SOCIOLINGUISTIC COMMENTARY

CHAPTER 21

168 Introduction

The precedng chapers have preserted a de<cription of BCS; this complex in turn may be
defined asthe common core underlying Bosnian, Croatian, and Serban. These chaptershave also
identified the major grammaitcal points on which the three separate systems diverge. No consis-
tent attemp hasbeenmack to account for vocahulary differences although individual examgdes
have been supplied with notations idertifying any variant forms which are generally viewed as
charecteristic of only one or two of the three systems The examgdesthemselves however, were
chosen solely to illustrate gereral grammaical points; the extert to which they happened to con-
tain variational elemertsis purely ranrdom.

Takenasa whole, the description containedin these chaptersdemamstrates without a doubt
that the core of BCS functions asa single linguistic system, just asthe numercus referencesto
Bosnian, Croatian and Serban within these chapters have demmstrated that each of these indi-
vidual systemshasits own noteworthy idertifying charackristics. The quedion of whether what
hasbeendesribed herein is one language or more than one hasoccasoned a greatdeal of discus-
sion amag professionals and laymen alike. The arswer, of course, is that both statemens are
true: the language is simultaneausly one and more than one. Everyone adnmits that Serts, Croats,
Bosnians (both Muslims and Christians), and Montenegrins can underdand each other without
diffi culty, and that the rea®n they cando so is because the languagesthey speak sharethe same
grammar, and because the vad majority of vocakulary itemsare the same That grammar, to-
gether with its comman core of vocahkulary items constitutes the single language here called
BCS.

At the same time, it is how a fact that this grammar is a property sharedamong more than
one language. As of thiswriting (late 2005), threelanguages® Bosnian, Croatian, Serbhan b have
been offi cially recognized Should Montenegro became an indeperdert state, a fourth is very
likely to be recaynized Although each of these languages serves more of a symbolic function
than a communicative one (since BCSOis what all their speakers use to communicate with each
other), the traits which separate Croatian and Serbian from one another are quite real and clealy
identifiabe; and whereasthose which separate Bosnian from either Serbian or Croatian areboth
less in number and less striking in contert, they arealso clearly idertifiade. Whether or not Mon-
teregin should be separatd from Serhianlinguistically is unclear;whatis clearis that therearea
number of differenceswhich carry strong symbolic mearing for Monteregins (for more discus-
sion, see[1894]).

Most of the differencesbetweenBosnian, Croatianand Serban have beenmertionedin the
precedng chapters as facts of grammar, pronunciation, vocakulary or usage. The remaining
chapers shift the focus to the social, cultural, political and historical context within which these
differencesfunction. The intert of these chaptersis to provide the background which allows one
to seebeyond the seeming paradx of alanguage which is simultanecusly one and more thanone.
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The second half of the term sociolinguistic reminds one that the topic continuesto be language.
The first half, however, refers to the fact that language is now being viewed not so much asa
communicafve tool but rather asa symbolic system, the force of whose symbols are comprehen-
sible only when seenin the context of a highly complex social situation. This social situation, in
turn, is the reault of historical procesesin which the issuesof language, politics and ethnic iden-
tity have beenintricately intertwinedfor the ertire modernera.

This secion of the book P the sociolinguistic commentary B begns with a brief outline of
the history of writing systemsin the BCS lands and a summay of the major everts connected
with language standardzaton of the common language. It then surveys the major parametrs of
variation over the geographical area covered by BCS, ard discussesthe role of thes differerces
in distinguishing the several separat linguistic standards. Following this, issues of language ard
idertity aretreatdin threeseparat chapters, one eachdevotedto Bosnian, Croatian, and Serbian
(plus Monteregin). The concluding chapter revisits the issue of the relationship between Bos-
nian, Croatian, and Sebianon the one hand, and BCS on the other.

