Why the Slovak Language Has Three Dialects:
A Case Study in Historical Perceptual Dialectology

ALEXANDER MAXWELL

INGUISTS HAVE LONG BEEN AWARE that the ubiquitous distinction between “languages”
and “dialects” has more to do with political and social forces, typically natienalism, than
with objective linguistic distance.' This article, an exercise in the history of (linguistic)
science, examines political and social factors operating on other levels of linguistic classification
than the “language-dialect” dichotomy. Nationalism and linguistic thought are mutually inter-
active throughout a linguistic classification system: political and social history not only affects
a list of “languages,” but also a list of “dialects?”

Specifically, this article takes as a case study the processes through which Slovak linguists
came to divide the Slovak language into Western, Central, and Bastern dialects. This tripartite
division presently enjoys a hegemonic status, but a vagiety of historical sources suggest that
observers classifying Slovak speech before the mid nineteenth century showed no awareness
of it. Instead, they employed other classification systems, which reflected ideas about the Slo-
vak linguistic zone that have since fallen out of favor, This essay derives the emergence of the
tripartite division of Stovak dialects from a specific historical situation: the polemical needs of
Ludovit Stér, an important Sloval: politician and language reformer.

This article takes linguistics as an object of historical analysis, but also secks to engage with
the discipline from a historian’s perspective, I have found much common ground in sociolin-
guistics, the branch of linguistics devoted to the intersection of linguistic and social phenom-
ena. Sociolinguists have long been aware that linguistic classification has a history, despite the
popular perception that linguistic phenomena are timeless. Joshua Fishman, a giant in the field,
once made the following remarks about the emergence of “national languages™

Today, in almost all of the Western world {and in the ethnopolitically consolidated and econotech-
nically modernized world more generally), nothing seems more “natural” than the current linkage
between a particutar cultural identity and its associated language. For Frenchmen, that language is
French and for Spaniards it is Spanish. What could be more “natural’? However, by their very nature,
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cultures are primarily conventional rather than truly ratural arrangements and, therefore, even these
links, apparently natural though they seem, need to be examined more carefully, perhaps even more

naively, and such fundamental questions as “Was it always s0?” and “Why, when or how did it become
$0?" need to be raised.?

Both of these excellent questions apply not only to the well-studied creation of a “language”
from a set of “dialects,” but also to the emergence of a “dialect” from a continuum of spoken
language. This article will attempt to answer them both for the case of the tripartite dévision.

Conceptually, a list of “dialects” within a given language resembles a list of “languages”
within a given language family: both classification schemes divide a dialect continuum into
implicitly homogenous regions. However, the political factors that establish a “dialect” are less
dramatic than those that elevate a “language” from a “dielect,” since the palitical stakes are
usually lower. The political and social issues at stake in disputed dialect clagsifications have, in
consequence, attracted less attention. In consequence, the truth claims of a dialect classification
are less frequently called into question. Nevertheless, the classification of dialects, no less than
that of languages, has a cultural history and should be viewed skeptically.

It both “dialects” and “languages™ are socially constructed, we would expect that the classifi-
cation of a large langnage family, such as the Slavic language family, would differ considerably
over time and between different observers. This is indeed the case. British Slavist Paul Selver,
for example, noted that “in 1822 Dobrovsky, the practical father of Slay philology, divided [the
Slavic zone] into nine tongues, Safatik in 1842 proposed six languages with thirteen dialects,
Schleicher in 1865 proposed eight, Miklosich, a prominent Slovene scholar, decided on nine,
Jagi¢, a Croat authority of European reputation, is in favor of eight. The reason for this diver-
sity is that some philologists designate as a language what others will admit only as a dialect™
Selver’s passage is interesting not least because his figure for Dobrovsky (“nine tongues”) differs
from that of Endre Araté: “E. Pelcl, professor of Czech language and literature at the University
of Prague, spoke of five main dialects (Russian, Polish, Serbian, Croatian and Czech), while
J. Dobrovsky;, the most outstanding scholar of Slavic linguistics of his age, spoke only of four
(Czech, Polish, Russian and IHyrian)™ My own count, from the opening pages of Dobrovsky’s
Lehrgebaeude der Boehmischen Sprache, yields neither four, nor nine, but fen languages, with
three subcategories of Slovenian, ¥

Most linguists and historians agree that a linguistic collective achieves the status of a “lan-
guage” through extralinguistic factors, The famous bon mot that “a language is a dialect with an
army and navy,” usually credited to Max Weinreich, correctly leaves linguistic “facts” behind,
yet this memorable formula does not accurately describe the allocation of linguistic status, After
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since it is no longer spoken? See Joseph Dobrovsky, Lefrgebacide der boehmischen Sprache (Prague, 1819), 4-5,

Noam Chomsky, Knowledge of Langunge: Its Nature, Origin, and Use {New York, 1986), 15, says that the quote
is “attributed to Max Weinreich,” but scholars have had difficulty finding a citation from Weinreich himself, Joshua
Fishman cites “Der yivo un di problemen fun undzer tsayt,” in Yivo-bleter, 25.1.13, 1945 (Mendele list, 28 October
1996). Yiddish-speaker Victor Friedman, suspecting that the quote is apocryphal, reports that some Scandinavian
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the partitions of Poland, Polish retained its recognition as a'distinct «]angl'lageé ’ ew:n Wlt?g;xtn ai
Polish army; neither Austrian German nor American English was proclalmehad lstmttl: ba -
guage” despite significant military forces. The battle ff:')r the Slovak language had mos f&r t}::e :
:von before the 1938 Slovak state was founded; the existence of a Czechoslovak army, further

more, did not noticeably assist the cause of the Czechostovak language.

Historians of nationalism have focused on language codification as the decisive far:tor si'pa—
rating “languages” from “dialects” Benedict Anderson, for example, fo;used ontthe mvg-:; ;(rm
of printing technology’” while Miroslav Hroch dc?velo_ped a schematic five-par ttstaige e O)I(;
stage three of which has six subdivisions.® Sociolinguists ha:re also dox:e Fheorf{ ical w rl on
the processes through which “dialects” become elevated to languages. En:iag a.ugen;ld Dis
famous study of Norwegian,? described a four-stage theory of language codi catm;: aH d}; g
temnatization, which he then repackaged as a “Matrix of Language Plam}mg Procests;es. '( il ;ect
later reprinted this matrix in his sociolinguistics textbook.}'* Thes<? various stage dt eonesr ;eman
scholarly understanding that the classification of i‘e‘lnguages and dlale’::ts is base on n;l?storicag
objective linguistic facts. Any attempt to explain “how it hecame so” must examml: Lseum
events: the writing of dictionaries and grammars, the emergence c?f hewspapers c:ir es g
authors, the development of school systems and government admn?mtratmns., and so lc_)ln. -

How and why a dialect gains popular acceptance, by cox?trast, isa f;utastlo‘n that as 1% ne
almost wholly unexamined. The main scholar working in ’tlns field, soc1oh.ngu15t Dennis P
ton, calls his stimulating work “perceptual dialectology’™®* Preston stu(.hed how Amenca:s
classify the dialects of American English by asking informants to sketch dialect zones on a map

nited States. o

o icLl-li‘:l,;\]ﬂsts often take a dismissive attitude toward popular perceptions of hnggmt[c phe:lfglt-
ena. As Preston put it, “folk linguistics has generally been reported ane;dotally:, l212n serlves u y
as a foil to the ‘correct’ linguistics professionals want to present to neo‘phytes. ‘ Popxi a; perceiE 1
tions, however, constitute an important object of study in their own right, particularly ozl soci
scientists examining popular mentalities. Preston is right to make tl}em- a focus of I:esea‘;rl h. ]

Preston’s interview-based techniques, howeves, can only be apph‘ed in person, and te}re Z;e
are only applicable to the present. Applying Preston’s‘ research teChI'lqu:lE‘S to the mnteteen hliscmr-
tury would require time machines. This inability to discuss change over time preven ilalg. stor-
ical discussion of cause and effect: the sociology of language., true to its name, generally } 1:? s "
the methodology of sociologists. I believe, however, tha.t historical te:chmque.s allo‘w1 a his If:;ﬁes
perceptual dialectology. Drawing on research in Slovak intellectual history, this art11cd<.a ?xamlo
texts by amateur linguists and language planners to show how ?lova‘k perceptual dialec e g;y
has evolved over time. Historical perceptual dialectology, as practiced in th%s art-lcl'e, has nothing
to do with the field of historical linguistics, which aims to discover how linguistic phenomena
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aéxd ."DiSC' Army and Navy Quote” in LINGUIST List (2 and 9 March 1997}, available at htlp:."lwww.lmguxst(} Bs;.org/
issues/8/8-306.htmi and http:/fwwwlinguistlist.orgfissues/8/8-340 html, respectively {accessed on 2 March 2605).
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WEinar Haugen, “Language Planning’ in Sociolinguistics/Soziolingidstik, ed. Ammon, Dittmar, and Ma 3
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2Preston, “Folk Dialectology’ 333-34.
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have changed over time. Historical perceptual dialectology, however, can still make a significant
contribution to the social understanding of language by linking changes in dialect perception to
political and intellectual history. It can also provide new perspectives on Slovak history,
Situated methodologically between history and sociolinguistics, two disciplines not noted
for their close collaboration, this essay shows some of the inherent weaknesses of a first
attempt-~that is, of a pioneering study. Historians, emphasizing depth over breadth, are less
inclined to comparison than sociologists and sociolinguists. This article only examiries a single
case and may be influenced by the eccentricities of that case. Since historians analyze texts,
their discussions rely on the perceptions of literate intellectuals, a social class that may have
disproportionate influence but nevertheless remains unrepresentative for an illiterate and agri-
cultural society. Nevertheless, the sources adduced below tell a coherent story. Both historians

and sociolinguists would benefit from discussion across disciplinary boundaries. This essay,
therefore, attempts to start a conversation. '

