George Thomas
McMaster University, Hamilton

The Impact of Purism on the Development
of the Slovene Standard Language

Prispevek obravnava pomembno vlogo, ki jo je igral purizem v razvoju slovenskega knjiznega je-
zika od zaCetkov do danes. Avtor se posebej ukvarja z dilemami, ki so nastajale zaradi spreminja-
joc¢ih se druzbeno-politinih okoli$¢in.

The paper examines the significant role that purism has played from the beginnings of the stan-
dardization of Slovene to the present. The author deals in particular with dilemmas that have a-
risen as a result of the changing socio-political circumstances in which Slovene has found itself.

It is hardly surprising, given the cultural and political history of the Slovene
people, that purism should have been such a salient factor in the formation and de-
velopment of the Slovene Standard Language. The overwhelming presence over ma-
ny centuries of the German language in Slovene intellectual and everyday urban life
on the one hand and more recently the threat of competition from Serbo-Croatian
in the fulfilment of many socio-communicative functions on the other can scarcely
have failed to leave a profound impact on the linguistic attitudes of the Slovene peo-
ple. Due recognition of the xenophobic attitudes prevailing at various times during
the history of written Slovene is given in such representative works as Lencek
(1982), Tomsi¢ (1956) and Toporisi¢ (1966, 1967, 1970a, 1983, 1984, 1985, 1987, 1991,
1993). Furthermore, the struggle to fight off foreign influences is dealt with dispas-
sionately in several special studies: most notably Prijatelj (1924), GorSic (1961-62),
Prun¢ (1967), Jakopin (1968) and Toporisic (1970b, 1981). More controversial have
been the anti-puristic work of Urbanci¢ (1972), the second edition of which received
and some unscholarly, puristically inspired treatises (e.g. Gradisnik 1985). Finally, it
should be pointed out that in addition to the external threats noted above, standard
Slovene has also faced internal pressures, including the absence of a continuous
written tradition, extreme dialectal diversity resulting in provincial particularism and
polycentric codification, and a sharp contrast between the language of the city and
peasant speech. Each one of these pressures has given rise to a reaction which I
would describe as essentially puristic, though of Slovene scholars Urbanci¢ (1972:
43-44) is alone in treating them as such. Slovene has also been dealt with in sev-
eral studies of purism in the Slavic languages as a whole: Unbegaun (1932), Auty
(1973), Thomas (1988a). Nevertheless, apart from two short articles (Bajec 1959-60,
1965), there has been no attempt to sketch the overall impact of purism throughout
the history of written Slovene. The present paper, which makes no claims to pro-
duce any new evidence but employs a theoretical framework which has been elabo-
rated to cover a wide variety of languages (see Thomas 1991), is an attempt to pro-
vide just such a sketch.
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In general, purism may be characterized as an attempt to provide a paradigm
for the codification of a language which makes assumptions about the acceptability
of a given set of linguistic items on the basis of their origin. Purism seeks to close a
language to elements from sources deemed unacceptable while keeping it open to
acceptable elements. On the basis of the selection of targets we can construct a tax-
onomy of puristic orientations (Thomas 1991: 75-81). Firstly, a language may be
closed to external sources. Such xenophobic purism may be general or — more usu-
ally — rargetted at loanwords and calques from specific languages. Secondly, purists
may seek to orientate a language on an older stage in its development to the exclu-
sion of contemporary elements (archaizing purism), or, conversely, they may wish to
exclude earlier elements in favour of stressing the need for reform and renewal (re-
Sformist purism). Thirdly, some purists prefer to remain faithful to the language of
the people (ethnographic purism), while others seek to hold to the language of an
elite (elitist purism). Lastly, as first demonstrated by Brozovi¢ (1970: 79), there may
be a puristic reaction to the results of puristic intervention (anti-purism). Now let us
observe the interplay between these various types of purism in the written history
of Slovene, following the periodization provided by Toporisi¢ (1993: 137).

