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Foreword

This book is the outgrowth of a research project on the formation of the Slavic
National Languages which was granted by the Ford Foundation to the Depart-
ment of Slavic Languages and Literatures at Yale University ten years ago.
While the other volumes issuing from this project dealt with political, cultural,
and linguistic processes that led to the formation of the modern Siavic literary
languages,! this volume has the more specific purpose of providing an insight in-
to the orthographic, grammatical, and lexicographical works which have over
the ages contributed to the crystallization of a Slavic national consciousness, to
the formation of the Slavic literary languages, and to the knowledge of the Slavic
languages and dialects. It is precisely in these works that the rights to autonomy
and literary status of the Slavic languages were articulated in the most eloquent
and emphatic terms (particularly in the prefaces to the grammars and dictio-
naries), and that the distinctive as well as the common features of the Slavic lan-
guages were described in the most comprehensive and explicit form.

In addition to contributing to a better understanding of the history of the
Slavic literary languages, this volume is thus intended in the first place as a guide
to the history of Slavic grammatical thought as reflected in the grammars and
dictionaries that came from the desks of Slavic and non-Slavic scholars from
about 1400 until about 1850. The cut-oiT date 1850 was suggested by the fact that
most Slavic literary languages (except Byelorussian and Macedonian) were
formed by then. For a bibliography of Slavic linguistic works written in the sec-
ond half of the 19th certury the reader may consult a Selected Bibliography of
Slavic Linguistics by E. Stankiewicz and D. Worth (2 vols., 1966; 1970), which in
effect forms a companion piece of this volume.

The original “National Languages™ character of the project has also dictated
the omission of works that deal with the historical elaboration of Church Sla-
vonic and with the attempts at artificial all-Slavic languages. For the older histo-
ry of the former, Jagit's Rassuidenija juznoslavianskoj i russkoj stariny o
cerkovnoslavianskom jazyke (1896) is still an unsurpassed source, whereas the
works on the latter are easily available in an ever growing literature (particularly
in works devoted to the most astute Panslavist and linguist of his time, Juraj Kni-
7ani¢). On the other hand, I have included works of either type (e.g., Zizanij,
Berynda, Smotryc’kyj: Herkel, Majar), insofar as they affected the history of the
Slavic national languages by either fostering or hampering their growth. [ have
also omitted works of secondary importance, especially in the case of languages
with rich grammatical traditions (such as “azbukovniki”, primers and school
grammars), as well as dictionaries of exotic languages. But as the latier made
their appearance fairly late (in the 18th and 19th centuries), they had litile bear-
ing on the direction of Slavic grammatical thought.
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In the annotations that follow the individual entries I have grea

from the books and monographs that have come out in recent yega:s E;(};rpar?igtt?f

these, see the attached Secondary Bibliography). None of these works, howew
offers a survey of the linguistic traditions of all the Siavs, and their cr’nphasise’n
not 5o much on this as on the formation of the Slavic literary languages -
The_ most comprehensive work dealing with the study of l_;mguage Ell:i‘;On th
Slavs is still Jagi¢’s outstanding Istorifa slavianskoj ﬁloiogr’i (1910) iﬁou h Jga @
too trgatcd the problems of language rather tangeniiaily. i.e. with'in hisgb.roacgilic'
conceived conception of Slavic philology, a discipline that W(;uld €ncompass th}
cu]tl_lral, ethnggraphic. and linguistic history of the Slavs. This em hF;.s' »
“Gc;stesgesthchte“ accounts for the special attention he devoted tort)he tl's =
ders of Slavic philology (such as Dobrovsk{, Kopitar, Safafik Yostokov, 3“;:—
and ‘f_or the schhy treatment accorded the earlier linguistic dévelopmen; uc{

tradmons: Jagié, no doubt, also shared the nineteenth-céntury convictior? ?l:l
the true h:story_ of linguistics began with the discovery of historical-compar: ';-ﬂ
glr;;r;rr;:rtani, Ln thz Slavic context, with the study of Old Church Slav;i?:;;
xts. roader approach to the questions of language is found in the
Esﬁlic?]ybgd?;\:'::lc;\}fts::, l{gﬁ:{;—iﬁ;ﬁt;—lﬂ:{um (1974(1), which is nevertheless cir-