169 Writing systems

The two major writing systemsof BCS arethe alphabets called Cyrillic and Latin (review
[1]). Eachhasstrong religious associations for most BCS speakers the Cyrillic alphabet with the
Eagern Orthodox religion (to which Serls and Montenegins adchere) and the Latin alphabet with
the Roman Catholic religion (to which Croats achere) Y et neither wasthe original Slavic alpha-
bet. That alphakbet, called Glagoalitic, is not in acfive use any more, but its placein the history of
Slavic lettersis known to all educated Slavs. Indeed Slavs from the Balkans feel particular pride
in the events which underlay the begnnings of Slavic literacy

169a. The Glagdlitic and Cyrillic alphabets

The story begns in the middle of the 9th certury, with the dedre of the Moravian prince
Ragislav that his subjects be convertedto Christianity not in Latin but in their own language. Ac-
cordingly, Ragislav requeded the Byzartine emperar, Michael Il 1, to serd him liturgical books
written in Slavic and missionaries who could give religious instruction in Slavic. Michad com-
missioned the brothers Constantine and Methodius to undertake this task. They were chosen not
just becatse of their experience as missionariesbut also becaise they were nativesof the city of
Sdun (modern Thessaloniki, today the secand larged city of Greecd. This fact wasrelevant be-
cause, asthe emperor pointed out in a much-quoted passage, everyone knew that all inhakitants
of Sdun werespealersof Slavic. The brothersset to the tak of devising analphabet and trarslat-
ing the liturgy into Slavic. The lettersthey creaed consisted of various ingen ous combinations of
circles trianglesard crosses all important Christian symbols; and the alphabet comprising these
letterswas what becane known as Glagolitic (the name is taken from the old Slavic verb mean-
ing speak). Together with their disciples the brotherstraveledto Moraviain 862-863.

Their mission therewassuccesful, though not without diffi culty. In 869, the brotherswere
requiredto travel to Rome to deferd the thentheretical ideathat the Gospel should be writtenin
ary other language than Latin, Greekor Aramaic. Only Methodius returned Constartine diedin
Rome, having taken monagic orders and the name Cyril on his deatbed Methodius continued
the work, but evertually he and his disciplescameto be so perscuted that they had to flee for
home. Methodius died on the way in 885 (in Pamonia, now modern Hungary), and only seven of
the original disciples mace it back home to the Balkars. Some remained in the wegern Sauth
Slavic regons, teacling the new alphabet to Slavic churchmenthere egecially along the Dalma-
tian coad. Othersreturned to the core Byzartine lands, and settled at the court of the Bulgarian
king Boris who welcomed them wamly, since he was intert on converting his own pecgple to
Christianity and had need both of books in Slavic and teacters to instruct his scribes At this
point, Bulgaria had beena functioning state for some two hundred yeas already. The spokenlan-
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guage was Slavic, but the language of writing was Greek and BorisOsscribes chose not to lean
the new and very exotic Glagolitic alphabet. Instead they adapted their own Greek lettersto the
Slavic sounds, and the alphabet derivedin this mamer wasgiventhe name Cyrillic Bin honor of
Constartine-Cyril, the founder of Slavic letters.

As the Balkan Slavs gradually embraced Christianity, they also gained the akility to writein
their own language. Both the Glagolitic and the Cyrillic alphabets (calledin BCS glagolji ca ard
lirilica) spreadthroughout the Balkans along with books and the missionarieswho spreadChris-
tianity. The edaldishmert of the Serbhan Orthodox churchin the early 13th certury wasanimpor-
tant miledone in Serban history, and the Cyrillic alphabet hasbeenassociated indelibly with the
Serban Orthodox church from that time onward. Indeed the clearly marked connecton of the
alphabet to the Serlian church and to its medeval roots has always provided a strong conserva-
tive bulwark within Serban letters The 19th certury drive to modernize the alphabet in Sebia
facedextremely strong opposition from the conservative clergy (for more discussion, see[170a,
185]). There are some today, in fact who feel that Serbian Cyrillic should undo some of the
moderrizaion and resume a more archaic form (for more discussion, see[187a]). The Gcaroni-
calOform of pre-modern Cyrillic, therefore, wasthat used by the medeval Serbianmen of letters
Further to the weg, Christians in Bosnia also wrote in Cyrillic. These letters based roughly on
cursive Cyrillic, developed such a differert form that the reaulting alphabet cameto be known by
the regonally-based term bosan"i ca, desite the fact that it wasstill arecagnizaly Cyrillic writ-
ing system. Muslim Slavs in pre-modern Bosnia gradually developed a verson of the Arahic
script in which to write their native Slavic, ard this alphabet wascalled arebica. Othersin Bosnia
wrote in various forms of the Romanalphaket, all calledlatinica.