II

When the first Slovene texts emerge in the middle of the sixteenth century, it
is immediately obvious how much the spoken language had been indebted to Ger-
man. Thus the first Slovene book Catechism composed by Primoz Trubar
(1508-1586) in 1550 has approximately 135 loanwords from many semantic fields but
particularly in the realm of religion and ethics (Toporisi¢ 1991: 21-30). It can be ar-
gued that Trubar was doing little more than serving the linguistic needs of the
heavily Germanized urban population of Carniola and of Ljubljana in particular
(Orozen 1971-72: 140). He certainly expended little effort in finding Slovene equi-
valents for many of the German protestant terms he used. For Trubar “content and
comprehensibility” were more important than “a pure and beautiful language”
(Tomsi¢ 1956: 12). Already during Trubar’s lifetime, this over-reliance on German
loans was criticized by Jurij Dalmatin (1547-1589) and especially Sebastijan Krelj
(1538-1567) in the introduction to his Postila, though — as Rigler points out — even
Krelj, who came from a much less Germanized area than Trubar, himself uses
some German loans such as leben, folk, Spajza, Stima (Toporisic 1991: 26-28;
Tomsi¢ 1956: 13; Rigler 1968: 118-119). One of the first to introduce semantic calques
like jezik ‘language’ based on Latin lingua to replace the German loan Spraha was
the German-born Hieronymus Megiser (1554/55-1619) in his Dictionarium quatuor
linguarum of 1592 (Prunc¢ 1967: 23). German influence was not confined to the lex-
ical sphere: there were also many phraseological and syntactic Germanisms in writ-
ten Slovene. Adam Bohori¢ (died 1600) was the first to call attention to such usage
as the demonstrative pronoun fa as a definite article in imitation of German der
(for its use in Trubar, see Toporisi¢ 1991: 42; for further discussion of its authentici-
ty, see Korosec 1972: 166-168), s with the instrumental to denote the agent of an
action, cf. German mit, and the formation of passives with bom not sem, cf. the use
of werden with the passive in German (Toporisi¢ 1981: 74), though it is possible that
Krelj had also had these factors in mind when he described Trubar’s language as
“do polu nemski” (in subscribing to this view, Toporisi¢ 1991: 41 disgrees with Rigler
1968). However, a resolution of these problems had to await the Slovene renewal.
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The first systematic attempt to replace German loanwords with genuine Slovene
words and borrowings from kajkavian Croatian belongs to the edition of the Gospels
by TomaZz Hren (1560-1630), a Catholic bishop operating during the early years of
the Counter-Reformation, e.g. dedinja ‘inheritance’ for erbscina, ljudje etc. ‘people’
for folk, Ziviejne, Zivot ‘life’ for leben, Zenitovajne ‘wedding’ for ohcet (Rigler 1968:
213—4). This wholescale de-Germanization of written Slovene was continued by Ja-
nez Schonleben (1618—1681) and Father Hipolit (1650-1722) (Toporisi¢ 1987: 181).

The opposition to unnecessary German loanwords was carried forward by Blaz
Kumerdej (1738-1805), who listed them in his unpublished dictionary (Stabéj
1973-74: 252). The other lexicographers of this period Marko Pohlin (1735-1801)
(see Pohlin 1781) and Ozbald Gutsman (1727-1790) (see Gutsman 1789) began to in-
troduce loans from other Slavic languages especially Croatian and Czech to supple-
ment the deficiencies of Slovene (Breznik 1967: 125-131). On the other hand, they
were both opposed to the introduction of rustic words into the written language
(Orozen 1971-72: 141). Not surprisingly, the language was still orientated on Ger-
man — with the result that Pohlin calqued his grammatical terms on German: sa-
moglasnik ‘vowel’ for Selbstlauter, skupglasnik ‘consonant’ for Mitlauter. It is note-
worthy, however, that in so doing he did not blindly imitate the word-building con-
structions of German but frequently replaced a German compound with an adjective
+ noun phrase, e.g. casna beseda ‘verb’ for Zeitwort, Stivilska beseda ‘numeral’ for
Zahlwort, skupvezliva beseda ‘conjunction’ for Bindewort (Pirnat 1986: 103-104).
This avoidance of compounds has been sustained right into the present century and,
as Prunc (1967: 148) claims, appears to some extent to be puristically motivated:

Die Resistenz gegeniiber den Komposita wird im Slovenischen zusitzlich noch durch
puristische Bestrebungen verstirkt, die auch dann noch gegen Lehniibersetzungen
dieses Typus ankdmpften, wenn sie schon durch die allgemeine Sprachpraxis sank-
tioniert wurden.

