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INTRODUCTION.

Sociolinguistics is the study of the relationshin aad interactiorbetween

language and society.This paper is an attempt to describe the present-day
gociolinguistic situation in Zagreb,Yugoslavia and to show how the rapid
changes in soclety are refllected in languase.

The work to be presented Talls into threes nain sections:
a)a description ofthe present-day social
and linguistic background ia Yugoslavia and Zagreb.This 7ill cover the
3

history,geograshy and sociology of the area ~.nd an outline of its dialescts

wnd standard longurge.
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blaszection devoted to ths fisliwork I did

while in Zagreb.Ideally this should have been o full scale urban dialecd
survey of the kind that has been carried out in America,{in New York by

-

Lobov,in Datroit by Shuy et al.)andrecently in Morwich b Trudsill.fowever

with the liniled tine ob 1y disposal it wasm obvious 57wt I could not hope
to do anything more than a pilot study.The corpus was of necessity restricted
so T cannot claim that my findings represent the whole truth about language
in Zagreb today.However I do feel that the major points of interest have
been discovered and a methodology has been worked out which could be of use
in a later,more extensive project.In any case most of the work to be presented
is new,since research into urban dialectology in Yugoslavia (as elsewhere)
has not yet got off the ground.
c)a theoretical section in which Irshall

attempt to show how the social fzctors affecting language use might be
fitted into a general theory of language.

These three sections coincide with the three faces of sociolinguistics
a)sociological,c)linguistic &b)the practical work which relates the other

two.
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The Social Background.

a)Yugoslavia,history & geography.
Yugoslavia,the land of the South Slavg,is a country which is compardtively
unknown to the average Englishman.Therefore it is well worthwhile giving
a brief resumé of its history,geography and society.Of course this is no
eagsy task especially since Yugoslavia has only very recently achieved

nationhoodjindeed many would clair that it isnot a nation.

The political unit known as the Socialist Federal Republic of Jugoslavia
(s.F.R.J.)covers the area from the Adriatic Sea to the plain of the Danube.
Most of the country is mountainous,only the valgeys of the Danube and its

tributaries provide good agricultural land.The country covers approximately

the same area as Great Britain but supports only a third of the population

(°0millions).By Western standards it is a poor country and a large proportion
of the population draw thexmir livelihood from subsistence farming.

Because of its position at the very edge of civilized Europe,and its
inaccessibility due to its mountains Vugoslavia has never been in the headlines
of European history.However this does not mean that history has passed it by,
indeed it has had a fascinating,if violent history.In Classical times,even
though it was between Greece & Rome it was of relatively small importance.

The Romans did occupy the area as far as the Danube but never really colonized
it,with the excepthon of the coast,(there are Romen remains at Pula & Zadar
and the famous palace of Diocletan at Split).

From the collapse of Rome to the 20th century Yugoslavia was never
united.Slavic peoples settled in the area bringing a new language with them
to supplant the Latin of the Romans.On the coast the older civilization
survivedjindeed several coastal towns e.g.Dubrovnik prospered until modern
times as independent republics or as part of the ¥enetian Empire. Even
today the Italian influence & language is in evidence on certain paris of
the coast.

Several major trends anpear during the middle period of Yugoslav

history (most of them divisive).Firstly there was the schism between the
e

|93

Orthodox & Catholic churches.Basically th e North,i.e.Croatia & Slovenia
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remained Cathdlic while the South became Orthodox.On top of this there was
for some time a thriving local heresy (the Bogomils).The most noticeable
result of these religious disputes is thet Yugoslavia today has two mlphabets
Roman & Cyrillic in the North & South respectively.

The other major trend of the Fiddle Ages was the constant pressure
on Yugoslavia from the East;first from the Yongols, then from the Turks,
Yugoslavia was for several centuries the battlefield on which Christendom
confronted the heathen world.The south of the country was occupied by the
Turks for 400years and it was to counter this threat that the North gave
up its independence when it placed itself under the tutelage of the King of
Hungary.As a direct result YCroatiai~ became part of the Habsburg Empire
until its collapse in 1918.