: 1 and 1n space (it covers only Poland).

rc;‘il;:n;nfung;sl(tjjsd study of.theA hi_story of S_lavic grammatical lhgught the)rel'ore
ptibiad dm}:],. and thls_ bibliography is offered as a limited but indispen-

g, p . ard this gnd. Smc:‘c the development of language study among th
s has been largely ignored in Western linguistic historiogr: i e
propriate at this point to indi in lines of ¢ i b
cate the main lines of that development and to

ShO m ha( Way 1t COlIlCldcd W]t]l O VET To y g
W W r dl € ged f m the Stud Of lan uagc mn

The emergence of “

i a linguistic problem™ i
i dmreen problem™ of the Slavs was almost coterminous

on the historical arena. Th iviti i
S . i na. The activities of th y r
s, Cyril and Methodius, posited from the very beginning the qeueslilizﬁ :lpflfe

equality of languages, of the admissi i
7 ol o2 a tission of the vermacular in the Church, and of

» but postponed their realization until a time
new and more articulate form. That time came
l"tcem}} find sixteenth centuries, which witncssed'
nic entities and states and of new national lan-

wh_en they would re-emerge in a
as in Western Europe, in the fi
the formation of modern eth
guages,

It was during the Renaiss:
Wl aissance and Reformation that the supremacy of the

: unlike the West, wh
went hand in hand with the rejéctioflrzlt'he 7

vanced the rights of thei
ed | eir vernaculz
continuity and of a rety i

Apostles provided th
: S e model : inspi
Into the new national B

M “living™ vernaculars
: tt<;lead Latin,? the Slavic peoples ad-
N the name of a linguistic and cuitural
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fairs, as well as for the creation of new Slavic alphabets. It is in this spirit that the

Emperor Charles IV established the Emmaus monastery in Prague with the help

of the South Slavic “glagoljasi,” that the Polish king Wladystaw Jagietto intro-

duced the Slavic liturgy (na Kleparzu), and that Jan Hus and Adam Bohori¢

created their new Slavic alphabets in Latin letters. But it is above all the Bible

translations, initiated by Protestants and Catholics alike, which fostered the

equality of the Slavic languages with the three “holy” languages, and which be-

came the workshop in which the Slavic vernaculars acquired their [lexibility and

richness, and in which their modern literary norms were forged. Thus, some of
the earliest and best Slavic grammars (Bohori¢’s of Slovene, J. Blahoslav’s of
Czech, Smotryc’kyj’s of Church Slavonic, Chojanus’ of Sorbian) made their ap-
pearance only in the wake of outstanding Bible translations (Dalmatin’s in Slo-
venia, the Kralice Bible in Bohemia, the Ostrog Bible in the Ukraine, Jakubica’s
New Testament in Sorbia). Church Slavonic in one or another local form to-
gether with the Greek Orthodox Church remained, of course, the bond which
would tie together all Orthodox Slavdom until the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. Rather than foster a rupture between the modern Slavic languages
and the older literary language of the Slavs, Slavic grammarians, historians and
writers kept alive for centuries the memory of their common origin and patri-
mony, a memory that was confirmed by the identity of their name (slovénski) de-
spite the great diversity of local designations ( Wendic, Hvrian, Dalmatian, Pol-
ish, etc.). In asserting the autonomy of their languages vis-a-vis the languages of
the West with their alleged provenience from “noble” classical languages (i.e.
from Latin or from Greek), the Slavs created their own pedigrees that would re-
late them to Homer's Heneti or to the heirs of Alexander the Great, and they
glorified their language as “famous” (from slava), “ancient,” “generous,” “holy™
(in part because of its link to St. Jerome, the presumed translator of the Vulgate
into Slavic) and “universal,” inasmuch as it was spoken all the way from the
Adriatic up to the White Sea.

Just as they were eager to emphasize their continuity with the past, th
writers and grammarians were also keen on pointing up their linguistic continui-
ty in space, viewing the individual Slavic languages as mere dialectal varieties of
one ideal, supranational language. This view explains the recurrent comparisons
drawn between Slavic and classical Greek (with its diverse literary dialects).
which recur in the works of Slavic historians and grammarians beginning with
St. Orzechowski and Jan Blahoslay up to Jernej Kopitar and Josef Dohrovsky.

