
of a Montenegrin language but also by some prominent Montenegrin,
Serbian, and European linguists. In relation to the newly emerged language
situation Rajka GluSica, Head of the study program in Montenegrin
Language and South Slavonic Literatures in the Faculty of Arts in Niksic¢,
accepted the term “restandardization” of the literary language, proposed
by Serbian linguist Ranko Bugarski (2009). According to Bugarski, the
process leading to creation of the new standard languages had three
phases: standardization, emergence of variants and restandardization
(GlusSica 2009: 23). More specifically, this means that: “The first phase
would correspond to the beginning of the monocentric standard language
ondialect base within the process of standardization (Serbo-Croatian in the
19t century), the second phase corresponds to the emergence of variants
within the process of variant establishment, and through this process
the language becomes pluricentric standard language (Serbo-Croatian in
the 20 century with two variants: Serbian and Croatian, and two literary
language expressions: Montenegrin and Bosnian-Herzegovinian); and
the third phase is a transformation of variants into standard languages
through restandardization (contemporary standard languages: Serbian,
Croatian, Bosnian and Montenegrin)” (ibid.).*¢ The quoted text clearly
shows that R. Glusica supported the existence of Montenegrin standard
language but did not agree with the ideas of Nik¢evié¢ and Cirgié¢ about
the very process of standardization and its result, a final “product”,
i.e. the form of the Montenegrin standard language, because to Cirgié
standardization meant “not necessarily renaming the existing standard,
but a specific norm and standardization” (see Note 105).

This view reveales the main methodological disagreement between
the representatives of the Montenegrists’ radical wing (closely linked to
the Montenegrin nationalistically oriented authorities and represented by

106 Orig.: “IIpBa asza 6M ofroBapana HaCTaHKy MOHOLIEHTPMUHOT CTaHAAPAHOT je3VKa Off AMaJIeKaTCKe
6aze IpOIECOM CTaHAapAM3alyje (CpICKOXpBAaTCKM Y XIX BMjeKy), Apyra OfroBapa pa3BHjaiby
BapyjaHaTa IIPOLIECOM BapMjaHTM3allMje, UMMe Taj je3MK IOCTaje MONMIEHTPMYAH CTaHLapAHU
je3aur (CPICKOXPBATCKM je3MK y XX BMjeKy Ca [BMje BapMjaHTe: CPIICKOM M XPBAaTCKOM U [Ba
KEbMFKEBHOje3MUKa M3pa3a: LPHOTOPCKMUM M 60CaHCKOXepIeroBauKyM); 1 Tpeha dasza npepcrasba
[peobIMKOBalbe BapujaHaTa Y CTAHAApAHE je3MKe I[yTeM pecTaHjapiu3anyje (HaHaIIEmbM
CTaHZAPHY je3UIM: CPIICKM, XPBATCKM, 6OCAHCKM M [IPHOIOPCKM).”
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the Institute for Montenegrin Language and Linguistics in Podgorica) and
the Montenegrists’ moderate or rather pragmatic wing (represented by the
Montenegrin Studies section at the Faculty of Arts of the University of
Montenegro in Niksi¢, in other words a “linguistic” group). Even though
both groups had the same goal (standardization of the language of the
Montenegrin nation under the name Montenegrin language, and taking
care about its development), the methods and the personal preferences
were so different that they led to mutual hostility. This was made obvious,
for example, by the following words of R. GluSica: “Nationalism produces
myths that are being uncritically accepted and that strengthen the national
identity, and the most favourite myth is the one about the dissimilarity
with the neighbours, division from them and independent existence
from the ancient times. This myth is basis for building the Montenegrin
language in the minds of Montenegrin language nationalists. The
Montenegrin language is an independent language idiom, as a special one
brought from the legacy of Polabian-Pomeranian area (today’s Eastern
Germany), created from the extinct Polabian language, has not a common
origin with other South Slavonic languages, and that is why it is different
from the neighbouring languages. All this is far from scientific truth
and very dangerous” (Glusica 2011: 116).17 After having read the words
of Prof. GluSica, we won't be surprised by the fact that she was also the
author of one of the many positive reviews of the book Language and
Nationalism (Jezik i nacionalizam) by Snjezana Kordi¢,*® and that similarly
she criticized the manifestations of Serbian nationalism. On the other
part, she was not of the same opinion as S. Kordi¢ when talking about the
relation between state (or nation) and language — R. GluSica said that
“in sociolinguistic and political view it would be natural that Montenegrin
state has Montenegrin name of its language, under condition that it has
speakers that see their language as Montenegrin. Language goes with

107 Orig.: “HamnyoHanM3aM INPOM3BOAM MMUTOBe KOjM Ce HEKPUTMUKM [PUXBATajy M KOjuMa ce
jaya HalMOHAIHMU UIEHTUTET, a HajOMWbEHMjM MUT jecTe OHaj O HECPOZHOCTM Ca CyCjefuMa,
OZIBOjeHOCTM Off EbMX M ayTOXTOHO IIOCTOjarbe Of JaBHMX BpeMeHa. YIPaBO Ha OBOM MUTY TDafu
Ce I[PHOTOPCKM je3UK y M3BefbM ILIPHOTOPCKMX je3MUKMX HalMOHAMMCTA. LIPHOTOPCKM je3MK je
AQYTOXTOH je3MUKM MIMOM, Kao IoceGaH JOHM]ET je M3 IpanocTojéuHe 13 Ilomabrpa-Ilomopja
(maHamIba MCTOUHA FheMauKa), HacTao je M3 M3YMPJIOT MOJIaNCKOr, Hema 3ajefIHUMYKO MOPMjeKIIo ca
IDYIVM jy’KHOCIIOBEHCKVM je3MIMMa, ITa ce 360T TOra M Pa3/MKyje Of APYIUX CYCjefHNX je3VKa. CBe
je TO fjasieKo off Hay4yHe MCTMHE ¥ BeoMa OIacHo.”