The Tripartite Division of Slovak Dialects

Let us begin by examining how dialectologists look at linguistic diversity, One common tech-
nique is ko draw a map of isogloss lines, that is, lines showing where a given linguistic transition
takes place (examples will be given below). Linguist Ulrich Ammon suggests that dialects, here
understood as geographically defined speech varieties, could be objectively defined in terms of
“isogloss bunching' Representing a distinct linguistic variety in a linguistic space as a doton a
line, Ammon drew a diagram to illustrate his argument. T have reproduced Ammon's diagram as
figure 1. Isogloss lines might be imagined as an invisible line lying in space between the dots,

FrGURE 1 Ammon’s Classification of Varieties According to Distance
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In the first case (a), the four varieties on the center-ri ght are close to each other and separated
from other varieties: one might group them as a distinet “dialect” In the second case (b), the
linguistic change is gradual and mostly continuous: here, Ammon concedes, one cannot mean-
ingfully divide the varieties into “dialects” and must instead speak of a dialect continuum.
Ammon’s diagrams, of course, are schematic and simplified, not least because they only
allow for ene dimension of geographic diversity. A one-dimensional study of geographical
diversity, however, might be an acceptable simplification in the Slovak case. The Slovak territory
is an elongated shape stretching in a west-east direction; a hypathetical division into “Northern”

SAmmon, “Language—Variety/Standard Variety—Dialect)” 320
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and “Southern” dialect zones, for example, would seem irnplausii_)le. The tripartite division ct)f
Sloval dialects suggests that Slovak isogloss lines should bunch into two bands: 01:;3 ?eptaraI I;
ing the Western and Centra] dialects, another separating .thn? Central and Easte;n fm}e; s(.i :
other words, the tripartite model suggests a figure quite sufnlar to (a), though the far e ) 1—_?1 e,
representing “Western Stovak;” would have to be replaced with a clump of dots representing

" internal diversity of Western Slovakia.

Several dialectologists, notably fozef Stole, Faromir Belig, zjmd Anton.H_abovénak, havi ca}'t;ﬁgz
studied the linguistic features of that section of the Slavic dlalect.contmugm co?gr}]laen :1\?; "
Slovak Republic. Their research has uncovered a huge weglth of 1§og10'ss lines distril -ute r;o:dy
at random, implying a huge number of varieties, cach v;f’tually 1de.nt.1ca1 tc: those u?ﬂrg; :ae tz
adjacent. If linguistic uniqueness defines a unique “dialect, th?n a C.IISHI.!CI dialect wfvgl kav
be assigned to each town in Slovalda, or perhaps even to elac:h indl_wc.iual §peaker oC N o\r‘aJ .

Slovakia’s linguistic diversity is theoretically unsurprising. Soc;o-lmguists l}ack ambers 253_
Peter Trudgill suggest that “any region that has a long settlement history” will have1 rcgiss-ci 5
ing isoglosses separating even contiguous villages fro,m one an.otl.ier and app?rent ¥ : fets?-;l Owgi
a bewildering variety of dialect feature combinations”'® Slova.ksfx is su_ch a region, anal i ;13 ¥
Chambers and Trudgill’s rule. In any event, the number of distinct dialects is several orders

i reater than “three” )
ma%];t:qugalexity of an isogloss map depends primarﬂy-on thfa effort expended bly d;lﬁft()loé
gists in gathering data. If all the various isogloss lines printed in the works of Stolc, he ic, ;r;l !
Habovitiak were drawn on a single map, the result would r-esen.lble a plate of spag etti.
Slovak case, then, resembles neither (a) nor (b); linguistic diversity does not clump, as 1111 d(z;)),
but is too dense for (b). The Ammon-style diagram corresponding to the Slovak case would be

in figure 2,
{C)’Ijz\e;ft(ll)‘;c:si,lzle %esults of dialectological research can still be E:sed to support ?ne or anotlher
classification schemne: One simply selects those isogloss lines. which sapport one’s fa\{oﬁ.& ;tats-
sification. Line (d) in figure 2 shows, for example, the varieties one would wish to hlg:ﬁ 15:,; (ff
reproduce Ammon’s “varieties classifiable in terms of distance:, line (a). The em}llaltyh;irfnesthe
line (d) represent varieties whose distinctiveness a dialectologist chooses not to highlight,
consequence of unexamined isogloss lines.

FIGURE 2 Varieties on a Language Continuum

Verieties according 1o distance

(<)

Varieties selected to be “clussifiable according to distance”

USee Jozef Stole, Atlas slovenského jazyka [Atlas of the Slovak language] (P:rf\tisiava, 19[86}; ]a;zlmu:aBill:;, aﬁizlo?e;?:z
dialektologie [Outline of Czech dialectology] (Prague, 1972); Anton }.iabo\’stlak. Atlfn's s arens tlo J 3«; a [Atlas of e
Stovak language] (Bratislava, 1984). Another forty-one maps comparing west Slo:'ﬂl\ Jsogkos§? c;s 31 “ (fik il bor.
ders, and mountain watersheds can be found in Viclay ViZny, “Ndfeci slovenskd” {Slovak dia er:2 72. ns
vlastiveda [Czechoslovak homeland studies}, ed. Vaclav Dedina (Prag'ue, 1934), 3:234, 252, 266, 272, 282,

15§, K. Chambers and Peter Trudgill, Dialectology, 2nd ed. (Cambridge, 1998), 93.
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Playing with Ammon diagrams shows how the appropriate selection and omission of isogloss

lines could support either a tripartite or four-fold division of the Slovak language continuum
{figure 3),

F1GURE 3 Various Subdivisions of the Slovak Dialect Continuum

Slovak varieties classified into three diglects

(¢

“West Slovak™ “Central Slovak” “East Slovak™

Slovak: Varieties elossified into four dialects

M 090000600060006

“Far West Slovak” “W-Central Slovak™  “E-Central Slovak™ “Far East Sloval™

Isogloss maps corresponding to these revised Ammon diagrams are easily constructed, Fig-
ure 4 shows isogloss lines in support of the tripartite West-Central-East division, corresponding
to line (e). Figure 5 supports the four-fold Far Fast—Near East—Near West-Far West division
corresponding to line (f). The problem with such maps lies not in the information that they
display, but in the information they omit. The white spaces between isogloss lines create the
illusion of relative homogeneity, when in actuality, linguistic diversity is continuous throughout
the entire zone. Figure 6 provides a moze accurate, if less clear, picture of the diversity of the
Slovak linguistic zone. Note that the isogloss lines neither group naturally into any tripartite
division nor, indeed, display any obvious bunching or internal cleavages.

Note also that gradual linguistic change extends beyond the borders of Slovakia. Slovak
dialectologists generally define their research zone in terms of Slovakiak political frontiers.
This presumably reflects how the Slovak Academy of Science, the organization that funds
and publishes most Slovak dialectological research, defined its zone of competence. Béli, a
Czech scholar, has examined isogloss lines that cross the Slovak-Czech frontier in Communist
Czechoslovakia,'® but to the best of my knowledge, no scholars have ever studied the transition
between Slovak and Polish. Appropriate research might uncover isogloss lines that cross the
Slovalc-Polish or Slovak-Ukrainian (Slovak-Rusyn) frontier,

The main point of figure 6, however, is that linguistic change is continuous within the Slovak
zone: isogloss lines do not bunch together. The chaos of figure 6 is best described as a dialect
continuum. Various simplifying interpretations, whether tripartite, binary (“Eastern-West-
ern’), four-fold, or anything else, are all equally {in)defensible.

Lam not aware of any twentieth-century scholar of Slovak diatects who has so much as con-
sidered any classification scheme other than the tripartite (West-Central-East) division, much
less gathered evidence in its defense. Miroslav Stépdnek, in the Mald ceskoslovenskd encyclope-
die {(Small Czechoslovak encyclopedia), listed the West-Central-East dialects, as did American
Slavist R. G. A. de Bray, British Slavist David Short, and linguists C. F. and E M. Voegelin. In
1934, furthermore, Viclav Vainy similarly posited West, Central, and East subdialects of the

1iBalie, Ndstin deské dialektologie.
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FIGURE 4 Isogloss Lines Supporting a Tripartite Classification of Slovak Dialects

pukel vs. hib ¢harb)
%‘% From Habovitiak, Map 461

kotka vs. madka
From Habovitiak, Map 448

: ovak
From Habovitak, Map 462 Si

I d Central
’; peditk vs. dradkagodilk  § i

kislé nakislé vs. brzlé (mlieko)
From Habovitiak, Map 446

Tsogloss Yines reproduced manually
from Habovitiak (1984). Any
discrepancies are the responsibility
of the awthor.

obofar va. skidr, sklendr, skidr, oknar
From Siols, 1994

korzak vs. oseliiik
From Habovitiak, Map 463

East
Central

West Slovak

Central

peshik vs. dradks yodiik
Trom Habovitiak, Map 462

hospodar vs. gazda
From Habovitiak, Map 445

kim vs. kait, kudii
Frem BEliE, Map 2

ol

cstl

zell vs. kapusta
From Habovitiak, Map 443

e e Lt vu"'.‘

1 tsozloss lines reproduced mamually
from Stole (1968), Habovitiak {1984)

zémok, zamka v3. klatka

and Balis(1972). Any discrepancies
From Habovitiak, Map 450

Ny,
OGeun"

ara the responsibility of the author,

Slovak dialect of the “Czechoslovak language”” Citing other tripartite classifications of ﬂﬁ
“Slovak language” would be trivial. Whether as dialects‘ Sf the Slovak iar,l,guagle‘, or even ;115 suk”
dialects of the Czechoslovak language, “Eastern Sloval” “Central Sl.ovak, and West;larn S ov?t

have a firm hold in the mental landscape of twentieth-century Slavists. At present, the tripartite

i tially taken for granted. - o

Smé)cctlri::;:pfj:rr; Slo{'ak linguistgs also project the tripartite linguistic division back in tlré';e. Ia;i
1980, Zubomir Durovi¢ divided written texts from sixteenth—_and seventeenth-centll.lr\’/f ;5 -
kia into “cultural West Slovak” and “cultural Central Slovak™; in 199.6, Mark ‘I‘,aue'rs d{'n' adde

“ultural East Slovak” to the list.' In 1997, Rudolf Krajcoviﬁ‘descsxbed t}l,le basic 1v15110%1_ in
West Slovak, Central Stovak and East Slovak” as “pre-historic inheritance. In 1999, Pavol Zigo