169b. The Latin alphabet

Although Croatiantoday is written exclusively in the Latin alphaket, the Croats have avery
multi-graphic history. Some inland Croats wrote in the Cyrillic called bosan"i ca, and marny on
the coag wrote in Glagplitic. Indeed Croatian Glagolitic was sufficiently widegreadto have de-
veloped two regonal styles one with rounder lettersand one with more angular letters The for-
mer is called obla glagolji ca, and the latter is called uglasta (or uglata) glagoljica. Glagolitic
took on great symbolic importance in pre-modern Croatia: those who wrote in this script could
assert an identity which was separat both from Orthodoxy (symbolized by the Cyrillic script)
and from a slavish dependence on RomanCatholicism (symbolizedby the Latin script). In ceriain
remde parts of Croatia, Glagolitic wasin use up to the early 20th century, and the lettersare be-
ing revived today as part of various national symbols. However, the Latin alphabet gained pre-
dominance early, and it is now the single script not only of Croats but also of all non-Orthodox
Sauth Slavs. Orthodox Slavs use it freely aswell alongside Cyrillic, asit is obviously advarta-
geaus to also be abe to use analphabet in which one cancommunicaie more easly with Europe
and the Wesg.

In pre-modern times those who used the Latin alphabet frequertly wrote (or atleas knew)
other languages as well. Depending on the areaand the time in history, these other languages
were Latin, Italian, German and Hungarian. The spelling conventions used to write Slavic sounds
were adopted from these different languages those living further south usually used Italian spell-
ing rulesand those living further north usually used Hungarian spelling rules One of the goals of
the pan-Sauth Slavic language reform movemert of the 19th certury, the Illyrian movemert (for
definition and discussion, see[170b]), wasto standard ze the spelling. Some of the letterschosen
were takenfrom Czech, with its superscript diaaitical marks (such as", #, $ard the like); others
were the personal creaton of the movemenOdeadr, Ljudevit Gaj. In honor of this historical fig-
ure, and in the desre for heightered cultural auonomy, some Croats today have begun calling
their alphabet gaji ca insteadof the more tradtional temm latinica.
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170 Language standardzation

The two language reform movemerts which led to what hasbecane modern BCS canboth
be dated roughly to the secand quarter of the 19th century. In modern commertaries one most
often seesthemreferredto by the adecivesVukovian and lllyrian. The first of these termsrefers
to the indefatigade folklorist, language reformer and lexicographer Vuk Stefarnovi! Karad'i!
(1787-1864), while the secand of them refersto the Illyrian cultural (and evertually political) re-
form movemernt certeredin Zageb, whose acknowledged leacer was Ljudevit Gaj (1808-1872).
Both of these movemerts wished to creae a Ohnguage of the pegpleQ a language that would not
only unify a broad swath of Sauth Slavs, but would also underscore the ideaof indeperdence b
political independence from the Ottoman Turks in the case of the Serls and cultural independence
within the Habsburg Empire in the case of the Illyrians. Although the Vukovian movemert was
the cornerdone of all language standardzation work after 1859, the heritage of the Illyrian move-
mert remainedimportant, egpecially among Croats (for more discussion, see[179]).

170a. Vuk Karad!i ! and languagereform

Vuk, who hasbecame such a legerdary figure in the Sauth Slavic lands that he is referred
to by his first nameonly, was the severth son of a poor but proud family who were fully con-
scious of their roots in the eagern Herzegovinianlands. Becawse he waslame (and therefore unfit
for more marly occupations), his father sert him to a monagery to learnto readand write. Using
these skills, he eventually became scribe to Karagearge, the leader of the (briefly) succesful Ser-
bianuprising of 1804 -1806. When this rebellion wascrushed by the Ottomarsin 1813, Vuk fled
along with othersto Austria, and settled in Vierma. There he submitted for publicaion a maru-
script containing Sauth Slavic folk songs along with a brief discussion of the language in which
these songs weresung. Becatse the bookOgopic accaded so well with currert Romartic interess
in folk poetry and in the promation of popular (thatis, spoken) languagesaswritten standards, it
sparked the intereg¢ of the Slovere Jernej Kopitar, who headed the Austrian bureaucharged with
approving all publicaions in Slavic. Together with his influential friends Jakob and Wilhelm
Grimm, Kopitar seaured enough backing for Vuk to begn to work full time on the two projects
which modern scholarswould call folklore collection and language reform.