108 KORDIC, S. Jezik i nacionalizam. Zagreb: Durieux, 2010. Review by R. Glusica see Glusica 2011b, review
by the author of this book see Chapter 8.
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the state, shares a name with it and is given a strength and affirmation
of a stable and strong state” (Glusica 2009: 144, see also 145),° S. Kordi¢
in turn unequivocally supported the opinion that “national identity of
speakers is not a criterium for naming the language, f. e. a Swiss does
not speak Swiss, a Belgian does not speak Belgian, a Canadian does not
speak Canadian, an Austrian does not speak Austrian, an Argentinian does
not speak Argentinian and so on” (Kordi¢ 2010: 127).%° We wouldn’t be
surprised either by the words of A. Cirgié, at a conference organized by
the Montenegrists’ radical wing, about R. Glusica: “There might be those
among you that ask why there are for example no representatives of the
Department of Montenegrin Language in Niksi¢ at this round table, and
why there are no linguists from this department? When we were preparing
this round table, they all were informed about it in advance and received an
official invitation. However, we were said that there is nobody interested
among them. It is beyond question to ask why Montenegro have such
a department for the Montenegrin language at all” (Cirgi¢ 2011: 16).

VII.

Roughly the same position as R. Glusica’s was maintained, for example,
by Norwegian Slavonic and Serbo-Croatian scholar Svein Mgnnesland.
He said the following about the ideas of radical Montenegrists: ‘(...)
I don’t believe that future standard language in Montenegro will be
the same as the one that was offered by professor Nikcevié, but that it
will be based on language that is nowadays in media, literature and so

109 Orig.: “COUMONMHIBMCTUYKM M NOMUTUUKM 6MI0 6M NPMPOSHO [a LPHOTOPCKA ApKaBa MMa
LIDHOTOPCKO MMe CBOT je3MKa, I0f YCJIOBOM Ja MMa TOBODHMKE KOjM CBOj je3MK CMaTpajy
LIDHOTOPCKMM. Je3MK MJe ca IP>KaBoM, JMjesi MIMe ca FbOM, 110 YeMy My CHary 1 abmpmanujy jaje
CTabuIIHa ¥ jaka gp>kaBa.”

110 Orig.: “nacionalna pripadnost govornika nije kriterij za nazivanje jezika, npr. Svicarac ne govori
Svicarski, Belgijanac ne govori belgijski, Kanadanin ne govori kanadski, Austrijanac ne govori
austrijski, Argentinac ne govori argentinski itd.”

111 Orig.: “Moskza ¥Ma faHac Meh)y Bama OHMX KOjy Ce IMTAjy 3alllTO Ha OBOME OKPYITIOM CTOJy HeMa
Ha IpMMjep HujefHOra NpefcTaBHYMKa KaTenpe 3a LIPHOTOPCKM je3yK y HuKmmhy ¥ 3amTo Hema
JIMHTBMCTA C Te KaTenpe? KaJ CMO IIPUIIPEMany OBaj OKPYINIM CTO, CBM Cy OHM GIIarOBPEMEHO
o6aBMjeIITeHn 0 bemy U yiyheH UM je 3BaHMYaH 1M03uB 3a ydemthe. Ho pedero Ham je ma mehy
IbJIMa HeMa 3a/fHTePeCcOBaHMX. VI3/IMIIHO je IOoC/Iyje Tora I0CTaB/baTy uTabe mTo he IpHOj T'opn
VOIIIITe TaKBa KaTefpa 3a LIPHOTOPCKY je3UK.”
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on, what does not diminish its historical role” (Interview 2006),"> and
just like M. Kovacevié, S. Mgnnesland also criticized (only a little more
moderately) the non-scientific views of V. Nikcevi¢, saying about him
that “[since] the beginning of 90s, he published a series of papers about
history and grammar of Montenegrin language, often with polemical
tones, and not always on the most scientific bases” (Mgnnesland 2009:
127).m3 About Prof. Glu$ica’s view the Norwegian Slavonic scholar said:
“In my opinion, prof. Glusica gave a very realistic picture of the current
situation. (...) It was quite wise to point out the need to include Ijekavian
pronunciation into norm in Montenegro, and that the valid spelling of
1960 was out of date. She pointed to a negative tendency in other areas,
thinking, probably, of the Croatian and Bosnian standard, to make as
many differences as possible among the new standard languages, hoping
that the Montenegrin linguists would not make this mistake, but would
standardize the actual state. In the standardization, ‘it is necessary to
rely on forms that are of national origin and generally accepted. To
consider only those solutions that are validated widely in literature
and other functional styles.’ I agree with that” (Interview 2006).4
Mo¢nnesland characterized the Montenegrin standard language of the
1990s as one of the two Ijekavian versions of Serbian language (the
second was the Serbian Ijekavian standard in Bosnia and Herzegovina)
(M¢nnesland 2009: 125). As regards the Montenegrin language situation
later he also observed three “schools” — 1. Nikcevié’s Montenegrin, 2.
Glusica’s Montenegrin, and 3. Serbian. According to M¢nnesland (2009:
128), the “most well-known linguist in Montenegro” Prof. Branislav
Ostoji¢, co-author of Ijekavian Serbian Spelling (1993)"5 and History of

112 Orig.: “(...) He Bjepyjem 1a he 6ynyhm cTangapaum jesmk y LpHoj Topy 6UTH jefHAK KEbMKEBHOM
je3mKy Koju je mpenoskmo podecop Hukuesnh, Beh ma he ce 6a3upari Ha je3nKy Kakas je JaHac y
Me[yijama, TUTepaTypy UTH., IITO He YMakbyje UCTOPUjCKY YIIOTy Eheroy.”