Ufiroslay Stépanek, ed., Mald éeskaslovenskd encyclopedie [Small Czecheslovak gn:gcl;peﬁasl h(frtaggfovl:ﬁzi;ﬁii

i i d ed. (Chelsea, 1951), 146-48; Davi rt, «
R. G. A. de Bray, Guide fo the West Slavonic Languages, 3r . ; i
Slavonic Lmtguc}:ges, ed. Bernard Comrie and Greville Corbett {London, 1593), 588’—_89: C F.‘VEJ'eglehn ailc(ile;fiz’ Voege.
lin, Classification and Index of the World's Langnages (New York, 1977),;11-1? Vaz{:zr& E:::;; ;::::1:5 eé A]éxander
B ir D i¢, “Slovak? in The Slavie Literary Languages: Formation : i o, ed. i
Sch;;J]E;n;::dg;!:\g:d Stankiewicz (New Haven, 1980), 211-28; Mark Lauversdors, The Question of ‘Cultural Language
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FIGURE 6 Selected Isogloss Lines on the Czechoslovak Dialect Continuum

tehla v, vilok, val'ec, vaTka
From Habovitiak, Map 450

korCak vs. pselitk
From Hebovitiak, Map 463

chlapech v3, chlapoch
From Blig, Map 2

oboge vs. Pace

Frem Habovtiak, Map 457
nilacarelt vs, hunino, zbgisko 4
Trom Habovitiak, Map 463 ®
,,o" b C ?"ao
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From Habowitioh, Map 462 ? ¥ s
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ki vs, kof, kuoi
From Biliz, Map 2
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kodka vs. matka
From Habowdtiak, Map 448

zimok, zémka vs. Katka {? obotir vs. sklar, skendr, skidr, oknir ? Vb2 V8, YOI, vz, Yuz, Vide, vybz, viiz, voz
i
31
X

Oy
g

From Habovitiak, Map 450 From Stolc, 1994 From Stole, Map 184 and 19]

nesU vs. nesem, fiesiem

From i kuz masa, 3ak uted vs, kus masa, Sag uted

e . ;' 1 T

From BE&NE, Map 2 jama s, jama | g zeli vs. kopusta
)
¢

3 From Konsing From Habovitiak, Map 445

kislé nakislé vs. bralé (mlicko ék kel ?
)} ; pukel’ vs. hrb (harb) i hréch vs. hrach i Tan, Fan vs, 1én, len
{

From Habovitiak, Map 446

-ty O O-O-E 0N X

: % From Habowltiak, Map 461 From Koneéna From §tole, Map 43
ospodar vs, gazda daf, najstarsi vs. dej, nej 1 ’ i
I A . dej, nejstardl; dg, néstardi "
From Haboviftiak, Map 445 % v i ' Tsogloss iines seproduced manually by the
: ) From Bilit, Map 2 ?109!1712 §)ml:l (1968}, Habovidak (}9};4{ l}c‘.l?i?l et
smlm‘é-(i, ~) 52 vs. émiac se o -jca (I'iZica, luica, lofica) vs. -ka (Tigk and Keseton (2062). Any discrepancies
Trom Stoks, Map 41 .: From Sile, Mep 41 ) a{fidka, lotks) arg the sesponsibiliy of the author
I

Z?;E::,:;Ei,n?ap ;\vas( ;S:reate;d from Jaromir BE4E, Ndstin ceske dialektologie (Prague, 1972); Anton Habovitiak, Aflgs
Jjayzka (Bratislava, 1984); Jozef Stolc, Atlas slovenského j i ] :

shove ; (Bratislava, z 3 Jjazyka (Bratislava, 1986); and Hara Konedna
Takzvané moravské krdceni, & moravskd kritkost?” in Slavias Casapis pro slovanskou filologii 71, na. 3 (2002)-1;2? v

and Rudolf }(rajc':ovié classified texts from the sixteenth and eighteenth centuries into “Cultural
East ?"Eflvak,’ “Cultural Central Slovak,” and “Cultural West Slovak” though they f It th 3"&
subdivide the latter into northern and southern halves.”® ’ s feneedto
C‘ﬂﬂO}lSlY,'SIOVEik dialectologists even reproduce the tripartite classification scheme when di
cussing linguistic features that fail to conform to it, Jozef Stolc’s Atlas slovenského Jazyka (Atla lsnf
the Slovak language) reproduced the East-Central-West divisions, but found the sub-fubdivis's N
f)f Slovak more useful analytic terms: at least, those are the divisions numbered and discumns
in thfﬂ tlext.20 Ivor Ripka's Slovnik slovenskych nérest {Dictionary of Slovak dialects) confusissei
subdivides the Wesf, Central, and Eastern ndrecia (dialects) into eighteen, twenty-six emc;-1 1gif}-r
teen coun_ty-'level ndrecia, thus using the word ndregia for two distinct levels of its c]ass’iﬁcation
system. Ripka showed that the word Srajeiarka, “a long-necked bottle for spirits” crosses the

and Interdialectical Norm in 16th Century Slovatia: i i
ve-Logal Tt (o, 1900y ¥ Slovakia: A Phonolagical Analysis of the 16th Century Slovak Administra-
19 s ix Iy s
Rudolf Krajéovié, Svedectvo dejin o sloventine [History’s evidence ahout Slovak] (Martin, 1997), 252; Rudolf

Krajéovi¢ and Pavol Zigo, Prirucka k dejindm spi i 5
(Bratislave: 1599). 931 (551_ ejindm spisovnej slovenciny [Handbook for the history of written Slavak)

*Stole, Atlas stovenskdho jazyka, frontispiece.
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dialectical frontiers: the word is used in both the “West Slovak” counties of Trencin and Hloh-
avec, and the “Central Slovak” county of Nitra.?! Since Ripka describes the extent of individual
lexical items in terms of Slovak counties, his reproduction of the tripartite division is doubly
puzzling: Why not stick with county-level ndrecia? The tripartite division served no apparent
analytical purpose,

Given that Slovak dialectologists understand the complexity of the Slovak linguistic reality,
why are they so extraordinarily attached to the tripartite division? The answer to this question
lies in the history of how the Stovak dialects have been classified. The lively nineteenth-century
debate about whether Slovak was a “language” or a mere dialect of Czech—or of Slavic—pro-
vides abundant sources that discuss and classify the “dialects” of Slovak. Historical research
easily traces Slovak historical perceptual dialectology back to the late eighteenth century.

Several early classifications of the Slavic speech in northern Hungary, the territory which
subsequently became the Slovak Republic, were not tripartite, but dual: the territory was
divided into Czech and Polish spheres. For example, the seventeenth-century Neue und Kurze
Beschreibung des Koenigreichs Ungarn described the Slavic language spoken in Kodice {in east-
ern Slovakia) as “Polish;” but claimed that many inhabitants of the Fungarian kingdom could
speak “the Bohemian language ... preity fluently”?* This implicitly divided Slavs in the north
of Hungary into Bohemian speakers and Polish speakers. Strictly speaking, this classified “lan-
guages,” not “dialects;’ but the main point is that the territory of the future Slovakia was divided
into two main linguistic regions, not three,

Grellman's 1795 Statistische Aufkldrung itber Wichtige Theile und Gegenstinde der Oster-
reischischen Monarchie listed Hungary's “Slavic” languages as “Bohemian, Moravian, Croatian,
Serbian [Serbisch oder Raizisch], Wendic, Dalmatian, Russian, and quasi-half Polish™* To
interpret this list for the Slovak linguistic zone, we must first discount the non-Slovak ter-
ritories: Grellman’s Wendic, Croatian, and Serbian languages are South Slavic; Russian refers
to the Ukrainians (Rusyns) of Transcarpathia; and “Moravian” probably refers to communities
of Moravian Brethren2® This leaves the territory of modern Slovakia divided into Czech and
“quasi-half Polish” linguistic zone, much as in the Neue und kurze Beschreibung.

This Polish-Bohemian schema survived into the nineteenth century. Therese Pulszlay, the Vien-
nese-born wife of a Hungarian nobleman, divided the Slovak zone into Czech and Polish halves
in her Tagebuch einer ungarischen Dame: “[Tlhe Slavic population dominates; in the west, these
belong to the Czech-Moravian race.... The Slavs in the districts of Zips, Saros, Abauj, Zemplin,
and Torna are much more dlosely related to the Poles than the Moraviaus in langrage and cus-
toms; they are more indolent and their schools are worse equipped than those of their western
brothers.... Just as in the northwest, individoal Slavs, in their language and customs, resemble the
Bohemians, and in the north the Poles, so in the northeast alf are of the Ruthenian race™

Pulszky divided northern Hungary's Slavs into Czechs, Poles, and Ruthenians. Assuming
that Pulszky's Ruthenians are the Ukrainians (Rusyns) of Transcarpathia, it seems that she

*yor Ripka, ed., Slovnik slavenskych ndredf [Dictionary of Slovak dialects] (Bratislava, 1994}, 565.

2Anonymous, Neue und Kurze Beschreibung des Koenigreichs Ungarn (Niremburg, 1664}, 21, 15,

SGreliman, Stafistische Aufilirungen iber Wichtige Theile und Gegenstiinde der Gsterreichischen Monarchie {Got-
tingen, 1795}, 1:380.

¥(rellman may very well have seen Czech and Moravian as separate languages, but it is difficult to see how this
would affect the classification of Slavs living in Hungary. Alternatively, Grellmen might have seen Slovaks as “Mora-
vians” and referred to a community of immigrants when speaking of “Czechs.” Either way, this divides Slovaks into

two categories.
*Therese Pulszky, Aus dem Tagebuche einer Ungarischen Dame, 2 vols. (Leipzig, 1850), 1:84-86, 91.