The 19th century was notable for the weazkening influence of the two
imperial powers and the growth of nationalism.Serbia and Montenegro became
independent and nationalist movements appeared in other areas.It was a
Bosnian group which organized the assassination of an Austrian archduke in
Sarajevo in 1914,a step which led to the Austrian declaration of war on
Serbia and eventually to the first World War.

At the end of the war a Yugoslav national state came into being for
the first time.Phe Kingdom of the Serbs,Croats and Slovenes united under
a8 democratic government the vast majority of the Southern Slavs.This regime
survived until 1941 when Hitler decided to occupy the country.However he
never completely succeded,for although the major towns capitulated Partisan
forces,led by the communist Josip Broz(Tito) took to the hills and meintained
control over large areas.As the Germans collapsed in 1945 the Yugoslavs
were able to lie®berate their country with the minimum of outside help
and Tito was able to set up & government.

Postwar Yugoslavia has developed as a relatively liberal communist
state pursuing a completely independent line in foreign policy.Internally
the country is run on federal linesjthere are six republics,Serbia,Croatia,
Slovenia,Makedonia,Bosna-Hercegovina,& Nontenegro(Crna Gora).Each has autonomy
in regional affairs but economic & defence policy etc. are decided by the

Beograd government.
However,them most far reaching changes in modern Yugoslavia have been

social & econ omic ones brought about by her sudden entry into the modern
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world.Economic growth and industrialisation have led to urben expansion

and rural depopulation.The traditional social system has been radically
transformed in & short time,probably more in the last thirty years than

in the previous three hundred.But these changes have affected different
areas at different rates;the Northern republics of Slovenia and Croatia

have become much richer and more modern. than the Southern ones E.g.Nakedonia.
This of course has only intensified the traditional rivalries between the
different regions and Yug0slavie% biggest internal problems are the tensions

between the various"national"groups(especially in Croatia).

(A good general introduction to the history ond rresent

social system of Yugoslavia is P.AUTY's YUGOSLAVIA ,1965.)

b)icgreb

The town of Zagreb,capital of the republic of Croatia lies intthe
valley of the Sava river at the foot of the Medvenica mountains.The oldest
part of the town was built on the last foothills about a mile north of the
river and the cé&re of the modern town lies just to the south.For over a
century the town hes been expanding southwards,first as far as the railway
line,and more recently beyond until today the modern town straddles the
river.

Although there was a settlement in the area in Roman times the first
mention of Zagreb in recorded history was the estzblishment of a bishopric
in the 11th century.In the early Middle Ages two settlements coexisted,
not always peacefully only afew hundred yards apart;the Bishops town built
round the Cathedral onthe hill known as Kaptol,and the free town of Gradec,
now known as Gornji Grad(the Upper Town).But in face of outside pressure,
from the Mongols,who sacked Zagreb in 1262, andiede+ later from the Turks
the two towns came together.In the late Middle Ages Zagreb came under the
rule of the!Kings of Hungary who on several occasions successfully defended
it against Turkish attacks.After the merger of Austria andHungary and the
return to relative stability Zagreb developed as a leading economic and

cultural centre for the area,second only to Viennz.The coming of the railway
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in the late 19th century turned Zagreb into an important route centre and
industrizl town.Today it remains the administrative,commercial,industrial
and cultural capital of Croatia.

The population of the greater Zagreb area at the present time is in the
region of 700,000.The town has been growing at a remarkdble rate as the

following figures(for the town proper) shows;

1368 250
1807 7706
1900 61000
1920 108000
1931 185000
1948 279000
1953 350000
1961 427000
1964 470000
1971 520000
2000 970000(projected)

or Cherly.

It can be seen that the town is now doubling in size each twentx\years,
mainly because of the drift from the land.One important result of this is
that it is now very difficult to find a2 native of Zagreb older than about
twenty.A8 early as 1931 only twenty*eight per cent of the population had
been born in Zagreb and the figure today is probably less.

Tt would be interesting to know the geographical origins of the
present population but unfortunately statistics are hard to come by.It is
probablé that %&igrants from all parts of Yugoslavia can be found in Zagreb.
However it is obvious that the majority of them come from the regions closer
to the townjesvecially the Croatian Zagoria,Slavonia,Dalmatia and to a
lesser extent Slovenia and Bosna-Hercegovina.