113 Orig.: “Od pocetka 90-ih objavio je niz radova o povijesti i gramatici crnogorskog jezika, Cesto
s polemi¢nim tonovima, a ne uvijek na najstru¢nijoj osnovi.”

114 Orig.: “Tlo MoM cxBaTamy rpod. [Jymmia je Jjana caCBMM peaHy CIIMKY Cafalllibe cuTyanyje. (...)
CacBMM yMjecHO je yKa3ala Ha I0oTpeby Ia ce MjekaBuila HOpmupa y LipHoj T'opy, Te za je Bakehn
MIPAaBOMMC U3 1960. roAMHe 3acTapyo. YKaszasa je Ha HeraTMBHY TeHIEHUM]y y APYTMM CpefjHaMa,
mucnehy Basbia Ha XpBAaTCKY 1 60CAHCKY CTAH[apH, [a Ce HallpaBy LITO BUIIIe pas3nKa Mehy HOBUMM
CTaH[APIHMM je3UIMa, Hafjajyhy ce Ia IPHOTOPCKM JIMHIBMCTY He 6 HallpaBW/IM TY IPeIlKy, Beh
he HOpMMpaTV CTBAapHO CaBpeMeHO CTarbe. [Ipy HOpMMpArby ‘Tpeba ce OCJIOHMTM Ha OOJIMKe KOjy
Cy ONIITeHapOfHM M onmTenpuxBaheHn. Y3uMaTy y 063Mp caMo OHa pjelllerba Koja cy MoTBpheHa y
IIMPOKO] YIIOTPE6H Y INTEPATypu M APYrMM (QYHKIMOHATHMM CTMIOBMMA’. C TUM ce CllaskeM.”

115 CMMUE, P. — BOPUR, B. — KOBAYEBV'R, M. — OCTOJU'R, B. — CTAHOJYU'R, 3K. [Ipasonuc cpnckoz
jesuka ca pjeuHukom. Beorpay, — Hukuih: YHMpeKC, 1993.
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the Montenegrin Expression of Literary Language (2006),¢ was outside
the three listed schools. Ostoji¢’s views were by no means Montenegristic,
i.e. he did not mean to create a new Montenegrin standard with his book,
but rather wanted to pay attention to the significant differences between
the Jjekavian versions within the Serbian language territory (ibid.: 130).

VIII.

So far, we have made a basic juxtaposition of the views: 1. of two strongly
nationally oriented groups — the Serbian “Neo-Vukovites” and the
radical Montenegrists, and 2. of two Montenegristic trends — pragmatic,
or “linguistic”, and radical, or “literary”. However, how do the Neo-
Vukovites and the pragmatic Montenegrists perceive each other? Judging
from R. GluSica’s anti-nationalistic statements, given above, it could be
expected that the familiar proverb “The enemy of my enemy is my friend”
would not apply to this situation. M. Kovacevié said about R. GlusSica, that
she was “one of the few linguists that had stood behind the political project
of Montenegrin language” (Kovacevi¢ — Séepanovi¢ 2011: 87),%7 and for
example the constitutional definition of the Montenegrin language,®
accepted by R. Glusica without any remarks,” was commented on by
M. Kovacevi¢ in his typical ironic way.20

116 OCTOJU'R, B. icmopuja ypH020pcKoz KrblesHoje3udkoe uspasa. Ilopropuna: LIV, 2006.
117 Orig.: “jenaH of pMjeTKMX JIMHIBMUCTA KOjM je CTA0 M3a MONMUTUUKOTL MIPOjeKTa LIPHOTOPCKOT je3uKa.”

118 Article 13 of the new Montenegrin constitution (October 2007): the official language in Montenegro
is Montenegrin. Cyrillic and Latin script has equal status. Serbian, Bosnian, Albanian and Croatian
can be used in official relations. (orig.: “Cny>x6eun je3uk y LipHoj [Opy je IIPHOTOPCKM je3MK.
RUPMIIMYHO 1 TATMHMYHO MMCMO Cy PaBHOIIPABHM. Y CIIY>KOEHO] YIOTPe6M Cy M CPIICKM, GOCAHCKH,
abaHCKM ¥ XPBATCKY je3uk” — see Chapter 5 or Krejci 2012: 158).

119 “Article 13 says that the official language is Montenegrin, that Cyrillic and Latin script has equal
status, and that Serbian, Croatian, Bosnian and Albanian are used in official relations. Such
a constitutional definition of official language and languages in official use steamed from the need to
solve this problem on democratic bases in multinational, multi-lingual, and, first of all, in politically
divided Montenegro. Obviously, the policy of language pluralism, which supports linguistic diversity,
is in effect, but Montenegrin language is primarily promoted and legally protected as an expression
of national identity” (orig.: “V Y. 13 cToju Jia je CIIy>KOGeHM je3UK LIPHOTOPCKYM, Ia CY paBHOIIPaBHe
hupunmnIia 1 TaTMHNUIE, Te ja CY Y CIY>KO6eHOj YIIOTpeby CPIICKY, XPBATCKM, GOCAHCKM ¥ alGaHCKU.
OBaKBO YCTaBHO JeyHMCAIbe CIYKOEHOT je3MKa U je3MKa y CIIy’KOeHOj YIoTpe6y HacTajo je M3
noTpebe Aa ce y BUIIEHAIMOHATHOj 1 BUIIIeje3MUKOj, @ IIpMje CBera IONMUTHUUKM OoAMje/beHOj LIpHoj
Topw, Ha JeMOKPATCKM HauyMH pujel oBa IpobieMaTyka. OUMITIefHO [ je Ha CHa3y MOIMTMKA
je3aMyKor ITypaan3Ma KojoM ce IOfprKaBa je3udKa PasHOIMKOCT, ajly Ce IIpMje CBera IPOMOBMIIe 1
[IPaBHO IITHUTY [PHOTOPCKY je3UK Kao M3pas HaLMOHAIHOT ueHTMTeTa” — Glusica 2009: 27).

