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Mario Gréevi¢
Some remarks on recent lexical changes in the Croatian language

As is well known, the language policy of the former SFRJI (= Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia) tried to create a "Serbo-Croatian standard language"l under the domination of the
Serbian language (cf. Auburger 1997). Important parts of this policy were attempts to eliminate
those characteristics of the Croatian literary language by which it distinguishes itself from the
Serbian literary language.2 The methods used were manifold. Even still in the eighties, a common
"argument” was to claim that the opponents of the official Yugoslav language policy were
sympathising with the Ustaa regime of World War 2, and that the incriminated words were
“ustafoid” as well.’ Another method was to punish authors that fought against censorship.
Therefore, when M. Simundié (1971, 238) asking a television newscaster why he avoided the word
glazba (music), he got the reply: "Ah, you know, it would not be appropriate.” Why it would not
have been "appropriate" is illustrated by the fact that the editor of the Croatian edition of the official
newspaper of the SFRJ ("Sluzbeni list SFRJ"), Blasko Gree, was relegated from his former function
and degraded to the function of a corrector in 1976 after he had tried to circumvent that censorship
(Selak 1992, 28-52). Besides, authors of dictionaries, grammars, etc. were not allowed to write their
works freely and according to the best of their professional knowledge and competence. Thus, for
example, the whole edition of the Croatian Orthography edited by Babi¢-Finka-Mogus (1971) was
destroyed in a paper factory just because it had been titled “Croatian” Orthography mstead of
"Serbocroatian” or "Croatoserbian” Orthography.

Most foreign scholars of "serbocroatistics" in the Western democratic world were not aware
of these methods of the Yugoslav language policy and of this way of "standardizing” the Croatian
literary language. This is not surprising since the ideas of many foreign serbocroatists about the
Croatian language were similar to the concepts of Yugoslav language policy. Therefore, they did
not show any interest in this problem when in 1971 D. Brozovi¢ described the Yugoslav language
policy as a unique form of unitarianism that only partly resembled the old Czechoslovakism
(Brozovié 1971, 197-198). According to Brozovic, this unitarianism, as a vehicle of Greater Serbian
ambitions hiding behind older traditions of south-Slavic solidarity, corresponded with, more or less
well-known, tendencies of language policy in expansionist states.*

Despite all the endeavours to implement this “serbocroatistic" language policy in
Yugoslavia, the intended fusion of the Croatian and Serbian literary languages into one
"serbocroatic standard language” failed. Consequently, the report Linguistic problems in the
function of nationalist ideology in the SR Croatia, complained about the fact that several
“Croatisms" were being "forced" into journals as well as television, and that nouns ending in —lac
were increasingly being replaced by those ending in —telj (Selak 1992, 106). Only about ten years
later, the unmistakable results of this tendenecy have become apparent: The suffix —telj actually has

A

! As (o the differentiation between the concepts of “litesary language” and “standard inpuage” see Auburger 1991, 23
24.

* CI. the ohservation by Auburger (1997, 25) concerning the transformation of the variance relationship from lower
linguistic levels to variance relationships on higher levels up to the leciological and general linguistic level with entire
language systems such as sociolects, professional languages, dialects, ete. as items of the variance relation.

¥ For example, in a report called Linguistic problems in the function of nationalist ideology in the SR Croatia (Selak
1992, 53-119: 107) written in 1980/81 for otficial internal use, the Croatists of that time were compared to the
politicians concerned with the politics of language ducing the NDH-State period. (NDH = Nezavisna driava Hrvatska .
1941 - 1945).

* See also Brozovi¢ 1998 In a non-terminological sense Brozovi¢ 1971 calls this unitarianism serbocroatism. L.
Auhurger shows that such a serbocroatism was developed already in the 19* century. He also gives a detailed
description of its nature and its development (Auburger, 1997; 1999).
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replaced the suffix —lac in many wordlss although the suffix —lac previously was in use too (or in
ven more usually then -telj). o .

;?rsz \::ar:lsi:e Croatian dictioynaries of the eighties, e.g. B. I.(laxc_s dictionary of flore.xgr(lst\:)o;is,h :::

can find lots of "Croatisms" which were more or less proscribed in former Yugoslavia

in italics): . |
advokat - odvjemik, branitelj; aeroport - zracna lukq; ambas.avda - posl;ms;vo, pok::;v;z;fgzi:
artiljerija - fopnistvo; avijacija - zrakoplovstvo; a‘vxomer!amcar - zrfz.og lovm _n:mdnevak:
baterija [milit.] - birnica; budzet - proracun; daktllograﬁja - strOJopts, a'kl-";u,o r onh,
deponirati - pohiraniti; delegacija - izaslansrvoi delegat - tzaslan{lf, za;vtupmb " ,?ami[i.a -
older and correct beside ‘Evropa'; direktan - izravan; faktor - .ctm.tej, éim e]:n ,',,a- hajsiﬁ
obitelj; firma - tvrtka; geografija - zemljopis; geoglraf - ZemlePlsaC, gru;.)a{ -5 uiilz(t & [aEba~
- nhidivati, uhititi;, kancelarija - ured; kasarna - vo‘./ama;‘klawr - gl'aso.v:r, muzika ,isv'edj
komisija - povjerensto, kompozitor - sk{adatelj;. k‘(‘)pllot - sup.tlot‘ pr‘ot‘estt i -_ pus" oj',',i:
protestirati - prosvjedovati; oficir - Casnik; opozicija - opo.rba, orgamzx.ra.k. i ;/i'at,
original - izvornik, podrijetlo; pauza - starfka: rezerva - prlé‘u\.ia, se.krelar - tajnik; i
- tajnistvo; sistem - sustav; telegraf - brzojav; telegram - brzojavka; etc.