Tt would also be interesting to know something about the social structure
of the town from the point of view of zge,employment etc.However T have
been unzble to obtain any statistics.Nonetheless it is likely that Zagreb
has a relstively young population,since most of the fﬁigrants aTe younger

people.We can also assume that the biggest sectors of employment =zre firstly

industry,then administration,commerce and the like,followed by the service
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industries.
(For deteils on the devlopment of modern Zagreb see an article by
FISHER;Urban analysis,a case study,ZagrebjinAnnals of the Association of
American Geographers,53pp266-284,Sept.'63)

¢)The Social System

In this section I shall attempt to give a brief outline of some of the
more important facets of the social structure of Yugoslavia.Unfortunately
this section will consist more of impressions than of hard facts since time

™ did not allow me to undertake any significant study in this field.

Although Yugoslavia is a Socialist country and one of the ideals is
equality for all it is quite obvious to the casual observer that there is
still a stratification of society much as in Western Europe.In practice a
person's position in society is fixed by his education.The rewards of success
are the same as in the West,a car,g good flat with washing machine,T.T.etc.
It is,however quite difficult to draw a definite line between the classes in
Zagreb.At one extreme is the Party official with a brand new Mercedes,at the
other the beggar in the street.In betwwen come the majority of the population
who are neither stinking rich nor stinking poor.

The différences im wealth are not very closely reflected in housing
conditions,since in Zagreb there is such a shortage of housing that even

f-\the better off have tomake do with a fairly standard flat.As a result
there are very few areas in the town which are either specifically middle
or lower classsthere are however small pockets of very substandarsd houses
(or rather shacks) which @ are inhabited by the poorest people.

Educational differences on the other hand closely coincide with the
other features which determine social stratification.Every child is obliged
to undergo eight years schooling 2nd many stay on for a further four years
at secondary school(sometimes followed by university).However for many
children,especially those from poorer families there are great difficulties;
e.g. finance and family prejudice.In fact it is probably the attitude to

education and culture in general which plays the biggest part in determining

[

a
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a person's social reference group.Attitudes common in British society can
also be found in Yugoslavia e.ge.working class mztiness,social climbing etc.

There is hovever another big division between the people of Yugoslavia,
that between the peasants and the townspeople.In Zagreb this is reflected
in two separate ways;firstly a large number of peasants from the surronnding
area come into the markets of the town every day to sell their produce.They
can easily be recognized by their weather-beaten faces,the traditional T
costumes and sometimes by their speech:secondly their are the vast numbers
of iﬁﬁgrants who were once peasants,who though they make an effort to cast
off the marks of their origin still have many of the attitudes of their
encestors.

Other important social changes which have taken place recently are in
the role of women and young people.Officially women are fully emancipated
but in the family at leest the Yugoslav male likes to retain his traditional
position of superiorit;.Parental authority,too is fairly strong but the so
called "Youth Revolution" has had a marked effect throughout the country.

FPinally it should be noted that regional differences remain very
important.Especially siénificant is the longstanding ouarrel between the
Serbs and Croats which,because of dissatisfaction with the federal government
has recently turned into a Croatian movement for national autonomy.This
has been centred in Zagreb and came to a climax with the student led

demonstrations of December 1971.
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The Linguistic Background.
a)linguistic Varieties.

Before describing the linguistic situation of Yugoslavia it will be
worthwhile giving some attention to the problem of defining a linguistic
"variety"(a neutral term which may be used for any type of language,dialect,
idiolect or style).The main problem of course is with the everyday terms
such as"language,dialect.or style" which are rather too vague to be used
without prior discussion.

The most common problem which arises is that of the dialect continuum
situation in which it ig difficult to decide where one variety(popularly
regarded as a distinct language or dialect) ends and the next begins.(n.b.
there are analogous cases of a non-geographical nature in social dialects
and styles,but for simplicity we will restrict the discussion tn geographic
varieties).