120 “That ‘uniqueness of Montenegrin language’ was confirmed by constitutional regulation (definition),
that for sure is ‘unique in the world’, as Montenegrin is certainly the only one from the languages
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IX.

In conclusion we can say the following: there are currently three main
trends in Montenegro, which are active in the polemics about the
language policy in Montenegro itself: 1. Radical Montenegristic wing,
related to the views of the “father” of the Montenegrin language Vojislav
Nikcevi¢, and united around the ideologically close institutions such as
Matrix Montenegrina (Matica crnogorska) in Cetinje, the Montenegrin
PEN Center, or the Institute for Montenegrin Language and Linguistics
in Podgorica, headed by Adnan Cirgié. This wing can be described as led
by moderate to radical nationalism and, using “language engineering”
methods, imposing its romantic views of the Montenegrin standard
language as an entirely specific South Slavonic language. Outside
Montenegro they are supported, for example, by several Croatian linguists,
who participate even personally in the realization of their language
intentions. The involvement of foreign specialists in their favour (for
example, Croats Josip Sili¢ /Grammar and Spelling/ and Ivo Pranjkovi¢
/Grammar/, or Ukrainian Lyudmila Vasileva /Spelling/) is typical of this
wing; 2. Pragmatic (realistic) Montenegristic wing, primarily related to
linguists Rajka Glusica, Igor Laki¢, and the study program Montenegrin
Language and South Slavonic Literatures in the Faculty of Arts in Niksi¢.
This wing can be described as led by objective (socio)linguistic criteria,
linguistic (pragmatic) opportunism to moderate nationalism, and
sociolinguistic realism, based on scientific theories which justify the views
supporting the independence of the Montenegrin language as one of the
four “political” languages built on the so-called Central South Slavonic
diasystem (i.e. the former Serbo-Croatian language). Outside Montenegro
their views somewhat coincide, for example, with the views of Serbian

of the world mentioned in constitution that is ‘official language’, but not ‘language used in official
relations’. Constitution of Montenegro sees ‘Montenegrin’ as an ‘official language’, but does not
include it in the ‘languages used in official relations’, as it enumerates there: Serbian, Croatian,
Bosnian and Albanian. Thus, ‘the Montenegrin language’ is constitutionally unique language in the
world because it is ‘the official language’, which is not ‘the language used in official relations’”
(orig.: “Ta ‘jemMHCTBEHOCT LIPHOTOPCKOL je3MKa’ CBOjy je MOTBpAY FO6MIIA M Y YCTABHOj Ofpencu
(medmHMIIMjN), KOja 3a1CTa jecTe ‘jeIMHCTBEHA Ha CBUJETY’, jep je ‘IIpHOrOpCKM’ BjepoBaTHO jeqyIHA
Off CBUMX Y YCTaBy 3allMCaHMX je3UKa Y CBUjeTY ‘CIysKOeHM je3uk’, anmy He U ‘jesuK y CIysKOeHO]
yrnoTpebu’. VeraB LpHe [ope, Hamme, cMaTpa [a je ‘IPHOTOPCKM’ ‘CIIy>K6EHM je3MK’, anu ra He
[IOZBOAM IO ‘je3uKe y CIIy>KOeHOj yroTpeby’, Hero Tamo Habpaja: CPIICKY, XPBATCKY, 60CAHCKM U
anbaHcku. Tako je eTo ‘IPHOrOPCKU je3uK’ YCTABHO YHMKATAH je3UK Y CBUjETY, jep je ‘cysr6ern
jesuk’, Koju Huje ‘je3uK y caysrbeHoj yrnorpebu’” — Kovacevié¢ 2012: 303—304).



LANGUAGE POLICY IN MONTENEGRO (FRAGMENTS OF THE FARCICAL SITUATION)

linguist Ranko Bugarski, or Norwegian linguist Svein Mgnnesland;
3. (Pro)Serbian wing, with partially “Neo-Vukovite” orientation,
primarily related to the study program Serbian Language and South
Slavonic Literatures in the Faculty of Arts in Niksi¢, to Matrix Serbica —
Association of the members in Montenegro (Matica srpska — Drustvo
clanova u Crnoj Gori), and to linguists such as Branislav Ostoji¢, Jelica
Stojanovic or Draga Bojovi¢. This wing can be described as led by objective
(socio)linguistic criteria and moderate to radical language nationalism,
based on scientific theories which justify the views supporting the thesis
that the language of Serbs and Montenegrins spoken in Montenegro is
Serbian or, more precisely, Montenegrin expression of Serbian literary
language. Outside Montenegro, they are supported by many Serbian
linguists who often participate personally in the polemics against the
propagandists of Montenegrin language separatism. Their views coincide,
for example, with those of Serbian linguist Milo§ Kovacevic.

X.

In the near future, it will be interesting to follow the development of the
rivalry between the two Montenegristic wings, and to what extent will the
Serbian wing succeed in achieving constitutionally equal status for Serbian
language alongside Montenegrin. We have to add that the Serbian claims
are totally reasonable, because we have to take into account the fact that,
according to the latest census (2011), Serbian is still the most common
language in Montenegro, as it was indicated by 43 % of the population,
while Montenegrin — by only 37 %. And even though it may be expected
that as a result of the focused anti-Serbian state propaganda the number
of Montenegrins declaring their language as Montenegrin will increase,
the number of citizens indicating Serbian as their language shouldn’t fall
below 30 %, given the ethnic structure of the Montenegrin population,
so its significance from the perspective of Montenegro’s entire territory
shouldn’t be reduced radically nor marginalized.

121 See http://sr.wikipedia.org/wiki/IlpHa_T'opa.






CHAPTER 8

LANGUAGE AND NATIONALISM
(SNJEZANA KORDIC'S POINT OF VIEW)

SnjeZana KORDIC: Jezik i nacionalizam. Zagreb: Durieux, 2010, 430 p., ISBN
978-953-188-311-5.