The greeting extended by Charles IV to the Serbian tsar Stefan Dusan (in
1355) could well have served as the banner under which the Slavs would rally at
various points in their history: eiusdem nobilis slavici idiomatis participatio, eius-
dem generosae linguae sublimitas.’ Unlike the nations in the West, which vied
fiercely for the cultural priority and presumed natural superiority of their lan-
guages (reflected in the unending controversies between the Italians and the
French or between the Florentines and the Northern Italians), the Slavs were
the first to formulate a program of a “panslavic” community which was daily
corroborated by the similarity of their customs, history, and languages. The

e Slavic
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awareness of their linguistic affinity gave rise to such basically anachronistic
sS:hemes as Krizani¢’s attempt at a common Slavic language, or to such perva.
sive political and cultural movements as “lllyrianism™ (among the Southery
SlaVS) and ‘vzajemnost’ (“reciprocity”), which were seriously entertained well
into the beginning of the nineteenth century. It accounted, further, for the int.
mate collaboration of Slavic scholars of various countries and creeds (e.g. be-
tween Dobrovsky and Kopitar, between Kopitar and Vuk) and ultimatéh" for

Vuk’s successful effort in unifying the Croats and Serbs under a common liter
ary language. -
The se_ntiment of linguistic and cultural unity also left a permanent mark on
th_e quality of the Slavic grammars and dictionaries that were being produced

with an eyetoa broader, all-Slavic audience, and that borrowed from each oth
grammat_lcal concepts, terms and everyday vocabulary. These borrowin ne{
only enriched the lexical stocks of the individual languages, but dee ng?i I:)
sense ofth-eir unity and their actual similarity. o gl
T‘he desire to go beyond the confines of one’s own language is apparent in the
earliest works of the Protestapts (e.g. in Dalmatin’s Register and in Bohorit's
tSvlcnvene grammar [of 1584] wh}ch were do_a:stined for all Southern Slays), and con-
inues to inform the all-Slavic orientation of grammatical and lexicographi
\;’O{'ks as [ar as the eig%ltee_nth and nineteenth century (e.g. Linde’s dictio%]rar[i‘ 0?‘
ﬂﬁ ;léeotfhgg’l-mﬂ which incorporates words from all Slavic languages). The in-
ey glirmsa;xg;ctls:i’ lil]];?: S:alacl} othell',d both in content and style, can be
ish orthographic treatises of Parkoszaa‘:g “221;)0. " g-klf_'!us lﬂf:l_l-!?ﬂce ke
language dictionary of the Czech Loderecker; lrlows‘ oy th‘e -
works of the Slovenian monk Pohlin: Lindc:s COSHS_ am'j s = g t'he
<N : : ontribution to the Czech dic-
great]r;/ ;l;t.;:l]l:lir;agga Tt'lr-lle list of such intra- and inter-Slavic influences can be
sabeniily : ey would themselves make an interesting subject of

The quest for i i i

betweez . Slavz,t?gcelp\iﬁfcc}?cweaznd i@ltyl,'whu‘:h shaped the cultural relations
tions, was at the same time :.:.:)unu:ralc::’ta dut:;u /oo lntens.c among their minor na-
dividuation and differentiation This te f)'( g st tenden(;y S in
what the French Slavist André.V ill et anq PR ey
aillant called the “attraction and repulsion” of

the Slavic peoples, had im
G2 Wt x portant consequences also for Slavie grammatical the-