It is very difficult to find linguistic criteria by which we can
determine the bo@@aries of a variety.The technique of drawing isoglosses
across a map coinciding with phonological,lexical and syntactic features
is of limited use.Even when several isoglosses coincide with a political
boundary, thus suggesting that the two varieties deserve the status of
languages it is quite possible that two local people from opposite sides
of the border could converse happily in their vernacular speech.And it is
equally possible that two speskers from oupposite ends of the proposed
"longuage! area would not understand a single vord.Traditionally it is
this criterion of mutual comprehension which determines whether a veriety
is treated as a language or merely a dialect.There is yet another difficulty
with this criterion in that it is impossible to define comprehension.The
stages between full comprehension and baffle ment are infinite and depend
on factors such as intelligence and willingness of bdth parties.Comprehension
is not necessarily equal in both directions.In modern societies the situation
is usually far more complex since there is often a standard langunge
surer-imposed on the local vernaculars.

Thus it is tremendously difficult to draw the limits of a variety on

linguistic criteria alone.It is necessary to take into account social and
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political factors, especially what Weinreich has called langugge loyalty.
ILanguage loyalty is one of the methods by which themembers of a socicty
itentify themselves with thrt society.The concept of differences in langusge
is an essential prerequisite to 2 concept of language loyaltysin an isolated
community speaking a uniform language even the question,"What language do
you speak?" would be meaningless.In a sophisticated society there can be
several levels of language loyalty e.g.English,British(v.American)English
Northern(v.Southern)inglish etc.Loyalty is expressed just as often to local
or gsocial varieties as to standard languages.

Tn addition to language loyalty there is the political criterion of
official or standard language status to be born in mind.An official language
is more or less self-defining(though as with all varieties drawing the limits
is a problem).A stendord language,often the vernacular of apriviledged
group,is a variety which has gathered certain norms of correctness and is
held up as a model for imitation.A literary language is similar except that
it is not necessarjly a spoken language.The concept of heteronomy to & norm
cen be usefully introduced here,This covers the situation when an area has

2 standard or official language superposed on ~ number of vernacular varieties.

Even after this long discussion we are little nearer a definition of
the terms "language” or "dialect".In fact framing a satisfactory definition
is an impossible and fruitless task.However in% the rest of this paper I
shall endeavour to use "language" only when referring to a standard, official
variety,and"dialect" for any non-standard variety which is regionally based.
The term "style"will normally indicate a distinct variety within an idiolect,
(though of course different idiolects will exhibit similar style patterns).

Bearing in mind these difficulties in terminology we can now go on to
discuss the languages and dialects of Yugoslavia.

b)language in Yugoslavia.

The sociolinguistic situation in modern Yugoslavia is exceedingly
complex.Although the vast majority of the people speak as a vernacular
some variety of what I shall call the Slavic tongue there are several

significant minority langu ges.Of these Italian is the most important and
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is spoken by many people in the coastal areas of Istria and Dalmatiz either
as avernacular or second language.In every frontier region there is a small
aumber of people who use as a vernacular thke a variety of the lapguage
which is spoken on the other side of the border e.g.Albanian,Greek,German,
Hungarian,Bulgarian.However it is the Slavic tongue which is the primary
concern of this paper.

The Slavic tongue can claim its origins in the Slavic branch of the
Indo-Furopean family.The South Slavic varieties have been dominant in
Yugoslavia since the end of the Romen Empire and have come to form = dialect
continuum which more or less coincides with the political boundaries of
Yugoslavia and Bulgaria.They are clearly separated from the North Slavie
varietieﬁ‘gy geography,!e.g.Bu-sian,Czech,Polish,)three non-Slavic varieties,
Rumanian,fungerian & German coming between them.However to some extent the
South andNorth Slavic groups are mutually comprehensible if both parties
are intelligent and tolerant.

There are three officially recognized standard languages in Yugoslvia.
All three zre varieties of the Slavic tongue and to some extent mutually
comprehensible.Slovenian is the standard for the republic of Sloveniza,
Macedonian,a variety which has only very recently been stamdardized,for
the republic of Hacedoniz and Serbo-Croat for the rest of the country.It
is Serbo-Croat which concerns us most in this paper but because of the
proximity of Zagreb to the Slovenian border (20miles)we cannot totally
ignore the Slovenian language.