Vuk dedcatkdhis ertire life to the cawse of a peapleOSerhanlanguage (which for him was
idertical with Serban folk literaure), as well asto the cause of Serkan independence. His
maxim, adopted from the Gemrman Joham Christoph Adelung, wasWrite as you speak (Pidl kao
$to govori$). Although now this phrase is taken to refer to what some call the Ogonologicald
spelling of BCS (review [167]]), in VukOslays it had much broader resonarnce. Because the Sa-
bian written language of the ealy 19th certury contained so mary high-style words connected
with the Orthodox church, including a large number from the Russian church language, it was
inaccesible to all but the most elite strata of the population. In addition, therewasno normative
stardard for the written language; rather, every author wrote in his own highly creatve manner.
VukOgproposal wasto abandon this written language ertirely and to creat a new one, based on
the language of folk poetry (and egpecially the famous epic songs of the herac pad). Further-
more, he proposed that the new written language take asits standard the speechof a particular
area This wasto be the ijekavian Eag Herzegovinian speechof the regon whence he himself
originated, an area which wasknown to be a stronghold of tradtional epc singing.

Vuk was extremely strict in his principles he would not admit into the dictionary or the
grammar of this new language any word or grammaical form that did not exist naturally in this
Eag Herzegvinian speech. In temrms of spelling, Vuk promoted the simplified system which, al-
though it hassince becaneindelibly associated with his name,wasin fact developed by the cleric
Sawa Mrkalj (1783-1833). The principle underlying this systemwasone sound Done letter, which
meart both that every sound should be represerted by only one letter, and that eachdistinctive
sound of the spoken language should have a letter corregponding to it alone. Both spelling and
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vocakulary wereissueson which Vuk facedconsiderable opposition from the higher ecrelons of
the Serban clergy. The proposed spelling reforms were particularly disagreealde to these conser-
vative churchmen who saw the very form of the alphabet then in use asa concrete bond with
their medeval pad. They could seeno rea®n to abardon nearly fifteenof these alphabet letters
(despite the fact that many of them referred to sounds indistinguishabde from one another in
speech or to introducefive new ones(deite the fact that these new lettersdid a much better job
of represening thee five sounds than any of the older oneg. Indeed, the fact that one of these
new letterswasanimport from the distrusted and feared Roman Catholic alphabet Bthe letterj D
cawsed mary to brand Vuk asatraitor and a presumed Habsburg spy.

Whenit came to grammar and vocabulary, the clergy could not take seriously VukOsnsis-
tence on the spoken Eag Herzegovinian dialectasa basis for the new language. Viewed from the
clergyOshase of operations in southern Hungary (now the area around modern Novi Sad, this
dialect was almost a foreign tongue. To the clergy, the language of these songs (and the songs
themselveg sounded backwards and simple. But Vuk never waveredin his conviction that the
language of these epic songs wasthe natural and appropriate language for the Serls. His travels
throughout the land, egecially to Monterego and the Dalmatan coadal city of Dubrovnik, as-
sured him that the ijekavian speechof his ancegors was spokenover avery broad areg ard thatit
was consequently worthy of becoming the offi cial standardzedspeech of the Serban peagple who
were then slowly consolidating their independerce from Ottoman Turkish rule. VukOsstruggle
waslong: his first linguistic publication wasin 1814, and the Serban goverrmert did not fully
accep his language reforms until 1868, four yearsafter his deah. Today, VukOdanguage is the
bads of modernBCS.