II1

With the beginning of the new century we encounter a fresh set of attitudes
among would-be codifiers of standard Slovene. Indeed — although this is properly
refuted by Toporisi¢ (1987: 181) — Urbanci¢ (1972: 44) goes so far as to claim this to
be the true beginning of Slovene purism. Baron Ziga Zois (1747-1819) had called
the attention of Valentin Vodnik (1758-1819) to the need to remove unnecessary
Germanisms. Vodnik responded by expanding the Slavic sources for the enrichment
of Slovene to include Russian to replace Germanisms where no native word existed
(Toporisic 1987: 27). Thus in his grammar (Vodnik 1811) the linguistic terminology
was systematically based on Russian either in the form of direct loans (cf. glagol
‘vert’, narecje ‘adverbt’) or calques (cf. glasnik ‘vowel’ for R glasnoe, soglasnik ‘con-
sonant’ for R soglasnoe, vez ‘conjunction’ for R sojuz), medmet ‘interjection’ for R
meZdumetie) (Pirnat 1986: 103-104).

As might be expected, urban speech — especially in the Upper Carniolan area
— was heavily Germanized. Jernej Kopitar (1780-1844) was the first to confront this
Germanization in any systematic way. He pointed not only to the loanwords of writ-
ers from Trubar onwards (leben ‘life’ lebati ‘to live’), but also to more covert influ-
ences from German (gori jemle for aufnimmt; vunkaj klizati for ausrufen ‘to ex-
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claim’). These influences Kopitar ascribed to the place of German in the education
system. He said — no doubt drawing on his own personal experience — of the Slo-
vene-speaking peasant going to receive an education:

Im 8ten oder 10ten Altersjahre hat er den viterlich-Slavischen Herd verlassen, um in
der deutschen Stadt von Deutschen in Deutscher Sprache zum Deutschen Staatsdie-
ner erzogen zu werden. Nun muf er seine Slavische Muttersprache, die er ohnehin in
diesem Alter noch nicht in ihrer ganzen Fiille besitzen kann, mit Fleifi vergessen
lernen, damit ihm hold werde die Herrscherinn Teutona. (Kopitar 1808: 54)

Consequently — he said of the would-be author — “da er selbst in den Schulen Deu-
tschen Ideengang bekommen hat, so ist es ihm beynahe zu verzeihen, daB er zufrie-
den ist, wenn in seinem Krainischen Werke nur kein Deutsches Wort sich findet,
und daB er gar nicht ahndet, daB es auch einen Krainischen Syntax gebe” (Kopitar
1808: 54-55). This observation — no doubt inspired by his mentor Josef Dobrovsky,
who had voiced similar cricitisms of the Czech of several of his contemporaries (see
Thomas 1978) — led Kopitar to reject the Germanized syntax and lexicon of urban-
ized speech as a basis for the Slovene standard language.

As one antidote to the effects of Germanization, he recommended would-be
writers to have more frequent contact with the simple peasantry. Furthermore, he
advocated the teaching of Slovene to enthusiastic pupils from the countryside at the
Theological Institute in Ljubljana:

... mit Hilfe solcher Schiiler, die, ihrer Bestimmung nach, durch das ganze Land
vertheilt sind, wiirde der Krainische Lexikograph den gesammten Sprachschatz wie
mit einem Netze umfangen! Unsere Slavischen Brider in Ost und Siid, die uns fiir
bereits ganz germanisiert halten, und — wir selbst wiirden erstaunen Uber unsern
altgeerbten Reichthum! (Kopitar 1808: 56).

It is instructive that Kopitar even employs the ethnographic principle in his
treatment of the vexed question of the definite article in Slovene, although, as we
shall see he does not quite have the strength of his convictions. He quotes the fol-
lowing categorical statement by Dobrovsky in support of his claim that “die slavische
Sprache” (i.e., Slovene) has no definite article:

Der Slave kennt keinen Artikel. Germanisierende Dialekte, als der Windische in
Krain, und der Wendische in der Lausitz /to which he might have added spoken
Czech — g.t./ machen hier eine Ausnahme, und verldugnen dadurch ihre echt Slavi-
sche Abkunft (Dobrovsky 1792: 14; I have left the quotation as it appears in Kopitar
although the original differs in several insignificant details).

But what then is one to make of a “Stock-Krainer” who asks of another: “Ktiro
kravo si drajzi prodal, to pisano al to Cerno?” Is this not really an article, Kopitar
asks rhetorically. (Kopitar 1808: 215). Incidentally, Kopitar makes a further telling
observation at this point, namely that “Nicht der Dialekt, nur unsre ungeweihten
Schreiber germanisiren”. This is a common tactic among purists: to castigate indi-
vidual or group performance rather than admit to some deficiency in the language
itself, but it allows Kopitar to direct blame on the lack of institutions for instilling
proper instruction in the Slovene language.



















