The Serbo-Crozt language is thee official norm for about 16 million
vreople and is therefore by far the most important language of Yugoslavia.
However,even within the language there are two slightly different standards,
S€rbian and Croatian.At the moment,in the context of the @rostian nationalist
movement there is much argument as to whether these varicties should be
treated as separate languages.linguistically the differences are small,
the use of CVTllllC or Roman orthography,the use of "ekavian"or"ijekavian"
forms(see Pﬁ.b),r nd the use of regional vocabulary.Language loyalty is
more importants;meny Yugoslavs are very touchy about the name of their

variety.The term in most general use is Srpsko-hrvatski.This is almost
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universal in the republics which are not involved in the Serbia-Croatia
dispute.In Serbia "srpski" is popular,in Croatia "hrvatski' evenmore so.
An alternative in Croatia is to reverse the order of the words giving
"hrvatgko-srpski¥The official attitude is not clear but I am told that it
is only recently that the term "hrvatskiPhas been permitted in official
business.At the moment however all terms are politically loaded.The term
"jugoslovenski“_is sometimes used to describe a cosmopolitan variety or
any of trhe standard languages when spoken by a foreigner.In the rest of
this paper the teim"standard" will refer to the Croatian variety of the
standard language,unless otherwise stated.

Before moving on to the dialects it will be useful to examine the
origins of the standard language.Until the 19th centuiy all official
business in Yugoslavia was conducted in the languages of the ruling
foreign powers i.e.Hungarien,German or Turkish.Some literature was produced
in the vernacular dialects.With the growth of the nationalist movement
which found inspiration in the independence won by Serbia in 1804,z need
arose for a national standard language.Even though manyrof the early
nationalist leaders were Croats they decided to develop the standard from
the dialect of Hercegovi%.The main reason for this was that it was situated
centrally in the country and thus could be easily understood by people from
a very wide area and that it did not arouse any of the regional hostility
which other dialects would have done.However,there were many problems
which arose be cause of this choicejthere was no cultural centre for the
variety,in fact no large townjthere was no nation to promote itj;there was
little existing literaturejthere were two zlphabets inuse.Surprisingly the
standard czught onjonly in Serbiz were minor changes made.

We can now go on to discuss the clessification of the dialects of
Serbo-Croat as vresented by traditional dialectology,with special reference
to the Zagreb area.In Yugoslavia as in most countries dialectologists have
worked clmost exclusively with old people in the villages and have been
predominantly concerned with drawing isoglosses and the boundaries of
dialecct areas.Of course this does not represent the whole truth,but as it

is the only relevant information available it is well worthy of study.
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Two overlapping sets of criteria have been suggested for dividing the
Serbo-Croat dialect continuum into dialect areas.Firstly there is the
wey in which the a2ccented e of old Slavic has developed.Three different
formsg are found e,ije, & i(each of which can be either long or shortjshort
ije=je)thus leading to the normal classification of dialects as "ekavien",
"ijekavian?,or"ikavian'.The standard language is ije kavian though in

Serbia ekavian forms are accepted 2t standard.The dialects of the Zagreb
Tegion are,however,ekavian(as are most Serbian dialects & also Slovenian

standard andvernacular verieties).It should be noted that not all e's in
ekavian varieties are represented by ije in ijekavian varieties.e appears
in all varieties when it has developed from sources other than the accented
e of 0l1ld Slavic.

The second set of classificatory criteria has been more rigorously
worked out and is more strongly entrenched in popular thinking.The division
is based on and the dialects are named after the word which is used as an
interrogative pronoun.Hence,from the words kaj,8a and ¥to(or Sta) we get
the terms kajkavski,8akavski & ¥tokavski.Supplementary criteria have also
been worked out which 2lthough they make the classification more precise
and academically rESpectable‘occasionaily lead to paradoxical conclusions,
e.g.the dialect of Korcula is classified as dakavski although noone says
de.The &tokavian varieties cover the widest territbry and include the standard
language.éékavian vernaculars are to be found on the coast of Istria and
Dalmatiz.The kajkavian varieties are of most concern as they are centred
in the Zagreb area.(see map)Naturally there are regional differences
within the dialect zress and a more detailed classification has been drawn
up.However this is scarcely relevant to the present work.It should be noted
in passing that kajkavian dialects were once regarded as part of the
Slovenian languege 2nd that in Slovenian the word for"what'is no¥mally
"kajh

(For articles relating to the previous two sections see HAUGEN3Dialect,
Language,Nation,in imerican Anthropology,68(4),1966sBIDWELL; Language,
dialect and Nationality in Yugoslavia in Humen Relations 15(3) ,Aug.1962.