i i bulary of the primary Croatian
i hether they belong to the active or passive voca imar
ls)?;ir:';nﬁl (;cr)lr:nvequgosl:lvia, not all of these words can be treated.equally. Odvjetnik (lawye.r),
tSnka (company), proracun (budget), sustav (system), glazba j(;-nu“;) wzre ;?(;azm;:ies(tsfaz;i:;ltz;
; j casni i iciva
i icuva (reserve), vojarna (barracks), casnik (officer), an u : .
EZ?fre,g :jhtllethirp‘:ssive(vocabulary. The number of references of the W(.)’rds Dd\./j'elzl.lk a:d ?zilxl/okqt uT
icti i Sojat (1983) and by Mogu§ — Bratani¢- Tadi¢ (in the fo owing:
the frequency dictionaries by Sojat ( : in the Tollowing:
f some of the (partial) doublets mentione
Mogu3 1999) shows that the frequency ol thove varied
i i i before 1991. The corpus on whic g
| the language of Croatian journals even . : (
?uebsltxirrlltcm (lj);clt?onury isgbased was compiled in the seventies. It contains 952,327 word units (tf)kz?ns)
e:(t(?‘actcdyfrom texts published in the period between 1935 and the seventies. The abbrevxatn(;}nj
DNPSU represent the different sub-corpora: D= drama, N= news;;\z;pe.rs).P= Sp‘)[ro;et.is(;- g(;e};);,aja_
Glas Slavonije, Novi list, Slobodn :
xtbooks. The newspapers consulted (Borba, . .

t;e‘ée:)r(;i list, Vjesnik) were published in 1975 and 1977 and contain 200,000 word units. The cofrpus
on which §£)jat's frequency dictionary (1983) is based consists of 130,279 word units taken from

Vecernji list and Vjesnik, both published in 1980. . _
the newfr?izzl;u§ethe {vord odvjetntk has got only 4 references, none of which come ff'or'n journals
(DP), whereas a’dvokat has got 27 references, "including journals (DNPU})}i] In [S(?Jati ;:]:lglzl;

‘ : tnik has
quency diction: 1983) however, advokat has not got any references while odvje .

?irt/:“c(;'l‘(’]);l'd:;‘t:\l/(;;l(;l;}r]nénls of this kind are often ighored 'in recent research and are ascribed to the

' i i ia in 1991,

i fter the proclamation of the Republic of Croatia in _ .
period 2;:oerrinslai:1ce the fact that the words glazba, skladatelj (composer) and sustav probably d[l::
not occur in certain types of texts before 1991 does not imply tha.t these v'vords can novgv e
considered "reactivated" (cf. SamardZija 1998, 149). The refergnces in Mogus (1999) an(.i ()Jad
(1983) show that these words were in use already in the Croa}xan language of lhc s‘eventles an

arly eighties. There is no reason to assume that they generally disappeared in Fhe ClghthS.. .
o %rior ‘lo 1991, the passive Croatian vocabulary contained many banished Croa.uan w;)rhs
equivalent to the actively used words of the politicaily approved vocabulgry. E.g. the officers o ltl ;
JlglA (=Jugoslavenska narodna armija, Yugoslav People's Army) put;llcvly qgl(yﬁcr.oul(; .bztec;ld Zf

ici Teiri ‘asnik — Casnici. (For using the word casnik (officer) in
oficir (Sg.) — oficiri (PL.), and not casni. ising th T
ici ici S days in jail in 1987 (Vukovi¢ ) )
ir the physician 1. Sreter was sentenced to 50 987 vie:

{/)’{::Zlorrdingfy ythe possibility of using the previously frequent word casnik was le?ddy red.uced. lar:

such a way ‘that before 1991 it could only occur in special contexts, e.g. in relation to historic
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events. Such suppressive relations changed considerably after the dissolution of the SFRJ and the
founding of the Republic of Croatia as a sovereign state (1991) (cf. Auburger 1999, 332f.). The
regained freedom to use previously forbidden words in all domains of communication without any
restrictions made it possible for the Croatian terminology in the semantic field of administration,
army, etc. to be based on and continue existing Croatian naming traditions. So, formerly suppressed
words switched from the more or less passive vocabulary of the Croatian literary language to the
active one without any special stylistic marking. On the whole, various tendencies can be observed.
Although e.g. the Slavic word uljudba can be found more often in Newspapers since the beginning
of the nineties, no competitive relation with its synonym civilizacija, which is still common, can be
observed. Another development can be seen in the pair of words klavir - glasovir (piano). The word
glasovir occurs a little more often in the Current newspapers than its synonym klavir although

, in wartime literary language
use a word like oficir had a pejorative connotation. Nowadays, this word appears in newspapers

mostly as a reference to history, in particular when referring to J(N)A officers. Similarly the word
kasarna has been fully replaced by vojama, and is now being used only as a reference to history
(INA barracks). The word armija (compare the self-styled Yugosiav People’s Army =
Jugoslavenska narodna armija) is still very frequent, but no in its primary meaning (cf. Sonje,
2000), which is covered by vojska: In the newspapers, it mainly occurs within compound terms
belonging to the inventory of names: Jugoslavenska armija, Armija BiH, Irska republikanska
armija, Ruska armija, Sovjetska armija, Crvena armija, Ukrajinska ustanicka armija. Less
frequently it can be found in syntagms with the metaphorical meaning “a lot of": navijacka armija,
omarja armija pomocnika javnoga tufitelja. Recently, however, vojska is also being used in this
sense: vojska njezinih obozavatelja, vojska znanstvenika.
In the rare case that the word ambasador is
"ambassador”, it almost exclusively refers to foreign amb
ambasador, bosanski ambasador, etc.). It is also used in a new metaphorical sense (exponent,
advocate, representative): ambasador dobre volje, umjetn

ost je najbolji ambasador Hrvatske, syaka
hrvatska (postanska) marka Jje ambasador koji promice hrvatsku kulturn, uspjesan ambasador nase

zemlje, u funkciji ambasadora kampanje "Engleska 2006", svojevrsni ambasadori ugostiteljske
struke, ambasadori bogate hrvarske 8lazbene tradicije, ambasadori hrvatske Znanosti. The word
veleposlanik does not occur in this sense, but it has largely replaced the word ambasador as a
designation for Croatian and foreign ambassadors. This explains why its trequency in the
newspapers is considerably higher than that of the word ambasador.