Works that stressed the

¥ Dwarzanin_po!ski (1566), a work which was
no, but which was adapted to the linguisti

gives not only the Customary catulogue of

lc;f Polish vis-d-vis the other Slavic lan
olish fascination with Czech (*an eré“

|n§p1r§d by Castiglione's It Cortegia-
€ situation in Poland. In it the author
Slavic nations, but promotes the cause
ages and Latin. He disapproves of the
minate language”™), describes the South
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Slavic languages as “pagan” (because of their contamination by Turkish), puts
under question the intrinsic superiority of Russian (i.e., Russian Church Sla-
vonic), and pleads for wiasne polskie stowo (“one’s own Polish word™) in place of
Latin borrowings. In a similar vein the Polish historian Kromer, the promulgator
of the Sarmatian origin of the Poles, insists on the uniqueness and superiority of
Polish. The Slavic languages, he claims, may all have sprung from a common
source, but the passage of time has made them so different that their speakers
“can hardly communicate with each other.” According to J. Rybinski, the author
of De linguarum in genere ... (1589), Polish is the queen of the Slavic languages,
surpassing them in elegance and flexibility, although it has some sounds that are
difficult for speakers of other languages. The Polonized Frenchman Mesgnien
maintains (in his grammar of 1649) that Polish is the most constans et nobilissima
lingua, while Jan Blahoslay (in 1570) ascribes such gualities only to Czech. The
emphasis on the proprietates et idiotismi of their own Slavic language (V.Rosa),
of its singular wlasnosci (Seklucjan) or svojstva (Smotryc’kyj) is a theme which
appears with ever greater frequency in works of a linguistic and political charac-
ter. Of particular interest is here Rosa’s encomium of the Czech language (in the
preface to his grammar of 1672) as one that is endowed with venustas et nervosi-
tas, with the greatest number of sounds, with a poetry based on quantitative
meters (metrice, not ritmice), with the richest system of verbal aspects and an
opulence of diminutives and derived nouns (varietas nominum). The recurring
apologias for one’s native language were not merely exercises in self-satisfac-
tion, but often had the more pressing purpose of fending off the encroachments
of other, more powerful Slavic languages. Such a motivation was obviously be-
hind Smotryc’kyj's grammar, which defended the position of Church Slavenic,
the language of Orthodoxy, in the face of the Union and Polish political expan-
sion. The striving towards national self-determination under the umbrella of
Slavic cultural unity received the most poignant ¢xpression in the program of
the Ukrainian Fraternity of Cyril and Methodius (in 1846): ., We declare,” it stat-
ed, “that all Slavs should unite ... But in such a way that each nation build its
own republic and be governed separately so that each nation have its own lan-
guage, literature and social order.”® All these efforts and declarations could not
but drive home the point that amidst their similarity the Slavic languages exhibit
great dissimilarities and that they have largely developed along different histori-
cal paths, Such a conclusion must have imposed itself above all upon a long line
of authors (such as Hus, Zaborowski, Bohorit, Krizani¢, Budinic, Belo§tenec,
Vuk, and Gaj) who embarked on reforms of the Slavic alphabets, an activity that
presupposed a subtle understanding of their underlying phonemic systems an-d
an awareness of their distinction from other languages or older stages of their
own language. The tendency to compare the various phases of a language and
the need to state the distinctive traits of their dialects or languages with relation
to other Stavic and non-Slavic languages (in particular Latin) sha.rpf:“ned_tl'!e
comparative outlook of the Slavs and laid the groundwork for a Slavic linguistic
typology long before the advent of the modern science of language and of the

comparative-historical method.
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Another important aspect of the Slavic grammatical and iexicqgragh@cal tra-
dition is its relation to the linguistic thought of the West. Western linguistic infly.
ences on the Slavs can be traced back to the ﬁfteenth_century when the teachings
of the Modistae worked their way into the university cumgulum (at (;racow_}‘
and they persisted uninterruptedly throughout_ the followmg centunes. The
Slavic authors were keenly aware of the linguistic controversies in the West (as
in the above-mentioned work of Goérnicki), while some of their grammarians
were in personal contact with the most outstanding Humanists pf Europe (e.g,
Bohorit’s apprenticeship to Melanchthon and Maczynski’s to Bibliander). Eras.
mus’s ideas penetrated many philological works and gave a decisive impetus to
Slavic paroemiology, which was treated as the most palpable expression of the
“genius” of a given language (cf. the vast number of proverbs in the dictionaries
of Mgczynski, Megiser and Knapski).* In addition to the ubiquitous Priscian
and Donatus, the Slavs early became acquainted with and profited from the
works of the leading Renaissance grammarians and lexicographers of the West,
such as Laskaris, Alvarez, R.Estienne, Caiepinus, Pomey and Dasypodius. In
the seventeenth century Western Europe itself acquired an intense and almost
insatiable interest in the Slavic languages and antiquities and in the hitherto un-
accessible linguistic riches of Russia, attracting to this study such eminent poly-
maths and linguists as Leibniz, Sparvenfeld, Hiob Ludolf, La Croze and Eck-
hart. This interest found a sympathetic response and financial patronage on the
part of Peter I and Catherine the Great, leading to such gigantic linguistic enter-
prises as the catalogues of all languages produced by Pallas and Jankovié de Mi-
rievo. Pointless as they might have su bsequently appeared, these ventures led to
a vast expansion of the linguistic horizons. The eighteenth century taste for “ra-
tional” and “universal” grammars found an equally sympathetic echo in Poland
and in Russia, which actively participated in the advance, as well as demise, of
this tradition through the works of such authors as Kopczynski, Lomonosov,
Jazvickij, Kurganov, Maudru, Becker and many others. The nineteenth-century
discpvery of the comparative method finally put Slavic philology on an equal
footing with Western linguistic scholarship.