The standard text on Serbo-Croat dialectology is IVIG;Die Serbo-Croatischen

Dialektejthe Hogue 1958.bu¥ unforiungtely I do not read enough Germen (o
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benefit from its)
¢)Language in Zagreb.

The sociolinguistic situation in Zagreb has always been complex,but
this is hardly surprising in view of its turbulent history and status as
chief city of a foreign ruled province.Several non-Slavic languages have
been in evidence in Zagreb during ite history each one leavingi its mark.

As a centre of the €atholic Church Zegreb had extensive early contacts
with Letin.There was a long period when all official business had to be
conducted in Latinjin fact it wes not till the 19th century that this died
out completely.EBven today there is a vestigial use in university documents.
But the biggest legecy was,of course,the Roman script.There were also many
loans from Latin into the Slavic tongue at different periods,many of them
first passing through some other language such as Italian,French or Ingligh,

The second language to play an important part in Zagreb's history was
fungarian.While the lagyar Kings were overlords of Zagreb many loan words
passed into the local speech.A more interesting but more dubious case of
Hungarian influence has been suggested.In Zagreb dialect certain latin loans
are pronounced with gfinstead of the s which one would expect.However,in
Hungarian there is no distinction between £ and s so it has been suggested
that the Zagreb people imitated théir masters even to the point of mispron-
unciation.

Tt vas the most recent of the many foreign langu-ges to be important
in the town,German, which wns most influential.Although Germen had been
heard in Zagreb as early as the 13th century when the first German merchants
had settled there,it was not till Croatia came under Habsburg rule that it
rose to predominance.In the 18th & 19th centuries @erman was &s common as
Slavic and a diglossic situation was to be found.The upper classes would
use Germzn on most occasions(even in the family)snd only speak Slavic when
adressing the common people.The common people on the other hand would
normally use Slavic except when trying to impress.After the standard language
had been developed many people who had failed to master it continued to
use German in formal circumstances.German was the langusge of Zagreb's

theatre and newspavers until the!late 19th century and it wos only after
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indenendence that it began to decline.Even tod~y German is the first foreign
language of the Zagreb area to the extent that a visitor who speaks German
is at least as well off as one who speaks Serbo-Croat.There are an immense
number of Germrn loan words in the local sreech and several constryuctions
which reflect German usage.

The Slavic tongue in Zagreb has also had a rich and interesting history.
In one or other of its varieties it has been the vernacular of most of the
population for over a thousand years.From the 16th to 19th centuries the
local kajkevian dialect rose to literary status and even showed signs of
standardization.In different political circumstances it is quite likely
that this would have become the standard languzge of Croatia.Today Slavic
is the predominant, indeed the only tongue nor-~1ly spoken in Zagreb.Several
varieties are evidentjnew varieties have been introduced by the recent
fhigrants and it is the interaction of tiesge many varieties that makes the
present situation in Zagreb so fascinating.

The study of the sociolinguistic situation in a large town is always
far more difficult then studying the dialects of a smell rural community, —
Trere are many more neovle,social stratification is usunlly more pronounced,
and the society is far more fluidaln 2 modern society we cannot ignore tre
effect of education and mass communication.Modern Zagreb vresents us with
2ll these problems and more besides.

The range of varieties of Slavic used each day in Zzgreb is immense.
Of course,all the varieties over-lav and there is usually full mutual
comprehension.Although it is impossible to separate varieties adeouately
on linguistic grounds I believe that using function as & criterion we can
identify three kinds of variety.Firstly each person in Zzgreb has a verna-
cular variety which he learned in childhood and which he uses in familiar
circumstances at least with members of his family and childhood friends.