Another development can be studied analyzing the recent history of the pair of words
dobrovoljac - dragovoljac and of the word prvoborac. In 1991 the average speaker would associate
the word dobrovoljac (volunteer) and ‘prvoborac (earliest partisan/soldier) with the volunteers and
the first generation (1941) of Tito's partisans (1941-1945). The word dragovoljac, which was not in
common usage before 1991 and which did not have this denotation (cf. Brodnjak 1991,
dragovoljnik), therefore couid establish itself as a designation for the volunteers on the Croatian
side of the war in the nineties. In the language of Croatian newspapers in the nineties, the
ljei (PL) stands for the volunteers of World War 2, while
oatian volunteers of the last war. At the same time, it can be
dragovoljac replaces the word dobrovoljac in all other contexts as well,
ere Tito's partisans are mentioned. A definitive redefinition of its meaning,
ed yet. It remains to be seen whether the tendency described here is only a
or whether the reference in §onje (2000), according to which there is no

used in newspapers with the meaning
assadors (americki ambasador, francuski

distinction is quite clear: dobrovo
dragovoljci (P1.) stands for the Cr
observed that the word
except in those cases wh
however, has not occur
temporary phenomenon
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semantic difference between dobrovoljac and drfzgovoljac, will still hol:d truei,;n fut:re dlc;or;flj;
Obviously a similar differentiation was not .pOS.Slble for the wor<.j prv}? (})lra}(;‘ \:,:a:—l; ‘:-::;,00,:10 did
not have a cormresponding synonym. Considering the context in which the lod 5\ borac sill
in the modern Croatian language of the newspapers, one woyld conclude that 1.t doe
ZggzraiIbse 1tnhe Croatian volunteers of the last war. The term is avoided in two ways: ] :)ngmally t.yy
lling them dragovoljci; and 2) later on by .refemng Fo .t!\em as ve.terans (veterani).
Conse tly, the frequency of the word veterani increased significantly, desplte the fact that'!.he
Co::zfigute:nd);ncy against internationalisms had _become' stronger in the nineties (cf. Samardzija,
gl(;OO ). Under the influence of this tendency the internationalism fronta, for example, was not Hied
as a Zc:.scription of the fronts in the last wa-r.'bgt replaced by S]]ach ‘Yogds“,?zciy?:]igx}db}):jz
bojisnica, prva cria bojista and prva crta bojisnice. In compoun(Bn.n:jnc.?i( ;)9 9(,[ fr,om) vord fronta
is still used, often occuring in the non-standard .form front (Ff. rodnja h, : se of
his word in the quoted functions was obviously not influenced .by the }Frew;)}nsh e i
tNa‘rodn()()slobodiIaél(a fronta (1941-1945). Similarly, the word orgladltrZz '(ﬁo?ris),invg (:E~e 1( o
marked by socialist usage, was not only larg<_3ly. replaced by the word m ;z ezY L:“h o anijsation )
even limited to its first meaning as a descnptlor} of the former Yugos av Yo ftgh > s.lav
d that before 1991 the word omladina could replace mladez because of the Yugo
ThOUl‘:t: n:ltif:y The use of the word sekretarica, which has been to a great degree repla.cc.ed by
:zr'lfil:‘ag(o‘r) masc. tajnik) in the meaning "secretary”, shows‘ a SlmllaI: dﬁvelopment. Surpnsmgly,
; i rs quite often in the meaning of "answering machine™ relefon'ska sf:kretanca,
hz::;:::;k: szz::tarica. The corresponding tajnica (or tajnik) occurs almost excluswe!y in a!l other
mean ‘s also when referring to foreign employees, who are called secretary in their own
:negﬂ:angge ,This does not, however, apply to the ministers of the SFRJ, who are called sekretar(i)
an . ) ,
; . . es.
wocordits ;0 the:a(l)“;?nlg[l‘t,gztg;}i’ro(ffna:zr;s priopciti — saopciti (to inform, to nofify) to sho_w how
1d %’?notr?v: tenydencies still influence the latest fanguage ghanges, I would Ahke_ to mention the
ouristic 2:1 against Serbisms, which increased in the first half of the nineties. On the one
g}mjtlfhttternn:srzci)rl\ﬂfential normativists had already pointed out in the early r}inetles that necessary
f:t[:lr;a codifications of the Croatian liteﬁary language must take placef :pdege:li(ien;:l);a;fwtilzﬁ
ationship between Croatian and Serbian.” On the other hand, the results of linguis! c co /
reldtlonS" ; e, which had been dominant in the process of language standardrsatnqn during
e S“crbmn'l“a\r/]g:rz;% ’could not be denied. The war that Serbia started against Croatla. at Fhe
(b‘:‘gin:ilrllgg():)‘fl the ni'neties strengthened puristic tenfiencies a.gainst serbi.sms: .A{natel.nr Imfg::zt;
became involved in language politics, writing Serblz_m-Croau_an contrastive filctlonanes of .
0\:: The old Croatian purism, which had worked against Serbisms in earlier Flr.nes, }:vas cor:jtm:l_ie
ith } during the war in the nineties.® Therefore,. it is pot surprising that wor_s i
;C;Zj:fiii:,f i:zszumosl)g (security, safety), obezbij:edin' (=os:gurafl) (to secure), tf:lm;oil—nl::{:g
(coﬁdi!ion), osmatranje (=promalranjezj(o}zserve)é lng:;r?:sérlz; tgizl;zir?gr:fgi ;);o;i:dgr; ot
in Croatian newspapers today (except pa
?)21 Tﬁ:a (())(t:rfzrr r‘::nSi some words tt‘:at are labellefi as "Serbisms" and 2;1n:~ commonLy l;,r:,\:: tS(;] ::ksju:,le]
occur rather often (see e.g. the already mentioned word front). Their usage, ho ,
dlSCUSS?Ifiu;:ii Setzatr}?;eag(:):?;itrfitned pair saopciti - priopciti and the influence of older'no(mative
tendencies, ﬁrit of all we have to note that the’ ve'rb saopciti anq th.e vert;alt rrllourrlli;]v:loi;‘:scen{:) t;\vmi':
completely replaced by priopéiti and priopcenje at “tt.le begmmngh o ete " the, ot in
administrative and media language. The word saopciti seems to have enter

‘Cl.eg i 29-32; first published: 1991). . 3
¢ (\i}hglﬁufiltr;g:::nnauve advicgs could have a considerable infiuence on the Croatian language changes still has to
be examined.