Short, but appropriate name of the book, written by Croatian linguist
Snjezana Kordi¢, promises answers to many questions anybody who is
aware of (or is in process of getting know) the South-Slavoniclanguage area
must ask. Themes this book is discussing are not connected to language
development of former Yugoslavia after 1990 only, even though the main
aim of author is to analyze language and national relations between the
Croats, Bosniaks, Serbs and Montenegrins. Attentive and (in Slavonic
Studies) specialized reader will experience many flashes of current and
past or already faded problematic relations, sometimes mainly national,
sometimes more about language, affecting ordinary and political decision
making in other Slavonic countries. Book brings more light into many
language-connected steps of professional linguists mainly in Croatia and
denudes their political or even politicking calculations that stands behind
such decisions and on that Kordi¢ mercilessly points at, and judges
them based on richly quoted specialized (socio)linguistic literature as
academically disputable, unscientific and quasi-scientific. Book is divided
to three main parts: Language purism (p. 9—68), Pluricentric standard
language (p. 69—168) and Nation, identity, culture, history (p. 169—379).
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A respectable list of literature (p. 381—407) and registers of names and
terms (p. 409—428) follow. Monography is concluded with a two-page
introduction of author, where we (among other things) get to know that
author is from Osijek in Slavonia, and that she left for Germany after
absolving her PhD. studies (1993) and gave lectures for fifteen years at
universities in Bochum, Miinster, Berlin and Frankfurt/Main.

In part devoted to language purism author describes in detail what
is language purism, how it is being expressed, what are the arguments
of puristically-oriented linguists and how they promote their thoughts in
particular national community. At many places she compares situation in
Croatia after 1990 with situation in Germany at times, when this country
was controlled by the ideology of Hitler’s NSDAP, and she finds many
interesting parallels. Already in this first part of the book it is obvious that
her view of standard language, its place in a national community and roles
linguists should play in such community, is based on principle of minimal
intervention, so she could be seeing (and criticizing) many signs and
approaches she criticizes when talking about Croatian purists, even when
talking about other, more prescriptive-oriented advocates of greater or
lesser control of language. Many arguments, that SnjeZana Kordi¢ provides
against Croatian purists, are very similar to those of Vaclav Cvrcek, that
in his monography Regulation of Language and The Concept of Minimal
Intervention (Regulace jazyka a Koncept minimdIni intervence, 2008) opposes
views of Czech linguists that look at question of standard language from
the point of theory of language culture, according to Cvréek imperfect and
in some parts dangerously close to purist views, even though the theory of
language culture set itself against purism at the beginning. Typical signs
that author blames her colleagues for are f. e. creating and affirming the
feeling of endangerment of Croatian language, aspiration to clean it from
foreign elements, aspiration to protect its purity via regulation (support of
function of the so-called lectors, de facto censors of language, that £. e. patrol
in media so no unwilling words will be used), widening and fostering of
a false feeling that the Croats in fact does not master their standard language
or master it incorrectly, what leads in effect to communication frustration of
speakers, that come under this impression because of the lack of information,
further the impression that (some) linguists are the “chosen ones” and the
only ones that perfectly master the correct Croatian standard norm, giving
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priority to symbolic function of language instead of communication, or
applying subjective esthetic criteria in evaluation of language signs (see f. e.
contests for a most beautiful newly-created Croatian word).

Second part of the book is dealing with at first sight more difficult
question — how to name the language that is being spoken in Croatia, and
what is its relation to language or languages of the Serbs, Montenegrins
and Bosniaks, that means languages that are the closest to Croatian in
this sense. Based on solid socio-linguistic analysis, Kordi¢ concludes (or
we should say: advocates the opinion she has had for a long time) that
the four named nations are speaking one standard language and this
standard language has four national variants: Serbian, Croatian, Bosniak
and Montenegrin. Character of this language is in line with socio-linguistic
classification polycentric (or pluricentric) and author of this book blames
linguists, that are — from different reasons — opposing or keeping
this fact back, for unscientific approach, no regards to the reason being
ignorance (lack of specialized background) or intention (politics). According
to author, the question of naming this language in specialized linguistic
discourse cannot be understood as a complex problem, because a name
Serbo-Croatian (Serbo-Croatian srpskohrvatski/hrvatskosrpski jezik; Russian
cepboxopsamckuii si3vik; German serbokroatische Sprache; French langue serbo-
croate) is in practice being used for 150 years already, and therefore there
is no reason for stepping aside from this fixed term. Kordi¢, of course,
states more arguments for this name, answering her opponents at the
same time. For example she replies to the blame that the name Serbo-
-Croatian is not taking into consideration two nations that are speaking
this language, with claim that names of languages almost never reflects
names of all the nations that are speaking them, and speaking about Serbo-
-Croatian, she interprets this composite term — quoting Dalibor Brozovi¢
(1988) — as two components determining geographical area where this
language is spoken, that means Serbia in the East, Croatia in the West (and
Bosnia and Montenegro in the middle) — p. 129. She compares situation
of Serbo-Croatian almost exclusively with situation of English, German,
Spanish, Portuguese, French, but as well Hindi, where she also arguments
with a fact, that these are pluricentric standard languages that are being
spoken in more states, without anybody calling for specific name for his
national or state variant.