150 ALEXANDER MAXWELL

divided the ancestors of today’s Slovalks into Czechs and Poles, yielding two linguistic zones.2
This classification differs from modern perceptions not just in the failure to divide Slovak into
three dialects, but in the failure to acknowledge a Slovak nation or, indeed, a Slovak “tribe” or
any other Slovak ethnographic collective. The recurring perception that Fastern Slovaks were
“Polish” is also striking, though modern scholarship has frequently discussed the nineteenth-
century tendency to classify the Slovaks as a variety of Crechs.®

The three sources cited above come from non-Slavs, Quisider perceptions are relevant, par-
ticularly given the influence of German ideas on Slavic thought in Central Europe. However,
the self-perceptions of Slovaks prove more important for the history of the tripartite division.
Slovaks themselves, at least the educated Slovaks who have left behind texts to analyze, tend not
to favor the dual classification schemes popular among non-Slavic outsiders.

Slavs, however, show no awareness of the tripartite division of Slovak dialects until the
middle of the nineteenth century. Indeed, most lack any conception of “the Slovak language,
preferring instead to see alt Slavdom as a single linguistic collective. Any subdivisions within
Slovak under this interpretation would not be “dialectical” but “subdialectical” I have not found
any Slovak authors who divided northern Hungary into Polish-speaking and Czech-speaking
zones, as the German observers cited above did, but several Slovak literati replicated the Polish
and Czech subdivision in subdialectical terms.

The most famous of these is Jan Kollar, the greatest of Slovakia’s All-Slav®® poets. Jan Kol-
lx, in the edited volume Hiasowé o potfebé jednoty spisowného jazyka pro Cechy, Morawany a
Slowdky (Voices on the need for a unitary literary langnage for Czechs, Moravians, and Slovaks),
divided the Slovak linguistic region into seven zones. The original text rambles considerably;
the following quotation gives only Kollér’s numbering system and geographic designations, all
of which refer to Hungarian counties:

1) Slovacko-Czech, that is, literary langnage ... on the Moravian border in Skalice, Holig, as well as
some villages in Malohont and Gemer counties.

2) The Slovak dialect proper, or, as foreigners prefer, Slovack [Slowacké] ... Martin, Liptov, and parts
of Orava, Trenéin, Nitrz, and Zvolen counties.

3) The Polno-Sloval dialect,... S4rig, Spis, and Orava counties,

4) The Russian- or Ruthenian-Slovak dialect,... Abaujvér (including Kogice), Zemplin, and Berecké
counties.

5) The Serbo-Slovak dialect of the border of Sexbia, mainly in the Bicské county and in many other
Serbian-Slovak towns and villages, for example in Buda, in Szentendre, etc.

%A few nineteenth-century Slovaks counted the Ruthenians of Transcarpathia as Slovaks. Today the main dis-
pute is whether the Rusyns in the Slovak Republic should be classified as Uksainians or as an independent nation.
See Johann Thomddek (writing under the pen name Thomas Viligosviry), Der Sprachkampf in Ungarn (Zagreb,
1841), 32; Jdn Moraveik, Pestbudinské Vedemosti [Budapest news] 1, no. 2 (20 March 1861). On modern Rusyn
as a distinct language, see Paul Robert Magocsi, A New Slavic Language is Born: The Rusyn Literary Language of
Slovakia (New York, 1996).

See especially Robert Pynsent, Questions of Identity: Czech and Slovak Ideas of Nationality and Personality (Buda-
pest, 1994), 46; Theodare Locher, Die Nationale Differenzierung und Integriernng der Slovaken und Tschechen in ilwem
Geschichtlichen Verlauf bis 1848 (Haarlem, 1931).

*Many readers may prefer the more familiar term Pan-Slav to All-Slav, but { believe that the former has come to
imply Russian political domination on the model of Hitlerian Pan-Germanism. I suggest that “Ali-$lavism” better
captures the idea that ali Slavs belong to a single nationality for contemporary readers. Kolldr himself, however, felt
perfectly comfortable with the term Pansiav, 2 word he used in the sense intended by Jin Herkel, the Protestant pastor
who originally coinied the word, Herkel defined it as “the unity in literature among all Slavs” Emphasis in original. Jin
Herkel (Joanne Herkel), Elementa Universalis Linguae Slavicae (Buda, 1826), 4.

WHY THE SLOVAK LANGUAGE HAS THREE DIALECTS 151

6) The German-Slovak dialect, mostly in mining towns and cities, in Stivnica, in Kremenica, and
other areas ... N
7} The Hungaro-Slovak dialect, mainly in lower Hungary ... in Novohrad, Pest, and Békes.

Note that this “Slovak” ethnolinguistic territory covers most of the Kingdom of Hungary,

“including Slovak colonies in the so-called doind zem, now part of Yugoslavia. One contempo-

rary British scholar, David Short, mocked the “hybrid dialects” of this “pseudo-classification”™

Why Short feels so strongly about the subject is unclear, but Kolldr’s division of the Slovak
dialects certainly contradicts the modern tripartite consensus: ignoring regions outside the ter-
ritory of modern Slovakia, Kelkr posits five dialects.

Kollar's habit of creating dialect names by combining two ethnonyms was not an original
contribution. Pavol Safirilds Pjsné swétské Lidu slawenského u Uhrdch (Secular sons of the Slavic
people in Hungary) contained no formal classification of Slovak dialects, but it did include
songs in the “German-Slovak;” “Polish-Slovak; and “Moravo-Slovak” dialects. One of the “Pol-
ish-Slovak” songs is werth reproducing:

Slowidci! Slowdci! Slovaks! Slovaks! {perhaps, “Slavs! Slavs!”]
Wsecci ste gednacj You are ali identical

ako by wds mala as if you ali liad

Wiseckych gedna maci one and the same mother!

The All-Slavic sentiments in this song suggest that the frequently ascribed “Polish” character
of what modern linguists would probably designate the “Eastern Slovak dialect” had no impact
on the national affiliation of the people speaking it. Proponents of a “language” usually posit a
nation bearing the same name, but this link does not hold for “dialects”

Tn 1847, M. M. HodZa divided Stovak into four dual-ethnonymic dialects: Czechoslovak,
spoken in Moravia, Bratislava,? Nitra, and Tren¢in; Polnoslovak, in Spis, 8aris, and parts of
Zemplin; Rusynoslovak, in Gemer; and Slovak proper—also known as New Slovak—in Martin,
Liptov, Zvolen, and Novohrad.?* Note that HodZa's geographical descriptions differed from
Kollar's: Hod#a assigned Nitra and Trenéin to “Czechoslovak,” while Kolldr considered them
“Slovak proper” Note also that Hodza's implicit Slovak geography differed from Kolldr’s: HodZa
neglected Buda, Pest, and the dolnd zem.

BJan Kollar, Hiasowé o potfebé jednoty spisowného jazyka pro Cechy, Morawany a Slowdky [Voices about the need
for a unified literary language for Czechs, Moravians and Slovaks) (Prague, 1844), 102-4.

David Short, “The Use and Abuse of the Language Argument in Mid-nineteenth Century ‘Czechostovakism, An
Appraisal of a Propaganda Milestone;” in The Literature of Nationalism: Essays on East Eurapean Identity, ed. Robert
Pynsent (London, 1996), 54, )

3Pawel Josel Safafik (Paved Jozef Safarik), Pjsné swétské Lidu slawenského 1 Uhrdch [Secular songs of the Slavic
people in Hungary] (Pest, 1827), 164. The word Sfovék was used to mean both “Slovak” and “Slav” in the easly nine-
teenth century, Ibid.

211 the nineteenth century, this city had several names: Pozsony, Presshurg, Prefpork, and Predparok. Some Anglo-
phone historians prefer Pressburg when referring to the pre-Czechoslovak period. My use of the name Bratislava in
thyis article is anachronistic: routine $lovak usage of this name dates back only to 1919, though variants of the name
Bratislav date back to $afrilds Slovansé staroZitnosti. The various national claims to the city are, however, beyond the
scope of this article, so | have decided to use the name that readers would be able to find in a current atlas. See Pctelz:
Bugge, “The Making of a Slovak City: The Czechosloval Renaming of Pressburg/Pozsony/Predporok, 1918-1919;
Anstrian Hisfory Yearbook 35 (2004): 205-27,

3New Slovak” was new becanse Ludovit Star had recently codified a literary fanguage based on it. M. M. HodZa,
Dobriv slovo Slovékont [A good word with a Slovak! (LevoZa, 1847), 91. See also Viiny, “Nafet! slavenskd,” 223.
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Other Slovaks dispensed with dual-ethnonymic collectives and identified Slovak dialects by
place names. Such a system, perhaps, contes closest to the linguistic reality: it grants unique
linguistic properties to every point on the dialect continuum; the number of dialects increases
with the number of places one is prepared to list. An open-ended list of this sort need not
contradict the tripartite division: modern dialectologists Stolc and Ripka combined a county-
level classification system with the tripartite division. However, place name classification, like
linguistic reality, is compatible with nontripartite classifications, as Kolldr and Hod#a showed
by cambining their four- and five-fold divisions with county-level classification.

lgnac Bajza classified Slovak dialects by place names in his 1789 pamphlet, “Anti-Fandiy,
which attacked the proposals of Juraj Fandly and was published anonymously. Bajza attacked
Anton Bernoldlds 1790 standardization on the grounds that no standard literary langnage could
capture the diversity of Slovak colloquial speech. Significantly, Bajza’s argument applies not
only to Bernolik’s standardized language; but to any standardization of Slovak. In the following
quotation, all the Slavic words can be translated as “speak”™ “You have another practical differ-
ence between pronunciations. We hovorime differently around Trnava, they rikajil or mldvd
differently in the White Mountains, they vravd differently in Orava, they hiitora differently in
Sari$ and in Spi§, and elsewhere they rosprivaju differently. And in Nahad,... you never hovor-
ite, never rikdte, nor mhivite, nor vravite, nor rozprdvdte™ This open-ended list, naming the
various dialects after Hungarian counties, does not result in a formal classification scheme, but
the implicit division of Slovak “dialects” is clearly not tripartite.