Standardology

vocabulary by the mediation of B. $ulek
as a Church Slavonic word. Leaving a

priopéiti in the 19" century, I would like to point out that this word was not influenced by any
purism before the beginning of the 20™ century.” It was not until the official, politically supported
measures in language standardization of the Croatian "Vukovci” (Croatian philologists following
the linguistic doctrine of V. §, Karadzi¢) that the later Croatian linguistic purism against words
originating from Church Slavonic or Russian arose, T. Maretic, the founder of this part of Croatian
purism, was not bothered by the fact that these Russianisms, as he called them rather generaily,

were very frequent in the Serbian language of that time. For those cases where older, "native"

equivalents existed he suggested, in his Jezicwi savjetnik (1924), to compietely remove ‘

“unnecessary Russianisms" from the Croatian and Serbian vocabulary.? Many of his suggestions
were fairly broadly accepted in Croatia, among others his the recommendation not to use saopciti
instead of priopciti. Therefore, in the article under the headword saopéiti in S. Pavesié’s influential
language advisor (1971) we find the statement that “our words" are (among others) priopcenje and
priopciti. In the official language of the SFRJ, in accordance with the situation in the Serbian
language, only saopéiti — saopcenje were "allowed”. After saopciti and saopéenje had been
replaced by priop¢iti and priopcenje in official correspondence of the Croatian administration at the
beginning of the nineties, there was no reason for the Croatian linguists to try to retain the word
saopciti and to declare the previously proscribed "Croatism" priopciti to be “false".”

Because there was no semantic difference between priopditi, priopcenje and saopditi,
saopcenje, the latter pair disappeared also from the language of the media. When these words do
occur in today’s language of the media, these are rare cases of interference or quotations of older
texts. Only in some magazines (see Hrvatska ljevica and Feral) saopciti/saopéenge still oceur as the
result of a conscious choice. These magazines, or rather their texts, form an exception in the
Croatian press and should be therefore discussed separately.

Besides the already mentioned types of changes there are also others, e.g. those resulting
from the naming of new objects (see e.g. the reactivated word domovnica). The fast spread of the
new form perilica ((dish) washer) instead of the older syntagm stroj za pranje (rublja, posuda) was
not caused by normative influences but solely by language economy. In Ani¢ (1998) perilica is
mentioned, however it is not in §onje (2000). In the media, similar cases led to the formation and
spread of the verb uazociti (prisustvovati= to be present). First, the frequency of the adjective
nazocan and of the noun nazocnost, equivalent to prisutan — prisutnost but not used very frequently
before, increased strongly. Almost at the same time, journalists considered it possible and necessary
to have the corresponding verb nazociti. This happened despite repeated claims by philologists that
the new form nazociti is unnecessary. It is still not clear whether this new form will make its way
into the vocabulary or will be replaced by e.g. pribivasi (see Sonje 2000, prisustvovati) or

prisustvovati. Currently, the word pribivati is not in common use. Unlike in the case of the verb

nazociti, suggested neologisms for helikopter (helicopter) were completely rejected by the
journalists, N

(1860), who probably had taken it from J. Stulli (cf. ARj)

side the question whether Saopciti was as common as

7 Therefore, it was nota problem for 1. Fifipovi¢ (1870) to include this word in his dic|
entries here: repori: izviedce; izviest, poviedanje; to permit: dopustiti. dopustati, dozv
ispri¢ati, izvinjavati present: prisutan, nazocan; insurance: osjeguravanje, obezbjeda
something: u¢estvovati. biti ucestnik: ally: dionik, utestnik: 10 inform:
snabdjenje. In Par¢ié (1901) among others
saobcill, snabdievati, ucestnik, Except for
* Cf. among others Vidovi¢ (1969) as (o U
normativistics in this respect.

* As we have seen, this kind of develo
the remark in M. Wingender (1997, 3
correct.

tionary. So we find the fotlowing
oliti, dozvoljavali; 1o excuse:

. obezbjednja: to be parr of
priob¢iti, saobditi; care: obskrbljivanje, obskrba,
the following headwords can be found: bezbiednost, izviniti se. prisutan,
saopciti these headwords are not used in Broz-Ivekovi¢ (1901).

hc question how Maretic's Jezidnt savjetnik influenced the later Croatian

pment has nothing in common with a return to the period before 1918, Therefore,
75): "The clock has to be turned back to the period before 1918", is not at all
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The different effects evident in the changes partially discussed above do also occur in various
COmbln?ll(:;: following paragraphs I will list the words discussed so far and others whigh have
nder; o?le a change in frequency in newspaper language. The first figure, the one bCh"tl,:h'[h:
y gt'v word, gives the number of references in Mogus (1999); the sec9nd figure, lhl? one in
:Ezp;;plh:n give's its number in Sojat (1983); the third figure, the one b.ehmd thc. slasCh, mdlcz;.:e:}:::
number of ,references in the Mannheim Croatian Carpyx. 'Ehfa M?nnfzelg; %‘rzana;; ],:Z,:-Ya(m:j [hé
MCC) contains texts from the daily newspapers Vj.L’.\'NII-(, Vecernji list, Slo ()‘na a ij t. d the
| magazine Hrvatsko slovo from the period from 1997 to 199? and at present ¢
soproxia gl 14,000,000 tokens. Later, I will give some further information about Fhls corpus and
approt):lrlrlalegect,whi;:h lead to its creation. It has to be pointed out that l'he ur‘1derl'yu'1g corpora are
::)et :‘clie?xl?ypsruijted for a comparison like the following one. More appropriate linguistic material for
i i i o me at the present. .
SUChaCOmparlts’glr:;:c}im:uer:\:l;iiln(:;;;:ll::rlle[bc regardedponly as indicatonts of the fact that in
o afOl'e"llen l age some changes (probably) occurred. To answer the question h(?w and why these
Chanaes to i"g:l ci it would be necessary to describe the problems of the previous and receqtly
Zg;gifisnéos(::mgr?tic ,differentiations. In some cases one would also have to consider further (partial)