We %will call this his V1.The range of Vl's is wide,from almost "pure"
standard to"broad' dialects from every part of Yugoslavia,including some
which would normally be considered as Slovenian or lMacedonien.Secondly
there is the standard language which we will call the V2.For 2 smr1l number
of neonle this is » vernscul r +hus also their V1.Thirdly there igs the

Zagreb variety of the local kajkavian dialects.This is not simply the local

variety of Zagreb natives but a mixture of this with the kajkavian dialects
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of the suﬁbunding area which hasg taken place over the last fifty years.
This we will call the V3.It is not usually identical with anybody's V1 but
has developed for use as a koine among the people of Zagreb,most of whom
it will be remembered are recent iﬁégrants to the town.

The best way to illustrate how these varieties ~re used in practice
is to look ~t several hypothetical individuals who might be found in Zagreb
and to show under what circumstances they would use the different varieties.

A is an o0ld man who has only recently moved to the town to be with
tig children.Previously he svent all his life in the village where he was
born.lle received only 2 minimum of education.In almost a2ll circumsi~nces
he will speak only his V1 which will be a "broad" local dinlect.

B is his son who moved to Zogreb fifteen years ago and works in a
factory.At home he will use his V1 whicn is feairly simil'r to his father's
but at work for easier communication and matiness he will vprobably use the
Zagreb koine,V3.

€ is a professor at Zagreb University.He was born on a Dalmatian
island,studied at Beograd,m-rried a girl from Sarajevo and has been in
Zagreb for over ten years.Most of the time he speaks the standard language
V2 but slips back into his Dalmatian V1 when visiting his parents and
brothers.

D is his son,a student at the University.Invariably he smecks the
standrrd V2.

I is a middle aged house wife,a native of Zagreb,fair}y well educated
and married to a factory manager.At home she will use the local Zagreb
dialect os her V1,but this will rem~in distinct from the koine V3 which
she will use when shopping 2t the market.In polite corpany when she wants
to impress peovle she will =ttempt to use trhe st ndard V2.

Schem: tically we can show the situation of these five peorle thus;

A S (Y D L E
Home/family V1 V1 V1 V1=V2 V1(approx.=V3)
Work/shops = V1 V3 V2 V2 V3
Polite V1 V37 V2 V2 V2

company
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It might be inferred froh the above discussion that there exists in
Zagreb a complex version of the diglossic situation.To some extent this is
truejthere certainly are many individuals who exhibit di- or even triglossic
usage.But I feel it would be going too far to saj that Zagreb is a true
cage of‘diglossia,ﬁbr there is not aclean break between any of the varieties
anddvery few people are consciously aware of switching to a different
variety in different circumstances.In general I feel that the socinlinguistic
situation in Zagreb is too crmplex for normal clagsification.

One of t'e more interesting featﬁres of the situation is the development
and function of the koine(V3).This arose from the mixing of tle varieties
swoken by the 1m1grants,(usuolly kajkavian dialects) with the Zagreb form
of kajkavian.This variety has the advantnge for the 1m;~rants,not only of
helping communication but of hiding their peasant origins.In addition it
helps them identify with the peonle of Zagreb and has a strong anti-snob
value.Despite prejudice from supporters of V2 and the many V1's almost
all youngsters are speaking this"Zagfebacki esperanto” and it is likely
that in the not too distant future this will become the standard,or rather
substandsrd urban dialect of Zagreb.The V1's will probably resain in use

~only in the villages of the hinterland and the ¥2 will become the preserve
of the educated classes,thus moving closer to the situation we have in
Britain.

d)Survey of Previous Work

It is hardly surprising that not much work has been done on urban
dialectology in Yugoslavia.In fact as far as T know there is only one work
of direct relevance to the present stﬁdy.This is a monograph by the
American SlavicisttThomas F:MAGNER;A Zagreb Kajkavian Dialect,(Penn state
Studies,no.18).Magner studied the speech of asmall number of educated
Zagreb natives most of whom exhibited 2 certain degree of diglossic usage.