A few decades later, similar arguments appeared in opposition to Eudovit Stir’s standardized
grammar. Jonad Zdborsky, in Kolldr's Hlasowé, posited at least a four-fold classification: “Now,
well, you want Slovaks to turn away from the Czech language and write in Sloval; but which of
the Slovak dialects do you want to elevate to a written language? Perhaps Liptovish? Trentinish?
S4risish? Gemerish? Or God-knows-what-else-ish [bith znd jaka festé-Cina]?"* In the same vol-
ume, J. Pavel Tomasek listed six dialects, defined by county names: “Here one must consider that
the Zvolen-Liptov dialect {the basis of Stir’s codification] is not general for Slovaks; certainly
for Bratislavans, Nitrans, Gemerians, Spisiks, and Sérifans, and their neighbors, it is less easy to
understand than Czech”® Toméasek and Z4borsky have similar lists: both posit Gemer, $4ri§, and
Liptov; for example. However, their lists are not compatible. Tomasek combined Liptov and Zvo-
len into a single collective; Zaborsky treated Liptov as a free-standing unit. Nevertheless, neither
Ziborsky; with four dialects, nor Tomdsek, with five, replicated the tripartite division.

Bajza, Tomdsek, and Zdborsky shared a similar political stance: all three wrote to oppose an
atternpt at codifying a standard written language for Slovaks. Fishman has pointed out that the
argument “its internal diversity makes it inherently unstandardizable” is frequently used “against
languages whose opponents would prefer to see them dead and unstandardized,”? but Fishman's
observation must be qualified in this instance. Bajza, Tomd3ek, and Zaborsky saw Slovak as part
of a larger linguistic collective extending to Moravia and Bohemia. They believed that Slovaks
already had a standardized script: Bibli¢tina (often confusingly described as Biblical Czech).®
These Czechoslovale-minded Slovaks did not wish to see Slovak “dead” any more than Bavarians

*Quoted from Imrich Kotvan, Bernoldkovské polentiky [Bernoldlds polemicsj (Bratistava, 1966}, 33.

3¥ollar, Hlasewé, 89,

*1bid., 199.

Joshua Fishman, “Languages Late to Literacy: Finding a Place in the Sun on a Crowded Beach,” in When Lan-
guages Collide, ed. Joseph et al, 101.

¥ believe that the terms Czech and Biblical Czech are misleading and analytically harmful, since they imply that
authors who wrote texts in this standard had some sort of Czech consciousness, whether national or linguistic. The
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who accept High German as a standard language nurture a death wish against Bavarian. Most
Americans see themselves as speakers of “English;” but this does not make them any less loyal
to their accents or spelling. Czechoslovak-minded Slovaks should be presumed equally loyal to
their distinctive linguistic characteristics. Nevertheless, Fishman would be right to observe that
Bajza, Tomasek, and Z4borsky had political—that is, extralinguistic—motives for emphasizing
the internal diversity of the Slovak dialect continaum. Their diversity-emphasizing classifications
of the Slovak linguistic zone clearly reflected a political stance. :

Nevertheless, in 1861, Daniel Lichard, who used and campaigned for a standardized Slovak
literary language, gave an open-ended, county-based list of Slovak dialects: “This enormous
[Slavic] nation is divided according to dialects more or less into tribes, or nations, such as
the Russians, who are the biggest, and then the Poles, Czechs, Croats, Serbs, we Slovaks [my
SlowAcil, etc.... However, with the passage of time, ... their language changed, but they all speak
one and the same language; there are only sundry variations just as exist ameng us Slovaks,
insofar as in Trnava and Skalica they speak differently than in Liptov, and differently again in
Saris and Spi§-—but everybody understands each other fine” Lichard, like Kolldr, posited a
single Slavic language, thus implicitly downgrading standardized written Slovak to a “dialecti-
cal” status. Trnava, Skalica, Liptov, Saris, and Spi§ refer to subdialects of the Slovak “dialect,” not
the dialects of the Slovak “language” The important point, however, is that despite promoting
a codified Slovak literary language, Lichard gives an open-ended, county-based classification
without showing any awareness of a tripartite division.

These sources suggest that the overwhelming hegemony of the tripartite division in the
twentieth century is a historical development. We can confidently answer the first of Fishman's
questions in the negative: no, the tripartite division was not always so. In the early decades of
the nineteenth century, some observers classified the Slovak zone as half Czech, half Polish.
Others posited four- or five-fold classifications defined by dual-ethnonymic dialects (“Polno-
Slovak?” “Rusyno-Slovak “Czecho-Slovak,” etc.), and still others used open-ended county-
name systems (Liptov, Sari$, Zvolen, etc.). Of these, only the open-ended scheme is still in use
today, and that only as a system of subclassification within the tripartite system. The tripartite
division did not acquire its hegemony until the twentieth century.

But what of Fishman's second question: why, when, and how did it become so? Why did
Slovaks begin to propagate the tripartite division? When did it becorne hegemonic? How did it
supplant its rivals? Historical linguists can never tell us when the West, Central, and East Slovak
dialects were differentiated, nor when the Gemer, Liptov, and Sari§ dialects disappeared: the
various points on the Slovak dialect continuum have always retained their individual peculiari-
ties. The sudden emergence of the tripartite classification does not reflect changes in Slovak
speech patterns, but rather a change in how those speech patterns were perceived. In short, this
problem does not belong to historical dialectology, but to historical perceptual dialectology. The
next section provides an explanation for the success of the tripartite division.

many contributors to Hlesowé, the most influential Slovak defense of Bibiiftina, variously described the script as
“the Biblical language” “our beautiful pure Biblical Slovak;” “Czech)” “Slavo-Bohemian,” “the Czechoslovak dialect,”
“the Biblical or Czechoslovak language?” and “the Czechoslovak Biblical language ... the true language of our forefa-
thers” This diversity of terminology suggests that Slovaks of many national affifiations—Slovak, Czechoslovak, and
Crech—used this script. Biblictina makes a neutral analytical term. See Kolidr, Hlasowé, 184, 190, 7,90, 112, 222, 197;
respectively, A, W. Semberas 26 February 1846 letter to Kolldr, Jan Stehlo, Matej Bels 1746 introduction to Doletafs
grammar, Jond$ Zdborsky's 1845 letter to K. Fejerpataky, Kollir's O Eeskoslowenské fednoté w Fefi a w literature, Jifi
Sekéik, Michal Linder.

¥Daniel Lichard, Rozhower o Memorandum néroda slowenského [Discussion of the Stovak Memorandure] {Buda,
1861), 20-21.
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A Brief History of Slovak National Language Planning

Modern Slovaks differ from their ancestors in the way they subdivide the Slovak speech collec-
tive, but they also differed in their ideas about the relationship of Slovak to other linguistic collec-
tives in the Slavic world. While modern Slovals argue that Slovak is a “language.” distinct from
other Slavic languages, Kolldr, ToméSek, and Zaborsky posited a special relationship between
Czechs and Slovaks, Kollar, Lichard, and M. M. Hodza, furthermore, believed in the existence of
a “Slavic language” This is not a coincidence: the acceptance of the tripartite division was part of
the struggle to establish the Slovak “language” in the taxonomy of the Slavic languages.

The tripartite division was devised for a specific historical situation, namely, Tudovit $tir's
attempt to infroduce a panconfessional Slovak literary language. It gained acceptance as Slovaks
adapted Stir’s legacy to their political needs. Stiir, a Lutheran, justified his script as the “Central
Slovak dialect.” dismissing the script of his Catholic rival Anton Bernoldk as “Western Sloval”
and the Calvinist “Hungaro-Slovak™ or “Polno-Slavic” script as “Eastern Slovak” The tripartite
division was a claim to geographic centrality that justified panconfessional orthographic unity
without challenging confessional pride. The tripartite division is Stir’s most enduring lnguistic
legacy. This account, it should be noted, fundamentally contradicts the traditional narrative of
Slovak language planning.

The traditional account of Slovak language planning has two heroes and one important
footnote. The traditional narrative begins in 1787, when the seminary student Anton Bernoldk
wrote a grammar book based on “Western Slovak,” Dissertatio Philologico-Critica de Literis
Stavorum, which was the basis of a 1790 textbook, Grammatica Slavica. Three generations of
authors used BernoléK's script, the so-called Bernoldkovéina, as their standard language, though
Lutherans stuck with Bibli¢tina, based on the Reformation-era Kralice Bible used in Lutheran
church services. Increasing national tensions between Slovaks and Hungarians during the early
nineteenth century eventually inspired Str to codify the “Central Slovak” dialect in 1846.
Stér’s standardization attracted panconfessional support, but encountered some resistance on
technical grounds, so it fell to Martin Hattala, with some assistance from the above-cited M.
M. HodZa, to revise Stir’s work, Hattala's standard was also based on “Central Slovak® but took
a more etymological approach to spelling. Modern Slovaks write in Hattala’s standard, but they
honor Stir as the founder of the national language.

In the Slovak national linguistic faith, Bernoldk plays John the Baptist to Star the savior,
while Hattala plays, perhaps, the perpetually underappreciated role of Saint Peter. This dogma
has long satisfied the faithful. This story, however, takes the objective existence of “Western”
and “Central” Slovak dialects for granted. It further assumes that nineteenth-century Slovaks
understood and used these concepts as analytical termss. This story requires substantial rewotk-
Ing if it is to be reconcifed with the nontripartite perceptions of Slovak dialects that dominated
the carly nineteenth century.

Let us begin with Bernolak. Today, the speech Bernoldk codified is classified as “Western
Slovak” and therefore as a variety of “Slovak™; several scholars treat Bernolik as “the first codi-
fier of the Slovak language™® Problematically assuming that Bernolak possessed a specifically
Slovak linguistic consciousness, several scholars then conclude that he and his followers wrote
from specifically Slovak nationalist motives. Dusan Kovéé, for example, has written that “Sloval

“Gilbert Gddo, Sovakia (New York, 1960), 102~3; Michai Sebik, Strucné dejiny Slovikov [A brief history of the

Slovaks] (Pittsburgh, 1940}, 61; Josef M. Kirschbaum, Anfon Bernoldk: The First Codifier of the Slovak Language
(1762-1812) (Cleveland, 1962).
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Catholics, from the very beginning, had the concept of an independent Slovalc people” Peter
Petro similarly wrote that Bernoldks followers “did not suffer from the ‘Czech comaplex™
transforming any resistance to BernoldK's standardization into pathological Czechophilia.