synonyms and derivatives:

odvijetnik 4 DP-5/1318
veleposlanstvo 0-0/831 (poslanstvo 2

advokat 27 DNPU-0/16

2. |ambasada 5 N-16/47 e
3. {ambasador 21 DNU-18/89 ve}?poslanxk g/;);l 712
4. lanaliza 100 NPSU-18/934 rasl(:.la'mb/‘a()()l-y\lpsU»2 T
5. [armija 94 DNPY-9/406 ‘| v<)[5!$:x ! DRES! 32:
6 artiljerija 4 NU-0/10 topnistvo -

T toput 10 N-0/9 autocesta 3 N-0/903
; 35‘1?:;{&3 NU-0/8 zrakoplovstvo 10 NU-0/269
9. avi}atiéar 1 §-0/4 zrakoplovac 5 N-0/21

zrakoplov 5 PSU-2/1964

bitnica 0-0/7

knjiznica 13 NPSU-4/1135

branitelj 7 DNU-8/1938

proracun'® 29 NSU-5/2994

srediste 75 NPSU-16/1754
Cinitelj | U-0/70 &imbenik 2 U-1/543
Citatelj 3 N-3/914

uljudba 1 P-0/33

strojopis 2 U-0/6

nadnevak 0-0/62

davatelj 0-0/75

izaslanstvo 0-0/1344

izaslanik 5 N-3/730 zastupnik 14
DNPSU-15/2840
razvojacenje 0-0/29

10. |avion 100 DNPSU-25/726
I 1. |baterija (milit.) 4 DP-12/0 (0o milit.: 69)
12. | biblioteka 23 DNPSU-10/159

13. |branilac 0-0/1

14. }budzet 26 DNSU-3/125

5. |centar 71 DNPU-73/5758

16. | ¢&inilac 37 NU-11/4

i7. {¢italac 24 NPSU-7/24sic!

18. |civilizacija 24 DNPU-0/324

19. {daktilografija 0-0/0

20. {datum 16 DNPU-8/603

21. {davalac 7 N-2/7sic!

22| delegacija 154 NPU-46/324

23. |delegat 91 NPU-52/148

24. [ demilitarizacijs 0-0/80

S ’ until after 1991.
' The meaning stare budget of the word proracun probably was not part of the common language
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]

3/652

26.

direktor 95 DNP-32/4904 upravitelj 8 DNPS-

ravnatelj 1 S-0/1824
t

disciplina 21 DNPU-7/448

stega 4 DPS-0/68

27.

31

33.

i 28.
4 29.

30. | taktor 125 DNPU-7/307

32.

34.

dobrovoljac 3 DNP-1/56

dragovoljac 0-0/ (the frequent name of
a soccer club included:) 1032

efikasnost 10 NU-2/62

ekonomija 13 DNU-1/10]] privreda 234
NPU-74/226

uéinkovitost 0-0/145
gospodarstvo 14 DNPU-0/3548

¢imbenik 2 U-1/543

familija 9 DP-0/14 porodica 69 DNPSU-4/53 obitelj 59 DNPSU-26/4442
finale 10 DNU-19/2240

zavr3nica 2 NP-13/673

firma 7 NPU-0/196 poduzece 157 DNPU-
23/4905

tvrtka 9 NPU-5/4862

fronta 49 DNPU-0%137 front 34 DNPU-
17/23 (+3 -om)

bojiste 5 NSU-0/85 bojidnica 0-0/92

35.

generacija 40 DNPU-17/812

naradtaj 5 DPS-0/347 pokoljenje 8 PS-
0/15

36.
37.

geograf 0-0/8

zemljopisac 0-0/7

geografija 6 SU-0/24

zemljopis 9 NPU-0/61

H 38.
; 39.

| geografski 28 DNPU-0/80
glasanje 3 P-8/35 (glasati 24 DNPS-7/inf - 17)

—

zemljopisni 6 PSU-0/116
glasovanje 0-0/595 (glasovati | Pp-
0/inf:203)

40.

gledalac 48 DNPU-35/70

41.

44.

45.

42.
43.

gradevinar 6 NU-4/71 gradevinac 0-0/7
gradevinarstvo 24 NU-8/76

greSka 46 DNU-18/338

grupa 200 DNPSU-46/2016

ledatelj 0-3/1758

lede 0-0/1045
__ graditelj 12 DNSU-6/172

1 graditeljstvo 0-0/236

= |
pogreska 42 DPSU-5/1000 pogrjeska
0-0/35
skupina 87 DNPSU-9/5395

46.
47.

| hapsenje 6 DNP-10/15

uhicenje 0-0/472

hiljada 50 DNPSU-1/23

48.
49.

historija 43 DNPSU-1/21

tisuca 172 DNPSU-49/44] |

historijski 45 DNPSU-1/57

50._}izviedtaj 55 SN-21/769
S1.

povijest 138 DNPSU-19/3097

izvodenje 38 NU-9/274

33.