CHAPTER 8

At this place we would like to argue that states where the above-
mentioned languages are spoken outside of the mother country (outside
of Great Britain, Germany, Spain, Portugal, France), did not apply in
history that type of nationalism that we know from the Slavonic countries
(so-called Eastern, cultural, ethnical nationalism). Societies there are,
on the other hand, typical example of so-called Western nationalism,
aiming at creation of the so-called political, territorial nation (the
Americans, Australians, Austrians, Swiss, Argentinians, Brazilians...).
According to our opinion, it is important for understanding why nobody
there is disputing the principle that “national identity of speakers is not
a criterium for naming the language, f. e. a Swiss does not speak Swiss,
a Belgian does not speak Belgian, a Canadian does not speak Canadian,
an Austrian does not speak Austrian, an Argentinian does not speak
Argentinian and so on” (p. 127). This is, among other things, reason why
there are practically no ambitions for formulation of nationally-oriented
claims and “rights” to name one’s own language in this countries, what
is so different from Slavonic world, where the “holy trinity” of ethnic
nationalism is being practically unexceptionally applied: one independent
state (let’s say Montenegro), one independent nation (the Montenegrins),
one independent language (Montenegrin) — preferably even one unique
national belief (Montenegrin Orthodox Church) — all terminologically
allied; fulfilling of this trinity (tetrad) is then a goal of every real
nationalist, no matter where he comes from. However, from not so far
history we know that Slavonic attempts to create one political nation
with more ethnical nations based only on sharing common state area
were not successful (Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia). Comparison of post-
Serbo-Croatian situation with the above mentioned Western European
examples is accurate in terms of typology of studied area (characteristic
of studied languages, their classification), however, according to our
opinion, ethno-psychological, socio-political and historical background
cannot be compared, so the final analogy is deformed. From the point of
view of the so-called national psychology would deeper probes to other
Slavonic nations be more beneficial — either to their mutual relations
or to their inner problems with separatism (f. e. the Bulgarians and
Macedonians, Czechs and Slovaks, Ukrainians and Rusyns, Ukrainians
and Russians, Moravian expressions in Czechia, Silesian in Poland). The
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question of language plays important role there as well and opinions like
“if T consider myself ethnically different, then I need to speak different
language, no matter if this is linguistically correct or not. If not, then I will
argue with law to speak differently or at least to call my language in any
way, if I consider myself to be ethnically someone else.” From the non-
Slavonic Balkan probes of analogical problematic areas, we might consider
including language situation of the Romanians, Moldovans, Aromanians
or look more closely at it in the Albanian national scope (mainly Albania,
Kosovo and North-Western Macedonia). We are, however, aware that
author was following mainly those analogical or illustrational examples
that she had a deep knowledge of thanks to her studies.

Snjezana Kordi¢, thanks to her consistency, could not omit the
question why are (not only) Croatian linguists committing such an
extensive falsification in their area of specialization. Answer is simple
here, too: nationalism. And if nationalism stands behind the unscientific
attitude to language study, Kordi¢ is rightfully asking if, or eventually
how is nationalism as a predominant binding social idea impacting other
areas of the society, how it forms it and influences. That is why is the
third and largest part of the book aimed at questions of national and
cultural identity (and the role of language in these questions), both in
synchronic and diachronic way. Author broadens linguistic orientation of
this book in many chapters and starts with a wide critique of nationalism
from the point of history, political science, sociology or philosophy.
And even though she — as in other chapters of her book — backs her
arguments from more than a half in the opinions of specialists in this
area, we cannot resist the feeling that Kordi¢ is in her quotations only
repeating parlour philosophizing of civilization-malady critiques.

What I have in mind: to criticize nationalism and mainly its extreme
forms is, naturally, correct and we can hardly oppose this Croatian linguist
here. Experience from war conflicts in former Yugoslavia in the first half
of 90s is saying for itself. But Kordi¢ is, with a typical consistency, starting
a critique of the so-called unharmful forms of nationalism — patriotism,
love of homeland, national proudness... Nationalism (no regards if in
“soft” or extreme form) is being criticized by Kordi¢ mainly with regards to
lies, myths and fabrications that accompanied creation of today’s nations
chiefly in 19* century, but that people believe in till today, what is caused
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by nationalistic-oriented educational system of criticized countries that
is created and cherished by nationalistic-oriented governments (author
contrasts criticized Croatia or other post-Yugoslav countries with
primarily Germany and other Western-European countries). And Kordi¢
essentially hates a lie as a platform of solidarity of a particular national
society as she is aware that this lie is not caused by ignorance of laics (and
therefore excusable in some way) but was and is politically-calculated
by intellectual elites, including scientists (and therefore contemptible).
This is, according to her, contrary to the role of intellectual in the society.
However, to attack — among other things — even sport (p. 362—363) as
an environment where the lowest, and by quoted authorities mainly men
chauvinistic instincts and passions are being shown, seems distant from
otherwise sober and precisely-constructed argumentation of author. And
it is not important that these attacks are being almost in full taken over
from other literature by Kordic¢. The very two-page subchapter about sport
set within complexly-concepted chapter Nationalism is, according to our
opinion, the weakest point of this book and suggests that author should
cautiously think the wideness of applied multidisciplinary approach over,
as high specialized standard from the linguistic or cultural-historical
parts might be in chapters devoted to more distant disciplines regrettably
lowered, no regards to the fact, that Kordi¢ is anxiously sticking to quotes
of authorities in these disciplines — expert in those fields would surely be
able to find other authorities that could question opinions of the quoted
ones. Human’s desire to unite, create interest groups is natural, it is
not important if the common element is religion, nationalism, football,
collection of marks or even possession of a special model of automobile.
Our examples are disparate and incomparable in content, but the basis
is the same — these are the platforms that enable a group of human
beings to unite, create a fellowship based on a common shared idea
or interest. This is connected to an ambition to prove oneself, to do
something others will remember, to be better, cleverer, faster, stronger,
richer, more powerful, successful or popular (and so on) than somebody
else. And all these natural human ambitions (that can be caricature very
easily as their manifestations are indeed often ridiculous) are being in
fact rejected by Kordic’s critique of sport, according to her nationalized,
even though the very same sport offers a range of options how to



LANGUAGE AND NATIONALISM (SNJEZANA KORDIC'S POINT OF VIEW)

eliminate these natural instincts without the losing side being hurt in
any way, or even endangered on life (about the role of sport as a kind
of a “valve” of soft, unharmful forms of nationalism is being discussed
by for example Serbian linguist Ranko Bugarski in publication Nova lica
jezika /2009: 82—83/). It would be probably unrealistic to expect that the
international representational sport matches would be cancelled only to
eliminate all sorts of potential manifestations of patriotism, nationalism,
chauvinism, or also racism. Sport, after all, is carried out at club level as
well, including international competition, and disproportional national
or club fanaticism, accompanying some sport matches (even within one
national community!) is still one and the same coin, but from the other
side. Every country has its own laws and police to oppress, judge and
punish socially improper manifestations of support.