170b. The Illyrian movement and language reform

In contrag to Vuk, who wasasingle, highly focused adivist, the Illyrianmovemert wasthe
work of a collective of cultural reformers. Their goal wasto promate Soauth Slavic P rather than
Latin, Hungarian, Italianor Germmanb asthe language of cultural expression. Although the move-
mert wasbasdin Zageb, and hassubsequertly beenidertifiedwith Croatianlinguistic schools,
the ultimate Illyrian goal wasthe union of all Sauth Slavs. This wasto be accomplished by the
promation of the comman Illyrian language. There were several rea®ns for choosing the name
Illyrian. First, it wasassumedthat the arciert Il1yrians were amang the original inhakitans of the
Balkan peninsula; and second, it wasbelieved at that time that the Croats were direct descerdarts
of the lllyriars. In addition, the term had a long history of describing Sauth Slavic Christians (it
was used mostly by Catholics but also by some Orthodox clergy). Third, it had been the offi cial
nameof a province of the Roman Empire; and finally, it had beenthe name chosen by Napolen
for his own short-lived Balkan coagal province, just three decadks pad. Therefore, the Illyrian
activists argued, it was an appropriate name for the language of a united Sauth Slavic peqle.
Although the memters of the Illyrian movemert were obviously Romartic idedists, they were
realstic enough to seethat there could be no one form of Illyrian that would correspond to the
speechof all Sauth Slavs. Rather, they saw Illyrian as a written language that would unite the
Sauth Slavs: eachwould continue to speakin his own mamer, but all would write the same way.

The Illyrian slogan was Write for the eyeand not for the ear (Pi$i za oko, a ne za uho).
One of their most noteworthy proposals, in fact, wasto spell the old Slavic sound jatQusing a sin-
gle letter. This letter, called the Olorned e[ %), was P like mary other lettersin their proposed
spelling system B taken from Czech spelling (indeed today it is the letter used by specialists to
refer to the arciert letter and its sound). Had this principle beenadopted, the presert Oelavian B
ijekavian B ikavianQdiff ererceswould remain at the spoken level only, ard all would write the
same (with the reault being similar to the British and American pronunciations, repectvely, of
words like tomato and rather). Additionally, the lllyrians proposed that the spelling and the
grammar should be such asto allow one to recover the history of the language. Their goal wasnot
so much to retain older forms for the sake of tradtion (aswasthat of the Serbhan clergy who op-
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posed Vuk); rather, it wasto crede a language that would recaptulate in its forms the differernt
stages of its evolution. Both movemerts were quintessertially Romartic: VukOsn its radcal de-
votion to the Ohnguage of the peapleO and the Illyrians in their achererce to a model which was
not only basedon the language of the peple but also made referenceto evolutionary principles

The Illyrians were additionally facedwith the dilemmaof an extremely non-unified speech
area WhereasSerha s relatively monolithic linguisticaly, the area of Croatia encompassesthree
very distinct dialects b #alavian, kajkavian, and $tokavian (for definition and brief descriptions,
see[171a] ard Map 2) Deachmuch more differert from the other than todayOsstandard Serbian
is from todayOsstandard Croatian To attain the pracical goal of Sauth Slavic unificaton, there-
fore, the lllyrians reaized they must not only choose just one of thes dialecis astheir base, but
must furthermae choose the one that had the most similarity to the language found throughout
Serba. They chose the &okavian dialect largely for geagraphical reasons. Although the revolu-
tions of 1848 spelledthe end of the lllyrian movement asan organizaion devotedto Slavic cul-
tural (and political) auonomy, the fruits of language reform were lagding. In 1850, Croat repre-
sentatives metwith Vuk in Viema, and concluded an agreement whereby Serkian and Croatian
were viewed asone language with the same grammar but writtenin two alphabets.

170c. Vienna and beyond

It waseay for the signersof the Vierma ageamert to ageethat the joint language should
be ijekavian only: this wasnot only VukOsative Herzegpvinian speechbut was also the native
speechof Montenegro, wedern Bosnia and southern Croatia (see[171c] and Map4). It was con-
siderally more diffi cult to reach agreemerts on individual points of grammar and spelling, due to
the fact that the Illyrian principles of reproducing history through grammar and Qwriting for the
eye and not the earChoth clashed with VukOoverriding precept expressedin the maxim Qurite as
you speak). Although VukOssystem won out and was codifiedinto pracice, the several schools
of Croatianlinguists have continuedto support Illyrian principlesto one extert or another.