Insofar as Bernol4ks patriotic feelings come through in his linguistic work, however, his loy-

alty adhered to a multiethnic vision of Hungary. Historians call this the “Hungarus concept”*?

Bernoldk described the Dissertatic as a grammar not for the Slovaks, but for the “Slavs of Hun-
gary [Hungaria Slavorum],” alternatively the “Pannonian Slavs [pannonii Stavi] ™ He :.:lescribe'd
the language he codified neither as “Western Slovak” nor as “Slovak,” but as “Pannonian Slavic
[Pannonia Slavorum],” “the Slavic language in Fungary [linguae slavonicae in Hungarial,” or

»

simply, “the Slavic language [stavicae linguae, linguam slavonicam].” Bernolék lived in an age
when the concepts “Slovak” and “Slavic” were essentially conflated,* which means that he may
well have understood his efforts at organizing a Slovak Learned Society, the Stovensky ulené
tovariistvo, as an expression of Slavic feeling. Even his rejection of Czech—he left “fully to
his own will he who wishes to write in the Czech fashion”*—could be read as a rejection of
Lutheran Bibli¢tina, not as anti-Czech feeling. His language planning stemmed from Enlighten-
ment pedagogical motives, not Siovak nationalisr. In short, Bernoldk did not believe himself to
have codified the “Western Slovak dialect)” nor indeed “Slovak,” but rather “Hungarian Slavic”

Most Slovak scholars, both historians and lingnists, argue that the choice of the Central Slo-
vak dialect explains the success of the Star and Hattala codifications and the failure of Berno-
tak’s standardization. The geographic centrality of “the Central Slovak dialect” supposedly made

Peter Petro, A History of Slovak iterature (Montreal, 1995), 67; Dufan Kovag, "Die Geschichte des Tschecho-
slowakismus? Effmos-Nation 1, no. 1 (1993); 23-32. Availzble onjine at http://wwiw.uni-koeln.de/phil-fak/soeg/ethnos/
english.htm. -

“*Note that the Hungarus concept was class inclusive, while the natio Hungarica was restricted to Hung:}ry's nobility.
On Bernolal’s Hungarism, see Daniel Rapant, Madardnstvo Bernoldkovo [Bernoldlk’s Magyaronism] (Bratislava, 1930?,
13; Ludwig Gogoldk, Beitriige zur Geschichte des slowakischen Volkes, vol. 1, Die Nationswerdern der Slowaken und die
Anféiinge der tschechoslowakischen Frage (1526-1790) (Munich, 1963), 215. On the Hungarus cor_lcept gene}‘aliy,"s?c
Moritz Csdky, “Die Hungarus-Konzeption: eine ‘realpolitische’ Alternative zur magyarischen Nanonalstaatsm%ce?.' in
Ungarn und Osterreich unter Maria Theresia wnd Joseph I, ed. Adam Wandruszka (Vienna, 1982}, Qn f%lmrak versions
of the Hungaris concept, see Alexander Maxwell, “Hungaro-Slavism: Territorial and National Identity in Nineteenth-
Century Slovakia,” East Central Europe/l'Europe du Centre~Est 29, no. 1 (2002): 45-58.

“Anton Bernolik, Dissertatio Philologico-Critica de Literis Slavorum, translated into Slovak by Juraj Pavelek
(Bratislava, 1964 [1787]); 22,

“ubomir Durovié dated the term Slovik to 1485; Theodore Locher suggests it may have originally been a term of
abuse. Bernolal’s 1825 dictionary gives the word Slowdk two main meanings: “ein Slave, Slavack, toth” and “ein Slavonie:
{schlavonier), Toth, Horvath? In other words, Bernoldk includes ethnonyms whose modern meanings include “Slovak;
“Slav}" “Slavonian.” and “Croat;” but na unambignously “Slovak” meaning. The terms Slovark and Slav, as well as Slovene,
and Slavonay, share the same root; their common origin is clear in the modern Slovak terms slovensks, slovarsky; slovin-
sky, and slavonsky. The distinction between them remained ambiguons until the £840s. In 1845, for example, Michael
Godra quoted a text claiming that “Slaviaii or slovafija and Slavjarki or Stovanki (live] from the wide sea to Kamchatka,_
Siavonci and Slavonki in Slavonia, Slovenci and Slovenki in the area around ‘Triglav [i.¢., in Slovenia], Slovdci and Slovacki
from the Tatras to the Danube!” and then disagreed, proclaiming that “near Triglav live the slovenci and slovenki, but
they normally call themselves sfovinci and slovinki, and in the Tatras ... live Slovdef and slovenki?” Jazef Ambrad, after
discussing difficulties of this sort, correctly concluded that scholars “have not paid enough attention to the co]?erent
expressions slkivsky, slovensky, Slovensko, Slovencina® See Durovié, “Slovak) 211; Locher, Nationale Dgﬁ"erenmef-ung
wnd Integrierung, 86; Anton Bernoldk, Slowdr Slowenskd= Cesko= Lafinsko= Némecko= Uherski seu Lexicon SIavicm:l,
(Slovak-Czech-Latin-German-Hungarian dictionary], vol. 4 (Buda, 1825), 3010; Michal Godra, “Vc.)ﬁa\rje Dordl-l'llx:l
[Fragrant Georgina), Orol tatransky [Eagle of the Tatras] 1, no. 12 (1845} 85; Jozef Ambrug, “Die Slawische Idee bei Jin
Holl" in Zudovit Stiir und die Slawische Wechselseitigheit, ed. Ludovit Holotik {Bratislava, 1969} .

“Bernoldk. Dissertatio, 22-23. On the Slovak Learned Society, see Jozef Butvin, Slovenské ndradno-zjednocavacie
hnutie (1780-1848) {The movement for Slovak national unity] (Bratislava, 1965).
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Stir’s standard more representative of average Slovak speech and thus atractive to the broadest
spectrum of Slovaks. Historian James Felak, for example, argued that “[t]wo obstacles, however,
prevented Bernoldks Slovak from becoming the basis for the Slovak national movement, First,
because it was based on Western Slovak dialects, it found little resonance in Central and Eastern
Slovalda. Second, the Slovak Protestant clergy ‘Tegarded it contemptuously as a peasant jargon
unbecoming persons with any pretensions to refinement.™ Historian Joseph Mikus gave a simi-
lar explanation: “While Bernoldk had based the written language on the spoken idiom of Western
Slovakia, Stir corrected this by basing it on that of Central Slovakia. It is actually through Stir’s
work that Slovak adopted its definitive form in which it continues today™# Linguist Krajéovié¢ even
indulged in grandiose language: “Star’s generation, unhumbled by pitfalls, did not hesitate: they
beheld and obeyed the pulse of history and decided to elevate Central Slovak in its cultural form
to the level of a literary language.... Stir’s generation remained unyielding in this struggle™® All
these scholars take the factual existence of the tripartite division for granted. Mikus and Krajéovig,
furthermore, treat its three components as implicitly homogenous; only Felak acknowledges that
“western dialects” are plural. Nevertheless, the fact that nineteenth-century Slovaks showed no
awareness of the tripartite division throws doubt upon the causal relationship: “Selection of Cen-
tral Dialect” -» “Successful Codification of Slovak Literary Language?” By pointing to confessional
tension, however, Pelak points toward a more profitable line of analysis,

Bernoldk, recall, was a Catholic priest, and so were almost all the authors who wrote accord-
ing to his orthographic conventions, Of the 105 authors who used Bernoldlds script, as listed in
Imrich Kotvan's exhaustive bibliography, a full 100 (95 percent) had religious training. Books
published in Bernolakovéina were overwhelmingly clerical: of 326 authored books, 257 (around
75 percent) were clearly religious texts, such as sermons, catechisms, and hymnals.* The Catho-
lic associations of this script alienated the influential Lutheran intelligentsia.

Star, unlike Bernolak, was a conscious patriot and was part of this Lutheran intelligentsia. He
had been educated in Biblictina, written poetry in Bibli¢tina, and actively participated in Czecho-
Stovalc patriotic societies in his youth. In the 1840s, however, he reassessed his Czechoslovalkism
for two reasons. The first was that Czech langnage reformers showed so litele interest in accepting
Slovakisms in their revised literary language. The second and decisive reason was the growing
threat of Magyarization in Hungary. In 1843, Hungarian officials interrogated Stix on suspicion
of treason. No evidence was found against him, but Stiir was forced from his teaching post despite
strong support from his students. The inability of Slovak Lutherans to resist Magyarizing Hungar-
ians led Stiir to seek allies inside Hungary. He feared that orthographic divisions would prevent
Slovaks from resisting Magyarization, so Stiir made Catholic-Lutheran rapprochement his top pri-
ority. This meant, in Brock’s words, that “the ancient and close connection between Slovaks of the
Protestant persuasion and the Czechs would have to be sacrificed. To sever this connection would
certainly be painful. It was contemplated only because the alternative seemed worse: the ultimate
dissolution of the Slav culture of north Hungary in the rising tide of Magyardom.”®* Theodore

““James Ramon Felak, “A¢ the Price of the Republic™; Hiinka's Slovak Peaple’s Party, 1929-1938 (Pittsburgh, 1994),
5; the final quotation is from Peter Brock, The Slovak National Awakening: An Essay in the Tntellectual History of East
Central Europe {Taronto, 1976), 13.