We cannot omit this Croatian linguist’s style of work with secondary
literature. Many chapters are being created by Kordi¢ in fact by taking
others’ quotes over, thus a reader has a feeling that author works as some
kind of “manager of others’ thoughts” only. Although intertextuality
is typical for specialized works, we cannot avoid a feeling of some
disproportion while reading the book Language and Nationalism. Is it
possible to advocate this attitude in any way? Despite the mixed feelings
we have in this regard, we think yes. To understand this, we need to
get familiar in basic features with disputes that SnjeZana Kordi¢ has
for more a decade with protagonists of official Croatian language and
linguist strategy, and mainly with diction of mutual critical remarks. In
light of this cannot the disproportionally frequent and excessive quoting
of author be viewed as inability of author to write her own text on this
topic (that would, after all, be a very audacious claim, as Kordi¢’s rich
publication activity, mainly in magazine KnjiZevna republika is suggesting
something different — continuous interest in the topic and her long-
term and systematic study), but more like a form of defense, protected by
unquestionable foreign authorities (let’s mention Groschel, Kloss, Gliick,
Ammon, Haarmann, Friedman, Hobsbawm, Thomas, Sundhaussen and
others). It is defense of experienced linguist “chess master”, that knows
from her own experience that her opponents could easily attack herself
(as they do it in their reaction after all), not needing to pay attention to
specific denial of her claims, while it is more difficult to attack verbally
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and without counterargument the biggest world authorities in the field.
One author’s remark by the register of terms is indicative and eloquent
for the whole heated dispute: “Based on experience, we can expect that in
reactions to the book there will be inaccurate quotations without stating
pages these claims should be on. That is why was this detailed register
of terms prepared, so a reader could easily verify all the places, where
a term is occurring. It is possible that this register of terms will work as
a prevention to fabrications of non-existing claims” (p. 417).

Book Jezik i nacionalizam is specific, and in terms of content and
bold polemic tone a unique South-Slavonic contribution to discussion
about language situation in former Yugoslavia. Snjezana Kordi¢ brings
in it — what exactly? In one of many reactions to the book, that
author of these lines read, was mentioned a statement, that Kordi¢ is
“discovering America”, when she from the beginning to the very end
assiduously states, that Croats, Bosniaks, Montenegrins and Serbs speak
four national variants of one standard language. But, is it not enough?
In the mirror of what was done about language in former Yugoslavia in
the past two decades and what is still being done there, her book is more
than discovering America a loud shout that “the king is naked” — Kordi¢
publicly, non-ambiguously and unscrupulously states what was widely
accepted before 1990 and what a great part of Yugoslav society more or less
sensed and still sense, but was afraid to say and advocate publicly in the
new socio-political circumstances formed by nationalists (there are some
exceptions, of course). After all, even that America was not discovered by
Columbus, but from the point of view of European discovery-path history
just re-discovered, not speaking about the fact, that its real existence was
arbitrary to such discovery cruises. And, similarly, according to Kordi¢
and based on scientific arguments that author patiently tolerates on 400
pages, Serbo-Croatian objectively and truly exists, no regards to how
eagerly are nationalistically thinking linguists on the Slavonic South
trying to prove otherwise. Whatever is our opinion on this issue, book is
undoubtedly one of the most important and useful publications that are
discussing the analyzed topic. At least it forces us to think, and that is
something.



SUMMARY

The first chapter South Slavonic Languages (General Overview) is general
overview of South Slavonic languages, their classification, phonetics and
phonology, grammar, but also the graphical systems used in the South
Slavonic area.

The second chapter Selected Czech Handbooks of Serbo-Croatian
from 60s, 70s and 80s (Sociolinguistic Analysis) is dedicated to didactical
topic. This text analyzes the attitudes towards Serbo-Croatian language
and the reflection of the sociolinguistic reality in socialist Yugoslavia
based on material from some Czech handbooks of Serbo-Croatian
(textbooks, conversations, dictionary, grammar). The chapter follows
the explicitly expressed attitude to the sociolinguistic situation of Serbo-
-Croatian and its pluricentric character, then selection of that option as
a primary for educational purposes, the actual content of the handbooks
in the light of the variability Serbo-Croatian, which was declared the Novi
Sad Agreement of 1954, and the ratio of the Latin alphabet and Cyrillic
again with regard to the needs of education and practical usage. All eight
publications are based on the Latin alphabet, i. e. a Western official graphic
system, mainly Ekavian pronunciation, i. e. an Eastern phonetic form (the
only work to offer a balance between both phonetic variants — Ekavian
and Ijekavian — was Sedlacek’s short grammar), and do not confront the
Serbo-Croatian as one standard language, though pluricentric. From the
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modern-day perspective interfering with the content of teaching texts in
particular may be seen as the marginalization or even disregard for the
Montenegrins and Bosniaks (at that time Muslims), who are practically
not mentioned in the introductory chapters, or the in the actual texts that
follow.