Vuk wasaccampaniedin Viemaby his assistant %uro Dan#i! (1825-1882). On the conclu-
sion of the Viema agreemernt, Dani#i! relocated to Zagreb, where he spent the remander of his
life in work on codifying the language. The principleswere stated by Vuk (and have beenassoci-
ated since then with his name), but their actual implemertation wasworked out by Dan#il . He
wasassistedin this effort by a group of Croatian scholarswho became known unoffi cially asthe
Croatian Vukovians (hrvatski vukovci). In 1861, the Cyrillic alphabet was introduced in the
schools (alongside the Latin alphabet); and in 1866 the Yugoslav Academy of Sciencesand Arts
(Jugoslavenska akademija nauka i umjetnosti, or JAZU) was egallished, tharks to the work
of the highly influertial (and independertly weakhy) Catholic Bishop Josip Juraj Strossmayer
(1815-1905). The following year, Pero Budman published the first gramma to use the name
Serlp-Croatianin itstitle (Grammatica della lingua serbo-croata; Viemna, 1867). The Vukoviarnt
based effort of language standardizaton laged the remainder of the certury, and culminated in
the 1899 publicaion of Tomo Mareti!OsGramatika i stilistika hrvatskoga ili srpskoga knji! ew
nog jezka (Grammar and Stylistics of the Croatian or Serbian Literary Language).

Throughout this period, Croatia wasstill part of Austro-Hungary. The Serks, however, had
acheved not only a fully independert state, but also a fl ourishing national culture basedin Bel-
grace and Novi Sad Degite the Viema agreement (and the assiduous work of the Croatian V uk-
oviars in egalishing ijekavianin Croatia), the Serbs had by this time switchedto ekavian, which
wasthe native speechof their two cultural capitals aswell asof the greatmajority of the Serbian
population (see[171c] and Map 3). The degree of their attachmert to ekavian, in fact, canbe de-
ducedfrom the contert of a proposal made in 1913 by the influertial Serbanliterarycritic Jovan
Skerli!. In the interess of Serbb Croat unity, he suggeded that the Serls would give up the Cy-
rillic script and write in Latin only, if the Croats in turn would adopt Serban vocabulary and
ekavianpronunciation (Skerli! diedin 1914, and the ideadid not survive long after thaf).
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The first Yugoslav state, formedin the collapse of the empresafter 1918, bore the name
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Soveres Accading to the offi cial idedogy, which was that
the three peaoles were evertually to become fused into one, the offi cial language was named
srpsko-hrvatsko-slovend'ki (Serbo-Croato-Sovere). It soon becane clear to everyone that Slo-
vere was a completely different language, and the third component of the name was quiety
dropped Although the language sharedby the Serts and Croats wasstill consideredto be asingle
language, it remained without an offi cially acceped name A variety of hameswere used, de-
pending on oneOwoint of view ard oneOgocaion. The most comman option wasto use some
sort of combination of the two names one examgde is the phrase hrvatski ili srpski (Croatian or
Serbian). But because the interwar Yugoslav state was clearly certeredaround Serbia, the lan-
guagce of administration (and of much of the culture) continuedto be based upon Serbian

170d. Novi Sadand beyond

Although the signatories of the 1850 Viema agreement concluded that Serts and Croats
spoke one language with one grammar writtenin two different alphabets, they did not specify a
namefor this one language. This lacuina wasfilledin Titoist Yugoslavia. According to the Novi
Sadageemert of 1954, the language wasaggain seenas one language with one grammar written
in two different alphabets. Now, however, it also had two offi cial namesand two offi cial pronun-
ciations. The two alphabets were Cyrillic and Latin, of course; the two nameswere the mirror-
image temms srpskohrvatski (Serbo-Croatian) and hrvatskosrpski (Croato-Serbian). Although
in its narrow serse the label pronunciation referredonly to ekavian and ijekavian, it was gener-
ally assumedto cover other differercesas well. That is, evenin the days of greates presumed
unity, everyone acceptedthe existence of a set of binary differences

Indeed the label varijanta QrariantOwas accepted as a tecmical linguistic term in the
1960s; hercefath one spoke not of two pronunciations but rather of the isto"na varijanta (east-
ern variant) and the zapadna varijanta (wedern variant) of the language. The easern variant b
hencefarth (E) Bwasbased on the educated speechof Belgrade, and the wedernvariant B herce-
forth (W) Bwashbasd on the educated speed of Zagreb. In unoffi cial usage, however, marny con-
tinued to use the termssrpski (Serbian) and hrvatski (Croatian), regecively, epecially in cas-
ual situations. The most obvious differencesbetweenthe two variarts were the use of the Latin
aphabet (W) vs. the Cyrillic alphabet (E), and ijekavian pronunciation / spelling (W) vs. ekavian
pronunciation / spelling (E). There were a few other noticeabe differences such asthe tendercy
to use the single-word infinitive (W) vs. a phrase composed of da + presert (E). But most of the
differenceswere in vocalulary. Degite the fact that the vag majority of words continued to be
the samein both variarts, there werea number of words which were marked asbelonging to one
variant or the other. Most of these were words which had long beenacceped as characeristic of
Croatian on the one hard vs. Serbian on the other (for more discussion of CGeas / wedOdiff er-
ences see[172]).