19‘;771'\)10;(; that Mikus erased Hattala from his narrative. Joseph Mikus, Slovakia and the Slovaks (Washington, DC,

*KrajEovié, Svedecivo dejfn o slovendine, 205,

“*Kotvan, Bibliografia Bernoldkoveov. These figures were gathered by the author and should be treated as approximations.

lgsné’)eter Brock, The Slovak National Awakening: An Essay in the Intellectual History of East Central Exrope (Toronto,
76}, 45.
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Locher correctly concluded that Stir’s plan for a single Slovak orthography was “a concession
to the spirit of Magyarism;” and “a means to unify and strengthen his people and to strike a
weapon {accusations of disloyalty) from the hands of its enemies” While Locher believed that
“§tur in everything only concerned himself with the well-being of the Slovak people;” he also
emphasized that Stir and his collaborators attempted to win Magyar trust and friendship, since

““denying this would mean to come into conflict with Sttir and Hurban themselves*

How could the linguistic-confessional division between Bernoldk Catholics and Biblictina
Protestants be overcome? Lutherans would not accept Bernoldkovéina: it was too Catholic. But
how could Stiir, a Lutheran, reject Catholic script without arousing the very confessional divi-
sions he sought to overcome? In 1846, after consulting widely with Catholic Slovaks—notably
Jan Hollf, a Bernoldkoviina poet and Catholic priest—Stir unveiled his new literary language
and began publishing a newspaper in it. Whatever the objective merits of Stir’s standardized
literary language—or of Hattala’s revision thereof—over Bibli¢tina or Bernoldkovéina, one can
be certain that they were irrelevant to Stur’s success; failed attempts at rationalized or improved
orthography litter the history of dozens of languages. As Sinologist John DeFrancis so elo-
quently put it, “the success of an orthographic scheme is a function less of its quality than of the
extent to which it is promoted”* How, then, did Stir promote his script?

Stir's essay “Néredja slovenskuo alebo potreba pisaije v tomto néreéje” {The Slovak dialect,
or the necessity of writing in this dialect), like most polemics on script reform, praised the
new system on as many grounds as possible. Star deseribed it as the “purest” dialect of Slovak,
the speech of the primeval Slavic homeland, the Tatras, and so on.*® Concerning the questions
raised in this article, however, Stiir’s most important argument was that his script represented
“the Central Slovak dialect]” whereas Bernoldkls script was “Western Slovak,” and thus geo-
graphically marginal. To the best of my knowledge, Star was the first to classify Slovak dialects
along tripartite “West-Central-East” lines.

The “centrality” of Stir's “Central Slovak dialect” was directed primarily against Berno-
lékoveina. The same line of reasoning, however, could also be invoked against the Calvinist
orthographic tradition, since the Calvinist script could be reclassified as “Eastern Slovalk”™ No
linguist ever wrote a grammar for the Calvinist orthography; this nascent script tradition posed
fess of a threat to Stir’s project than Bernoldls codification. Nevertheless, Stir’s plan to create
a panconfessional orthography in non-Cyrillic northern Hungary—and only in non-Cyrillic
northern Hungary—benefited from a pseudo-objective linguistic reason to supercede the Cal-
vinist orthography, particularly a reason that bypassed confessional differences.

Apart from the tripartite division, Stir’s national arguments concerning ‘the necessity of
writing in the Slovak dialect” have not proved particularly attractive to subsequent generations.
Despite popular perception to the contrary, Stir’s national concept bears little resemblance to

$'Lacker, Nationale Differenzierung und Integrierung, 163-64.

S2fohn DePrancis, The Chinese Language: Fact and Fantasy (Honolulu, 1984), 255.

$3The Tatras have become the main geographical symbol of Slovakia, Ladislas Sziklay even speaks of Slovaks' “Tatro-
logic” and dates “the mystic cult of the Tatvas” at least back to Holly. Gogolik, however, claims that the Tatra myth
originated with the Zips Germans and was only introduced to Slovak poetry through Patkovits writings. Gogolak
credits §tr with “recoining the Tatra idea to a concept of Slovak independence opposed to both Magyass and Czechs”
See Ladislas Sziklay, Hviezdoslav (Budapest, 1941), 24; Gogoldk, Beitrdge zur Geschichte des Slowakischen Volkes, 2:46.

5#Hodza reproduced an example of Calvinist “EHungaro-Polish-Slavie” in his Epigenes Slovenicus. Its conventions
were used mostly in Calvinist liturgical works printed in Debrecen; its orthography shows a marked Hungarian
influence, notably {cs} in place of /tf/ 1&}, (s} for /J/ {3} and {sz} for /s/ {s}. M. M. HodZa, Epigenes Slovenicus {Slavic
descendants} (Levoda, 1847), 63. A sample text in a similar orthography, described as “Eastern Slovak]” is available in
Kraitovi& and Zigo, Prirucka k dejindm spisoviej slovenéing, 102-3.
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subsequent Slovak national ideas. Stdr divided his “national” loyalties into a Hungarian legal-
political half and a Slavic cultural-linguistic half, seeking to win Slovak cultural rights withinbthe
Hungarian legal context. Where modern Slovaks reject the Hungarian legacy asa thousand-year
nightmare in which Slovaks were a “nationally and socially oppressed ethnic community, subject
to systematic and forceful assimilation™® and repression, Star sought equal citizenshii) inside
Hungary: “We Slavs form a special nationality [Véikerschaft] in Hungary, we are devoted to our
country, and have rendered service to our fatherland from the earliest times up until today.... We
always fulfilled our obligations to the fatherland as Slavs, even because of this, we must p'ols;sess
'full and equal rights with others, for obligations without rights is bondage”* Even more surpris-
ingly, Stir did not even claim Slovak “nationhood” within a limited cultural-linguistic sphere
Star’s thoughts about Slovakias place within the Slavic world varied with time, but “Nére(“:'f;
slovenskuo” claimed only a “tribal” and “dialectical” distinctiveness: “We Slovaks are a tribe arﬂd
asa tz:ibe, we have our own dialect, which is different and distinct from Czech?s

Tllns quotation deserves special attention. Stir’s essay is frequently described, in Emil
Horék's words, as having “scientifically proven the independence of Slovak and justified the
need to codify a Slovak literary language as an integral attribute of the Stovak nation™® Samuel
Sambel’s Dejiny Slovenska (History of Slovakia) even dared to quofe Stir as having claimed

that Slovaks are an independent nation and as a nation have their own language?” adding onl
parenthetically that Star in fact had used the terms “tribe” and “dialect” since )that was “thz
teFminology of the day”®® Historian Peter Brock translated Sti’s passage as “we Slovaks are a
tribe and as a tribe we have our own language) a curious oversight, given that Brock himself
notes that the word dialect is a “more exact” translation of Stir’s original ndregja.8! I suggest
Stiir meant what he said: he did not believe in a Slovak “language;” but rather a “Slovak difii:t”
of the Slavic language.

Tt’ns unusual concept has its roots in Jan Kolldr's theory of Slavic Reciprocity: Stir and
Kolldr, despite their bitter polemic over the status of Slovak, had more in commeon than is
poPula1'ly believed. Kollar saw the Slavs as one single nation speaking a single language, in
which Russians, Poles, etc, formed distinct “tribes” speaking distinct “dialects.”® Kolldr c%a;si»
fied Slovaks as part of the Czech “tribe” Stiir broke with Kollar only in assigning the Slovaks

**¥Vladimir Matula, “The Concepti i

Vlad 2 R ption and the Development of Slovak Mational Culture in the Period i
Re;wal, Stucsim historica slovaca [Studies in Siovak history] 17 (1990): 153 Fortod of etonat

Tudovit Stay, Beschiwerden und Klagen der Si i tber die idri; ;

(Leiprig 1643 30 igen der Slaven in Ungarn itber die gesetzwidrigen Uebergriffe der Magyaren
7 : . . -

Stizr’s Slavic and Slovak loyalties are difficult to distinguish. Sometimes, Star's $lovak feeling predominates: “We
are Siovallcs and as Slovaks u::s stand before the world and before Slavdom?” Elsewhere, Stir suggested that Slovak feel-
inga mlere y serves Slavclom:. 1f the Slovak language did not exist, then my capacity for Slavdom woutd also not stand
;m t _1at ';:m;? beto t:lespau-. One SUppPOrts the other” Ludovit Stuir, Ndregja slovenskuo alebo potreba pisatije v tomtc;
drecje [The Slovak ::hafect, or the necessity of writing in this dialect] (Bratislava, 1846} 13, 7%: Samuel Cambei, ed
Dejlil)’ Slovenska [History of Slavakia], vol, 2 (Bratislava, 1987), 719. T

*Stin, Ndredja slovenskuo, 51.
sop s T
texén‘[usit E—I?rék, St}\l}.u:ov SPIS; Niredja slovenskue alebo potreba pisaiija v tomto ndredi v aktudlnom slovanskom kon-
ur’s essay Nerecja slovenskuo alebo potreba pisasijn v tonto ndreéi i 3 i i
Sovaca (Savie Stk o e s o p Pplsarij wiredi in the Slovale context of its day}, Shevica
P wn e o .

Stars g_rlglnil text reads, “Mi _slovact sme kmen a jako kimen méme vlastnuo ndreja, ktoruo je od ceskjeho odchod-
111110. 102 Jelng, ca-l?lbil [v;‘a?‘re this as "Siovéci 50 osobitny nérod a ake néred majd svoj vlastny jazyk (v dobovej termi-
1106:)g|1 ,,Kmf:n a ,ndrecie”)." Compare Star, “Néreja slovenskuo.” 51; and Cambel, ed., Dejiny Slovenska, 721

Emphasis added. Brock, The Slovak Natianal Awakening, 48, 80. o
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a unique tribal/dialectical status. But Stir continued to accept Kollars belief in a single Slavic
nation and language with component tribes and dialects: as Star put it, “the nation is one, but
one with varieties®

In short, §tar saw Slovaks as Fungarian citizens who spoke the Slovak dialect of the Slavic
Janguage. In an ill-tempered polemic against Kollar's Hlasowé, Star's collaborator Jozef Miro-
slav Hurban expressed a similar dualism: “We are a tribe in Slavdom, but we are also a tribe of
the Hungarian state”® By emphasizing Slovak autochthony in the kingdom, 5tar and Hurban
hoped to convince Hungarian patriots of Slovak foyalty, thus making the policy of Magyariza-
tion unnecessary.

Such ideas have no following whatsoever among contemporary Sjovaks, not least because
they proved so ineffective. Even when Slovaks had switched to Hattalas literary language, the
Hungarian government continued its atternpts to assimilate the Slovaks linguistically, along
with all the other nationalities of Hungary.® Modern Slovak nationalism justifies an indepen-
dent Slovak state and proclaims the existence of a distinct Slovak language.