The third chapter Selected Moments from the History of Serbo-
-Croatian (“B-C-S"” Point of View) compares different ways of description
of the language history of the Serbs, Croats, Bosniaks and Montenegrins,
and sociolinguistic issues in this regard, as shown in the introduction
of some grammars of Serbian, Croatian and Bosnian languages. In the
analyzed grammars we can be observe the following: more or less the
same view on the classification of South Slavonic languages; as far as
the pre-standardization period, views differ mainly in the Bosniak
grammar; most disagreements in all grammars appear in connection with
interpreting the events of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. These
findings illustrate the difficulties faced by the teachers and students of
the history of South Slavonic languages at Masaryk University in Brno,
Czechia.

The fourth chapter Selected Interpretations of Vuk Stefanovi¢
Karadzi¢’s Work (“C-S” Point of View) focuses on Vuk Karadzi¢
personality in terms of how it is currently his philological work accepted
or on the contrary rejected. Even dogmatic adoration of its work can
be seen in the views of some contemporary Serbian linguists that R. D.
Greenberg (2005) described as “Neo-Vukovites”. Extremely reluctant
approach to him have mainly the Croatian nationalist-minded linguists.

The next chapter Selected South Slavonic Languages and Their
Reflection in the Relevant Constitutional Articles on Language (Overview
of the Language Policy in the Area of so-called Central South Slavonic
Diasystem) analyzes the constitutional articles of the Yugoslav state
(1918—1992) and its four “Serbo-Croatian” federal republics (1946—
1990), that in some way allude to the language, and in the second part
the constitutional articles about languages of post-Yugoslavian countries
(after 1992), former “Serbo-Croatian” federal republics: Croatia,
Bosnia & Herzegovina, Serbia and Montenegro. During the monarchy
the constitutional article declared the official language idealistically as
Serbo-Croatian-Slovenian. Statutory regulation of the Independent State
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of Croatia (1941—1945) very precisely defined the Croatian language and
prohibited the Cyrillic alphabet. At that time, in occupied Montenegro,
there was the first attempt to constitutionally enshrine the glossonym
Montenegrin language. AVNOJ documents and constitutional articles of
FPRY and of every of the Yugoslav people’s republics immediately after
the war provided the free glossonym presence of Serbian or Croatian.
After the so-called Novi Sad Agreement (1954) the literary forms of
the language of Serbs, Croats and Montenegrins were unified in the
framework of one pluricentric standard language with a name mandatory
consisting of two parts (Serbo-Croatian) with two variants (Ekavian
written in Cyrillic and Ijekavian written in Latin), which is reflected in the
respective constitutional articles. After the Croatian Declaration (1967),
the Novi Sad arrangement began to be disturbed, which culminated in the
language article in the Croatian Constitution of 1990. In Croatia after 1990
the glossonym in the constitution was no longer altered, the linguistic
and media discourse showed of the struggle to purify the Croatian from
Serbian language elements (whether real or supposed), which often
had a purist character. In Serbia and Montenegro in 1991—1992 the
glossonym Serbo-Croatian was changed for Serbian; in 1996 by the law
in official contacts was only allowed the Ekavian version of Serbian, the
new Serbian constitution of 2006 does not specify the phonetic variant.
The new Montenegrin constitution from 2007, on the other hand, for the
first time officializes the glossonym “Montenegrin language”. The most
complex national and language situation was in Bosnia & Herzegovina,
and this situation naturally also affected the problems connected with the
constitutional articles about language(s) in the constitutions of Bosnia &
Herzegovina, but mainly in the constitutions of its parts — the Federation
of Bosnia & Herzegovina and the Republic of Srpska. In the defense or
support of the languages that replaced the Serbo-Croatian language in
the monitored nations, various declarative texts were issued (1994 in
Montenegro and 1995 in Australia about Montenegrin, 1995 and 2007 in
Croatia, 1998 and 2007 in Serbia, 2002 and 2017 in Bosnia & Herzegovina,
and the only one in favor of an antinationalist approach was the second one).

South Slavonic Language Paradoxes, University Teaching and
Translating Experience (Fragments of the Grotesque Situation) is
achapteragain dedicated to didactics, butalso to the problems of translation
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and translatology. The collapse of the Yugoslav state (1991—92) also
affected national and linguistic issues. Serbo-Croatian language, which
was until then, linguistically and politically, the only common language
of the Serbs, Croats, Montenegrins and Muslims (Bosniaks later), was
replaced in the successor republics by language with the corresponding
ethnic glossonym (Croatian, Serbian and later Bosnian and Montenegrin
language). Political support for the autonomy and uniqueness of these
languages in their respective countries, however, faces an ambiguous
acceptance by professionals-linguists. This ambiguity is reflected in
the long-term problems with the concept of teaching of the so-called
national philologies. Finally, we try to illustrate abnormal character and
the grotesqueness of the contemporary situation on a concrete example
from the translatological practice.

The seventh, penultimate chapter Language Policy in Montenegro
(Fragments of the Farcical Situation) presents an analysis of disputes
for the standard language in Montenegro with regard to the planning of
its status and its name. We observe the existence of three major trends
that influence the standardization process and language codification in
Montenegro or who want to manage them: 1. Radical Montenegrists,
2. Pragmatic Montenegrists and 3. Serbian ‘“Neo-Vukovites”. All three
groups are based on the certain scientific facts, greater objectivity and
scientific maturity, however, is observed only in the second and third
group. The first group is under the strong influence of too romantic and
nationalist myths.

The last chapter Language and Nationalism (SnjeZana Kordi¢’s Point
of View) is a review of the controversial book by the Croatian linguist
Snjezana Kordic¢ Jezik i nacionalizam (Zagreb 2010), that on examples of
Croatian, respectively post-Yugoslavian space she criticizes problematic
approaches primarily serving Croatian linguists often their (un)
professional manifestations of state nationalism, as well as politically
motivated attempts to regulate language at any cost and to intervene in
its development.
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