52. kancelarija 22 DNP-0/73

povijestan 68 DNSU-24/2065

izvjesée 0-0/2297
izvedba 49 NU-16/95}

ured 49 DNPSU-3/3546

kandidat 49 DNPS-17/2090

pristupnik 0-0/6

54. |kasarna 19 DNPS-2/10 vojarna | P-0/33]

55. lklavir 15 DNPSU-0/95 glasovir 0-0/139
. SL komisija 75 DNPU-60/2031 povijerenstvo | P-0/1834
; 57._| kompozitor 8 NU-4/2] skladatelj 7 NU-4/472
58. |kvaliteta 87 DNU-20/1429 (+ kvalitet: 6 kakvoca 12 U-0/304

DNP-1/4)

‘ 59. [kvantiteta 2 U-1(-et)/18 kolikoéa 0-0/1 kolicina 149 NPU-
H 11/1277

muzika 78 DNPSU-13/47

naredenje 10 DNPS-1/38

glazba 113 DNPSU-19/3170

naredba 10 DNP-3/204
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62. | obaveza 78 NPU-37/162

abveza 33 NPU-0/2524

03. |obrazovanje 50 NU-62/662

naobrazba 5 NU-0/162 izobrazba 1 N-
0/116

64. | oficir 68 DNPS-5/103

Casnik 7 DPS-0/533

65. | omladina 71 DNU-27/36

mladeZ 8 DPSU-1/1429

66. | opozicija 26 DNPU-9/218

oporba 2 $-0/1752

67. |organizirati 82 DNPU-36/2054

ustrojiti 0-0/85

68. | parada 9 DNPS-1/155

mimohod 4 PSU-0/132

69. | patrola 11 NP-0/43

ophodnja 4 DPS-0/154

70. | pauza 72 DNPU-3/89

stanka 0-1/250

71. | porijeklo 20 DNSU-1 1/230

podrijetlo 10 DPSU-0"/575

72. | posjetilac 24 DNPU-3/42

posjetitelj 0-1/775

73. | potpredsjednik 45 DN-16/1630

dopredsjednik 0-0/449 dopredsjedatelj
3

74. poznavalac 6 DNU-3/20

poznavatelj 0-0/200

75. | pratilac 12 DNSU-2/28

pratitelj 0-0/40

76. | predsjednik 450 DNPU-178/18463

predsjedatelj 0-0/131

77. | princip 57 DNSU-13/406

natelo 98 DNPU-16/1178

78. | prisustvovati 90 DNPSU-18/331

nazoditi 0-0/42 pribivati 0-0/27

79. | prisutan 104 DNPSU-27/720

nazotan 2 P-1/1376

80. |prisutnost 49 DNPSU-2/268 prisustvo 16 nazoénost | P-2/731

DNPSU-3/43

81. |propaganda 19 DNSU-6/148

romidzba (&) | P-0/%: 61, dZ: 361

32. |protest 11 DNPS-8/150

prosvied 2 P-1/1867

83. |protestirati 13 DNPU-1/83

prosviedovati 0-0/430

{84, | provodenje 44 NPSU-27/458

provedba 6 NU-6(provadba?)/1339

85. | prvoborac 7 DN-0/16

86.

puganstvo 7 DU-1/491

87. | pumpa 6 NPU-0/34

crpka 2 U-0/201

88. |raskrice 43 DNPSU-2/3

krizanje  (raskrizje) 8 NU-6/237

raskrizje 1U-0/228

89. | rezerva 30 DNU-11/440

pricuva 0-0/239

90. |saopéenje 31 N-13/1

priopéenje 0-0/2382

91. |saoptiti 25 DNS-13/5

priop¢iti 1 D-0/1589

92. |saradnja 20 N-0/3

suradnja 155 DNPU-79/4656

03, | sekretarica 2 DN-0/23

tajnica 0-O(tajnik6)/737

94. |sekretarijat 49 N-12/29

95. [ sistem 303 DNPSU-84/306
96. | spoit 15 DNPU-19/4622

tajnidtvo 3 D-1/228

sustav 140 DPU-1/4540
gport 2 D-0/1143

97, |3tab 28 DNPSU-13/117 general- 12 DN-0/44

98. |%tampa 53 DNU-24/36

99, | stampati 7 DNPS-1/16

stozer 3 DPS-1/960

tisak 4 DNS-0/1697 (exciuded "Tisak"
as the name of a company)
tiskati 7 DPU-3/278

100. |staratelj 1 P-0/4

skrbnik 0-0/27

101. |stroj za pranje -%/7

perilica 0-0/30

A Sojal uses the Word podrijetlo in his introduction (éoja\. 1983, IV).

SN EEN
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102. |talas 63 NPS-0/5 val 146 DNPSU-7/725

103. |teatar 42 DNPSU-18/886 kazalilte 128 DNPSU-49/2697

104, (telegram 10 DNP-2/20 telegraf 1 N-0/90 brzojav 24 DNP-4/85 brzojavka 2 PU-{

0/1

105. }tokom 25 DNPU/53 tijekom 7 SU/4787

106. |udesnik 7 NPU-1/11 sudionik 38 NPU-32/921

107. juniforma 49 DNPS-1/120 odora 14 DPS-0/239

108. |upotreba 128 DNPU-9/331 poraba 0-0/8 uporaba 0-0'%/695

109. |uputstvo 5 NPU-2/14 uputa 33 DNPSU-4/348

110. {utisak |7 DNPU-2/23 dojam 46 DNPU-17/1056
111. |veteran 2 N-0/398
112. |vezi (92) -/ vezi 938 svezi (3) ~/u svezi 648
113. |zakletva 9 DS-0/45 prisega 4 D-0/99
114. |zloupotreba 6 NU-6/89 zlouporaba 0-0/175 zloporaba 0-0/206

From the table it can be inferred that words like avion (plane), direktor (direktor, manager), centar
(centre), generacija (generation), kvaliteta (quality) or komisija did not disappear "'almost
corpplelely“ frorp today's “publishing style of the Croatian standard language” as e.g. I. Pranjkovi¢
clalms (cf. Pranjkovi¢ 2000, 71). Equally, the supposedly new productivity of the tybe of nouns
cndlr.1g ir.1 -'(id)ba like odmoridba, zagladba, gladidba and odZeljezidba which according to I
Pranjkovi¢ is “particularty frequent” (Pranjkovi¢ 2000, 70), is not supported by the MCC g()n lhé
word kostovnik (price list) Pranjkovi¢ notes the following: l

Out of 'fe.ar lo_usc a Serbism and/or only to abolish the old word, the Croatian word (cjenik)
unsuspicious in every way, was replaced by a foreign word of German origin (koimvnik)j