A major intent of the Novi Sadagreemert had been to find a balance accepable to both
Serls and Croats. In this it wasultimately unsuccesful. Croat dissatisfaction with the agreemert,
which first surfaced in the early 1960s, cuminated in 1967 in the proclamaton of a separate
Croatian language within Croatia and the resulting OCoatian SpringOmovemert (for more dis-
cussion, see[182a]). The movemernt itself wasput down by the Titoist goverrmert in 1971, but
by thenthe point had beenclealy made that the binary conception of easernvs. wedern variarts
wasnot a satisfactory (or sufficient) description of the language situation. Consistert with grow-
ing trends towards decertralization within Yugoslavia, a new constitution was promulgated in
1974. A striking feature of this constitution was that no offi cial languages were named Rather,
eachof the constituent republics wasallowedto determine which Osardard linguistic expressionO
it would use asits offi cial administrative language. This amaunted to a tacit admission that there
were hot two but four regonal idioms of the language, corregponding to the cultural certersof the
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four republican cagtals where Serbo-Croatian (or Croato-Serbian) was spoken P Belgrade (Ser-
bia), Zageb (Croatia), Samjevo (Bosnia-Herzegvina) and Titograd (now Podgorica, Montene-
gro). The distinction between Belgrade and Zagreb (and betweeneas and wed) continued to be
the major axis of differertiation. Now, however, what used to be the Oeat®rn variantOwas called
simply Serto-Croatian, while what used to be the QvegernvariantOwascalled Croatian (the offi-
cial full form of the name was Ohe Croatian literarylarguage, the stardard form of the popular
i .e. peopleOsor folk] language of the Croats and Seibs in Croatia, which is caled Croatian or
SerbanQ). Montenego chose the ijekavian variart of Sertp-Croatian asits offi cial administrative
language, while Bosnia-Herzegovina named the single language OCrato-Serbian / Serlo-
CroatianQ in the ijekavian pronunciation, and also mertioned the OB@no-Herzegpvinian standard
linguistic expressionO(bosanskohercegova'ki standarnojezi'ki izraz).

Prior to this point, no one had paid particular attertion to the charecteristic speech of Bos-
nia-Herzegovina: everyone thought of it simply as a speechstyle combining traits of eas and
wed. The pronunciation wasconsistertly ijekavian, but the vocakulary wassomething of a melt-
ing pot. Often both membersof an Geag/wesOpair were used, more or less assynonyms. Some-
times(particularly if the difference wasone of spelling) only one of the two wasused, and in this
ca it wasusually the eagern or Serban member of the pair. In addition, Bosnians used a num-
ber of their own characteristic words which werederived from Turkish, although this usually oc-
curred more frequertly in caloquial, specificaly Bosnian contexts, ard less in the formal written
language (for more discussion, see[1764a]). In fact, the commanality of eas and wed represerted
by the Novi Sadagreamert suited Bosnians well, for it allowed them to straddle the SerldCroat
divide without having to align themslveswith one side or the other; at the sametimeit allowed
them to maintain the communicatve code which had served them for certuriesb a fluid mix of
Serbanand Croatian featurestogether with a characeristic Bosnian overlay Bwithout needng to
put a name to it. Now, however, the growing decertralization of the 1970s forced them to recog-
nize more explicitly the multivalert nature of Bosnian speech By using both the terms Serlo-
Croatian and Croato-Serkian to nametheir offi cially acceped administrative language, they rec-
ognizedthe existence within Bosnia-Herzegovina of what usedto be caledthe eagernand weg-
ern variarts; and by giving a semi-offi cial name to the mix which had gone unnamed since the
late 19th certury, they laid the groundwork for aneventual Bosnianlanguage, should it cometo a
split betweenSebianand Croatian
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