The study of the Slavic languages owes a special debt to the foreign scholars
who settled in the Slavic countries and acquired first-hand knowledge of their
languages and’ cultures. It is striking that the first grammars and dictionaries of
the major Slavic languages were written by Westem travellers and scholars, such
as Stojenski (Statorius) and Mesgnien in Poland, and W. Ludoif, Groening,

Sp:njvenfeld and Schiézer in Russia, No less important was the contribution of
foreigners to the advancement of the South i

most prestigious languages of Fu-
), whereas the Italian Jesuits J. Mi-
the linguistic stature of Bosnian &
dialect of the Southem Slavs, thereby pre-

: n of jekavian §tokavian as the norm of the
an literary language.

rope (in his quadrilingual dictionary of 1592
caglia (Mikalja) and Delia Bella promoted
the most “universal”™ and “beautifuf”
paring the ground for Vuk’s selectio
modern Serbo-Croati
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Siavic philology is also indebted to those Hebrew grammaﬁans w_ho- left usf
the oldest (11th to 13th centuries) glosses and grammatical discnpt;lo?s fo
K’'naanic, the Slavic language of medieval East Europf.:a.n Jewry. J.Schrop edr
was no doubt right in assuming that Hus’s use of dlacn?xc marks was inspire )
by the Jewish practice of rendering in Hebrew the Slavic palatal conso_nar(;ts..
The Jews who inspired Hus’s reform were clearly the same Jews .who lived in
the Bohemian milieu and who were largely supportive of the Hussite cause.

i my pleasure to thank all those who contributed to the advance of
thilst\lrso?lzalggren):tfst thanks are due to Fhe former and present g_rad}late Sr::ll‘d?glts
at Yale who participated in the vanous stages of the project: to ; Slct.la a
S, [ovine, who verified and completed the Bulganan section, and to Jlac (é-t rmi‘
ber and Susanne Fusso, who helped throughout with the.te.chmca asge (;loa
the work. The latter has prepared m(ist of therfﬁcondarryc lIlhblmgraphy. r.Olg

jkovit helpful at the initial stage of the research. !
Nﬁlgﬁ‘gj‘;;isouldpnot have been completed without the help ol_‘ some _Pziu:)t}
scholars and the support of IREX, which qunsored a col-laboratwe E_rotje -
the Yale Slavic Department and the Uni‘vert;lt)[ of Katowice on tge is 3% Oi[
Slavic grammatical thought. Although this project never got off the grorir:n ;;
enabled me to visit Poland on several occasions, to consult thﬁl‘t? some1 1[:3;1 ue:g
sources and to profit from the help and ad\flce of the follownlr:g (]:3 ngi[_.
Dr.M..Basaj, Dr. W.Kryzia, Prof. I(I:Pglzilﬁtjklk,i Ms. h:;gé”fﬁew;;i) X I: FeNE
kowski, and Dr.J. Zieniukowa. Prof. Polanski prep g

hich 2 e in a shortened and modified form. Dr. J.Jerkovic o

:r?;: igfﬁfdheegough to check the Serbian section. To all of them I express

here my sincere thanks.