Besides, judging by its form, kotovnik could easily be taken for a Serbi i
. g by \ s rbism, cf. th
cenovnik. (Pranjkovi¢ 2000, 72) . cf. the Serbian

The word kostovnik does not occur even once in the MCC (neither do its derivatives). Cjenik, on th
other hand, has got 238 references. Unfortunately Pranjkovi¢ does not give any. proofvfor hie
statements and makes all the “changes” that are discussed by him appear to be common} "wels;
known". With such misrepresentations frequent in recent works, R. Kati¢i¢'s account of a );orei n
cqlleaguc who came to Croatia after a long time wondering at the fact that everyone was actuaﬁ

still speaking "like in former times" is not surprising (Kati¢i¢c 1997, 28). The searches in lhz
Croatian national corpus, which is accessible to everyone on the internet (http://www.hnk.ffzg.hr/)
.also show that the specifications supplied by Pranjkovi¢ are to a large extent wror;g L.Jndle.r the‘
influence of such disinformation about the changes in the Croatian language, these a.re enerall

explained by individual authors as the result of monolithic institutionalised ;;olitical for(g:es. Thiz

institutionalisation” is judged to have a nggative influence, often without any consideration for »

scientific objectivity.

For cxample, S. Kirfel (2000, 120) reduces the current “discussion about the Croatian
Iung,u;lgc (not only the standard language)” to the lolowmng: “Its principal aim doubllcssiy s ‘lo
dchqe the Croatian language in opposition to the Serbian one”. Therefore, she opposes Cr(;:‘niankand
Scr._blan texts not for reasons of scientific research, but because “the Croatian standard language
defines itself first of all by its separation {rom the Serbian standard” (132). Without !'ur[hir

investigating Croatian purism, she determines in which cases the Croatian purism is "irrational and
extreme” (134). ’

125 &
2 Z. Sojat uses the word uporaba in his introduction (Soj inj {

t yat 1983, IV). In my opinion before 1991 i

and podrijetlo mostly occurred in an elevated style of expression. v words ike uporaba
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The word komisija (commission, committee) was still used as a t.erm in t.he nine{ies, although f‘(:r
inological reasons it was replaced by povjerenstvo in cglrtam meangAs. Kirfel declares t e
[en:]c; ongerenstvo to be a "doubtful neologism" from the 19 century. Whlch. poses "the ques;t;n
wﬁethir historical evidence of a word is sufficient legitimisation for its renaissance” (128h). the
zord prosvjed (protest) is “formed even more unfortunately” (128). S. Kllrgesl) ago thllx;‘lss toz;:l : oef
itelj sti " d" in 1978 (Kirfel 2000, . From this p
bitelj still had to "become a common wor .
:/Viz::l ilt) r:‘,ri\zjains entirely unclear why Sojat (1983) has 26 references for this word and Mogu¥ (1999)
lf/? (\E'li\rlézr‘ii)ér seems to believe that the entire Croatian purism, which has _b:en existirll‘%for sevctr;l
. i i i f Croatian-Serbian differences: "Because the
ies, is solely concerned with the mcreasmgl 0 : es:
gzrrlg:;)eslanguage ilraditionally shows a larger readiness to accept for;xgn Iwords._lt li n;zez;ignt-?
i i " i der 2000, 262). "It remains to s
i words [in the Croatian language]” (Wingen . ;

al‘:md ;Tlf:ced in 1[997 “that the majority of articles published on the C}'oatxan stand”ard l.anguz:jge
'S : ;m d on the concern for the separation of the Croatian from lhe Serbian language" (Wingen e(;
‘11:597“;72 373). It is strange, however, that she does not mention the results lol” tlhelannolu'ncie.l
. It ver L ' " H g ingender 2000 (260) she declares that i

research (U1t remains Lo be showi...”) by any word. In Wingen 2000 (260) she decl
ILSL.‘l»I;: tE) ltie:I Ls;:)l\:v"r: l(hat most of the language advice from the series in Vjesnik is bdfed on th:z
l'Cm-llm about the sla’bilisation of Croatian and on the strict separation from the Serbian a;guag; -
?I‘(:]r;c:ealisation of this new, now reduced "project”, however, does not lead to the announced results:

i language maintenance; besides, articles
t of the analysed articles serves actual : ‘
’ ]?:::grzisarc(:oalian - Syerbian language relations and the relations of (.Zrogtlan to othc;.r
‘;‘“_ orgnon—Slavic languages (so-called internationalisms) are quantitatively strongly
re:::s:ented Furthermore some articles are concerned with (especially legal) terminology.
(Wingender 2000, 260-261; 1997, 382)

M. Wingender repeatedly stresses that "pointing out the differences bzlv;/een Se;t;irzllncan:agg(;a'f:::v
‘ ishi i ian side : i f "the guidelines" of the Cr
is a disti trait of the Croatian side and especially o of .
;S ) dft;ngzifg;’?g(cfflwingender 2000, 265). As an example she quotes thg dylcthngry by Br(t)dnjakt
‘ir‘])g;l)gwll:ich was supposedly written in the nineties. However, Brodnjak’s dlc.uo?ary was 30
(wrilten in the nineties, under the rule of the new Croatian "rigorous lang:agehpohcyd‘t('ng(;afnt;;
v i arlier for political reasons. Under the conditions
2 251), but could not be published earlier . 1S0DS. fer 1
_2(1)1?{(::11 er)a in which it was written, it would have been simply forbldqen , like man)rf1 olhér wt(?;ﬁ
gf Croatists in Croatia. Unfortunately M. Wingender has not lake:l lgtoRac;:aouit t”at(lggosa) l(cf
. i ian lingui oskovic¢ .
i i s were first registered by a Serbian Imgu1st7 namely by R. ' .
SB‘:)t:Jl:jr:l:llfgzrfT;ingender 1997, 376) and that, still in the polltlcal era of communist Yugoslavia, a
i bubli Croatian-Serbian dictionary (Cirilov 198?). o
SerbIan:«.l:“;g(r)(;ig;btlgszefe?r)urk by B. Kunzmann-Miiller, the establishment o.f thg Cr(i]atla_n gteratr_i
" i dard language") has led to the situation that in Croati
age as state language ("official own stan ' the situa
:?r:]gglri‘:lgics “only in the most favourable of cases” shows a concern for objectivity:

Unfortunately, in Croatia that has led, among other things, to a sifuation w:\e;e hr!gulsufcs;hl:
i i tions in connection with the elaboration o
almost exclusively concerned with ques! S ih e chadoration of e
i ard, aimi jectivity only in the most favourable of cases.
oatian standard, aiming for objectivi : . A

Erremise of maximum divergence from the largely identical Serbian has been accepted

everywhere. (Kunzmann Miiller 2000a, 61) "
Despite the fact that B. Kunzmann-Miiller at first states that "different factors” are responsible for

S .