Indeed, several Slovaks became disillusioned with Stitr’s anti-Czech Hungaro-Slavism in the
nineteenth century. When Slovaks realized that Hungarians would never accept a Slavic culture
in Hungary, many retorned to Czechoslovak linguistic practices. In 1876/77, just after Kalmén
Tisza came to power as prime minister, Hurban publicly returned to an openly Czechoslovak
linguistic conception: “The nation is one from the Tatras to the Elbe. The philological quarrels
are melting away”% Stir had died twenty years previously, and one can only speculate about his
reaction to the Tisza government, but it is notable that Ztar himself published a book in Czech
only six years after proclaiming “the necessity” of writing in Slovalk.®” Slovak Czechoslovalism
found organizational structure in the so-called Hiasist movement at the turn of the century.
Many Hlasists played important roles in the first Czechoslovak republic,® though they used
Hattala's script. '

Star did not enjoy much mare success as a language codifier than he had as 2 Hungaro-Slavic
nationalist. His script used a highly phonetic spelling and several new diphthongs; most Stovak
literati preferred Bernoldks more etymological spelling® In 1851, recognizing that his script

38ty Nedretia slovenskno, 13.

Sozef Mirostav Hurban, Ceskje hlasi proti Slovencirie [Czech voices against Slovak] (Skalice, 1846), 26,

3¢ Peter F. Sugar, “The More It Changes, the More Hungarian Nationalism Remains the Same;” Austrian History
Yearbook 31 (2000): 127-56.

ynoted from PraZik, “Slovenska otdzka v dobé J. M. Hurbana” [The Slovak Question in the age of J. M. Hurban],
530/202. Hurbars motives are the subject of debate among Slovak historians. Prazdk interpreted it as Czechoslova-
kism, Franeisci as a demonstration against Kélmén Tisza, Skultéty as the result of “anger; and Zechenter as a gambit
for Czech support in the struggle against Magyarization. Most of these explanations are compatible with each other.
On Slovak attitudes toward Ferbans transformation, see Sanuzel Osudsicj, Filosofin Stitrovov [The philosophy of the
Sturites], vol. 2, Hurbanova Filpsafte [Hurban's philosophy] (Myjava, 1928), 320,

87 was unable to find a Slovak publisher and felt his work would reach a wider audience i a more established
seript. Note that even when Stir discussed Slovak folk songs. he did not use his version of Slovak spelling; his quota-
tions foliowed Hattald’s standardization. While Hattala based his work on Siir's codification, it would be a mistake
1o equate Hattalas Slovak with Btir's Slovale, Zlatko Klatik, Strtrovci a Juhoslovania {The Stirites and Sonth Slavia]
(Bratislava, 1965), 34; Cudevit Stin, O ndradnich pisnich a povéstech plenten slovanskyich (On the national songs ard
Jegends of the Slavic tribes] (Prague, 1852), 24.

©]n English, see Paul Vying, Neo-Slavism and the Czechs, 1898-1914 (Cambridge, 1377) Suzanna Mikuls, “Milan
Hod#a and the Slovak National Movement, 1§98-1918" (PhD diss., Syracuse University, 1974).

6*The biggest problem was Stiir’s use of {j} for diphthongs. Biblicting, BernolikovZing, maodern Czech, and modern
Slovak all have & rule allowing the palatalized consonants {d} {5} {t} to be written as unpalatalized {d} {n} {t} when
foltowed by the letter {i}; (i} self-evidently palasalizes the preceding consonant. Star's preference for {j} thus led to great
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conventions only enjoyed limited support, Stir organized a meeting in the hope of achieving
orthographic consensus, Several Slovak literati attended, including Radlinsky, a Biblittina
convert from Bernoldkovtina; Jan Paldrik, a Catholic priest and proponent of Bernolakovéina;
and the Lutheran patriots who had organized the Slovak volunteers: Hurban and Hodza, both
advocates of Stiroviina. Hattala dominated the discussion. Hattala accepted Stirs “Central
Slovak” grammar and pronunciation, but suggested an entomnological orthography resembling
Bernoldkovéina. When Stir accepted this compromise, the Catholic clergy agreed to abandon
Bernoldkovéina.” Hattald's 1851 Krdtka Mluvnica slovenskd (A short Slovak grammar) marks
the end of both Bernoldkovéina and Stirovéina as distinct literary traditions, though Hattala’s
Slovak successfully claimed the inheritance of both.

This leaves the tripartite division as the most enduring legacy of Stir’s linguistic thought,
though several modern Slovak intellectuals, as discussed above, praise Stir's groundbreaking
innovation of linguistic beliefs that Stiir never actually espoused. The primacy of the Central
Slovak dialect justified what Ammon calls “authorities of proscription,”” an essential element in
the creation of a literary standard. Slovak literati acquired the ability to stigmatize other literati
for nonstandard writing without arousing confessional divisions. For example, in 1887, Samo
Czambel could attack Viliam Pauliny-Téth's prose as “Trnavian” and “Western dialect™ The
creation of a Slovak script, in turn, eventually brought about a sense of Slovak “language-hood’
with all the political consequences implied by the establishment of a national language. Belief in
a Slovak language became both a cause of and justification for Slovak nationalism.

The tripartite division, in short, took on a life of its own. It outlived the Hungaro-Slavic
context for which Stir devised it, legitimizing the aims of the Slovak national movement in
unforeseen political contexts. It helped establish loyalties to a Sloval literary language and thus
made an important contribution to the Slovak national movement. Its association with Star,
whose extralinguistic political activity during the Revolution of 1848 cemented his reputation
as a Slovak national hero, only enhances its legitimacy, The tripartite classification scheme,
therefore, is a central feature of modern Slovak national mythology.

The true importance of Stir’s language reform, then, lies in the arguments used to justify
it. Stdr was the first Slovak grammarian to subdivide the Slovak section of the Slavic dialect
continuum into western, central, and eastern collectives. Stir devised the tripartite division to
justify a script imagined as a “written dialect” of the Slavic language, to be used by the Slavs
of Hungary. The subsequent success of this script as the Slovak “national language,” used by
members of the “Slovak nation,” then retroactively legitimized the tripartite division. The
items in Stir’s classification scheme have changed their status: once subdialects of the Slovalk
dialect of the Slavic language, they are now dialects of the Slovak language in the Slavic family
of languages. Nevertheless, this classification system is supported by such a powerful pelitical
consensus that Slovak linguists have come to treat it as an objective “fact”

confusion over the palatalization of consonants. Stir himself spelled the modern Slovak rie (no,
#ife, though Stdr was consistent about the {d} in djela.
"*No original titles appeared in Bernolékovéina after 1851, but Bernoldkovtina catechisms were reprinted as late as

1867. Parishioner demand, apparently, did not always follow the guidance of Catholic leaders, See Kotvan, Bibliografia
Bernoldkoveov.

not) as both nje and

"'Ammon parenthetically defines such zuthorities as “teachers, administrative superiors” However, the term applies
Just as well to journalists, literati, and similar cultural figures. Amman, “Language—Variety/Standard Variety—Dia-
lect)” 328-29.

#Samo Czambel, Prispevky

k dejindn jazyka slovenského [Contributions to the history of the Slovak language]
(Budapest, 1887), 69.
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Conclusion: Politics and Dialect Classification
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The tripartite division first appeared in Slovak thought not in an impartial or “scientific”
study of dialectological diversity, but as part of a polemic about script reform. This fact has con-
sequences for the study of Slovak dialects, since preconceived ideas about a dialect continuum
pose the danger of self-fulfilling research. Slovak linguists seem alarmingly uninterested in the
danger that conventional wisdom may structure the interpretation of linguistic data. Anton
Habovitiak, for example, presented his Slovak isogloss lines on a series of maps bearing the
names of the tripartite division.”™ Having been born and educated in twentieth-century Slo-
vakia, Habovétiak had been taught the tripartite division from his early youth. If he had been
taught some other classification, might he have structured his maps differently? What would
his data suggest if presented in a nontripartite fashion? I cannot help but think that the unques-
tioning acceptance of the tripartite model should be re-examined, even if, in the end, Slovak
dialectologists conclude that the tripartite division remains a useful shorthand.

The essential step in understanding the history of linguistic classification, whether of “lan-’
guages,” “dialects,” or other levels of classification, is the recognition that linguistic classifica-
tion is part of intellectual history. The narrative proposed in this article has little to do with the
reality of spoken language, which linguists, even sociolinguists, usually define as their primary
object of study, Historical perceptual dialectology is not a branch of linguistics but a subfield of
the history of science: it constitutes the history of linguistic thought. The history of science has
demonstrated that the analytical concepts used in physics, biology, and chemistry have social
and political histories, and this insight also applies to linguistics.

Historians, unfortunately, appear to have been intimidated by the technical jargon of linguistics,
leaving the study of linguistic classification to linguists. Linguists tend to evaluate linguistic classifi-
cation schemes either as useful or not useful, as correct or incorrect. I cannot contain my skepticism
about the analytic value of dialect classification, but I mwust also admit my ignorance of dialectology
as a discipline: as a historian, not a linguist, I have little to contribute to the study of linguistic diver-
sity. The history of Slovak dialectology, however, is more than the relentless uncovering of objective
linguistic truth. Dialectology, like physics, chemistry, or biclogy, has a social and political history, not
least because different conceptual frameworks legitimate different social and political claims. The
study of linguistic concepts in their political and social contexts has much to offer.

Specifically, my research explains the codification of the Slovak literary language in a way
that explains several otherwise curious statements in the documentary record. It is consistent
with Stir's Hungaro-Slavism and explains nineteenth-century observers’ ignorance of the tri-
partite division. It also provides an alternative to the increasingly unsatisfying “national awak-
ening” metaphor of Slovak history, which has too frequently derived Slovak nationalism from
the “fact” of a Slovak language. Slovak historian Joseph Kirschbaum once wrote that “the claim
that the Slovak language was never a part of the Czech or the so-called ‘Czechoslovak’ language
was proven correct by scholarly research beyond any doubt””” Linguistic status, however, is by
its very nature a convention thal scholarly research does not prove but manufactures. Scholars
of linguistic nationalism would do better to define their object of study as how, when, and why
such a consensus comes to be manufactured.
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