" ains imarily i text of
“the changes in the derivational morphology”, she gxpl‘uns them primarily in the con
maximisation of differences between Croatian and Serbian:
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On the one hand, in the process of elaboratin
maximisation of the difference to Serbian, T
of an archaising nature. On the other hand,
designative deficits in modern Croatian. Distincti

desired side effect here. (Kunzmann Miiller, 2000a, 51)

However, the examples with which B. Kunzmann-Miiller tries to circumstantiate the "changes in
the derivational morphology” are misinterpreted and thus the just quoted conclusion concerning the
“distinction in relation to Serbian" is wrong too. While the verb *suradisi (50), quoted as an "old
derivative from su-", does not exist of her aforementioned

entioned together with
" like suautor, sufinancirati suigrac, suosnivac,
etc.). With such “innovations” "the changes in the

g the Croatian standard language, they aim at a
he formal means used for this purpose again are

in the Croatian language, almost alt
“innovations" were already in common use before 1991 (cf. the words m
supredsjedatelj in the same series of "new forms
suviasnik or meduvrijeme, poluvrijeme, polumjer,

derivational morphology” and the purpose "of a maximisation of the difference to the Serbian
language” can surely not be supported. B. Kunzmann-Miiller does not prove her thesis
convincingly, not even by repeatedly referring to the article by I. Pranjkovi¢ mentioned above,
which she obviously considers a "favourable case” in which Croatian linguistics is aiming for
objectivity.

Even in cases when constructions like zamolili smo ga doci are used instead of the correct
zamolili smo ga da dode B. Kunzmann-Mueller identifies a connection to the Croatian "official
side". This "official side” does “little or nothing at all” against the penetration of the infinitive
constructions from the spoken language into the langu

promotes "the distinction from Serbian" (Kunzmann-Miiller 2000a, 52

language policy since 1991 (cf. Samardzija 1999 308:351). Kunzmann

"something ridiculous” without offering any linguistic ar
explained by the basic postulates of Slavic philology in th
in the development of slavistics can be explained o
methodological and philosophical presuppositions and "aperies” of serbocroatism (Auburger 1997,
1999, here espccially: 351-406). On the basis of these presuppositions “serbocroatistics” was
thought of primarily as a prescriptive discipline of language planning, which did not understand that
a "satisfying solution to the theoretical problem of the existence of a diversity of autonomous single
languages" needs "a type of linguistic personalism as a general theoretical basis" and must not
ignore “in an individualist and reductionist way the reality of existing groups of speakers and

language communities ..." (Auburger 1993, 272). Methodically appropriate philological research
on the recent Croatian language changes therefore requi i

which does not ignore or distort realities, trying to mo
favour of an outdated linguistic policy.

The lexical developments which have been brief
previous system of lexical variants, Apparently this pr

e 19" century."” This historical "problem”
nly in connection with the theoretical,

ly described here have led to changes in the
ocess is far from being completed. The way

"' CI. Gréevig 1997, 85-126.1997b, 1997c.

PR —
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.14 . .
in which the previous and the contemporary lexical structures currently.co-enst, their funcuor?l
and quantitative relations to each other, the situational patterns of their usage, anq the seplaln ic
consequences of these developments, all these aspects are at the centre 9f research in a project on
"Institutionalising Processes" based at the Slavic Seminar at the University of Mar.mhelm. Dlrgcttl(:r
of the project is Professor Dr. Jadranka Gvozdanovié. Researchers are Dr. S. R1ttgasserD anmc}l:
author of this article. The project is financed by the German Researc.h .Founda(t;on ( e.uative
Forschungsgemeinschaft) as a subproject of the project "Language Variation as Communic

i e". . .
Frocte The central part of the investigation is dedicated to the study of the' language AOf
contemporary Croatian newspapers and magazines. In addition, the spokcr} anddwntltelll)eCrthu:n
i : i d abroad is to be examined. In order to able to
language of native speakers from Croatia an ) ined. | :
anaglyseg the language of the newspapers systematically J. Gvozdanovi¢ a;sngnel;je fme ttc})I com;):(l’i :;
i 1 e ap
S h can be searched by computer. This was done ore ¢
corpus of newspaper texts whic ; ® sione befre the approval
j Foundation. Thanks to the additiona
the project by the German Research : : |
onazdikcl))vz'aJ and M. Dragifevié during the preparation of the texts it was possible to enlarge Fhe
us to its present size of approx. 14,000,000 word units. It contains texts from the following
corp
publications:

Vecemji list February, March, April, May 1999
jesni May, June, December 1997
Viesnik Janzary, February, March, October, November, December 1998
Slobodna Dalmacija June 1999
Hrvatsko slovo numbers 150-200, 1998

At present, the corpus is being supplemented by texts from Feral and frorr? the latest eQiti(::s
(ZOSO/OI) ;)f Vecernji list, Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija. In order to empu;;c.ally getetr(r)mbr;eabl:
i as indi i hanges in the newspapers and in order
that are relevant as indicators for language ¢ es i : '
r;lrtsak:comparisons beyond the word level the compilation of a second corpus is planned. It will
contain texts from Croatian newspapers and magazines of the period before 1991.
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