He treats their vernacular variety as a completely separ~te entity and
analyses it in taxonomic terms.However he presents his findings as comparisons
with the standard language,which is a pity as there are very few readily
evailable structural descriptions of that veriety and Magner does not present

his own.He does show some concern for sociolinguistic issues but I feel
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B 1

that the variety he describes is rather idealized and that is work is
merely an attempt to do rural dialectology in an urban setting.However it
is the only work to have been done on langage in Zagrebjmost Yugoslav
dialectologists have worked on rural areas only and have been far more
concerned with drawing icsoglosses than with giving 2 structural description
of particular dialects.(see review By BIDHELL,Language#4y%ﬂhﬂ

Descriptions of the standard language ~re alsgo hard to come by;HODGE,
Spoken Serbo-Croat,(1945) is probably the best but is not readily available.
Hodge¥s analysis of the Phonology of Serbo-Croat can be found in Language
22/1946.THe most easily available general introduction to the language is
JAVAREK & SUDJIC,Tezch Yourself Serbo-Croat.

As far 2s I know there has beennno other work in this field.Certain
parts may have been touched on by other linguistsjin these cases references

are given in the relevant section.
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THE FIELDWORK.

a)fuestionnaire Design.

An ideal research project in the field of urban dialect ology should
aim to gather linguistic and sociological information from a large number
of informants,(ideally a2 random sample of the whole population of the town
being studied).The linguistic informetion can usually be gathered most
conveniently in the form of tape recorded interviews of one or more styles
of speech,2nd the sociological information by means of & questionnaire.
Even though a2 complete survey of Zagreb sneech was never envisaged in the
course of this vroject the interviews and cuestionnaire were designed with
this in mind.The following interviewﬁg guestionnaire was designed and used
in the first set of interviews.lt was decided to record on tape both the
sociological and linguistic mcterial,partly as - matter of convvnigze but
also so we could use the sociological cuestions as a gentle introduction
to 2 perhaps unfamiliar recording situation.

Guestionnaire,(Version 1)
Section 1,%ocial Background.

Wren end where were you born?Where have you lived during your life?
(full details especially of childhood).For how long were you at school?
What kind of school was it?Did you do well there} Did you learn any foreign
longueges? I7 possible(and especially if you are under 25)can you tell me
the same things about your parents?

What is,was or will be your job? (full details of 21l jobs held).
What are tre jobs of ot'er members of your femily? Do y u have a cer in
the family,z T.V.,washing machine etc¢?Do you own your nouse/flat or do you
have a holiday home? Do you think such things are important?

What are your interests? Which of the following things would you
enjoy doing in your spare time a)the theatre b)listering to classical
music c)the cinema d)football e)other snort f)reading novels g)watching
T.V. h)reading comics i)listening to rop mucic?

Section 2 Attitudes to language.
What languzge do you speck? Do you speak it well? Do you know veorle

who speek better or worse than you? Do you sometimes make mistakes in your
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grammarjif so which? Do you try to avoid these mistakes?Heve you ever met
peorle you disliked becazuse of the way they spoke? If so please explain?
cection 3 Free narrative,(suggested talking points).

Tell us 21l you know about Zagrebjwhat do you think of the town? Is
it a2 nice place to live? Has it changed since you first knew it? What would
you advise the tourist to see? What is there to do in one's free time?

Cen you tell us about the history of the town e.g. during the war?Tell us
about the tramway,the cathedral,the old town,New Zagreb etc.

(Ot~er tzlking v-ints mey be introduced at the discretion of the
intervieﬁrhntil,ideally,we have about 20minuter of free narrative from
each informant.)

From the answers to section 1 we can discover all the informction
ve need to know about such factors as age,sex,geographical origins ~nd
social status.It would cven be rossible to construct an index of socizl
.étatus working on the factors of job,education,material possessions,family
backgroundand cultural and social aspirations.However for this project an
informal assessment is sufficient.

Section 2 is a not very sophisticated ~ttempt to elicit baric attitudes
about the spezkers use of langusge.luch depends on the interviewerds skill
and in the event this section did not prove very useful.

Section 3 was the least planmable section of all.Everything depends on
the informant and the interviewer.Ideally I should have done the interviews
/™ myself but two foctors decided me against thisjfirstly I wes not a native

speaker of Croatiezn,indeed at the time of the first set of interviews my
speaking knowledge ~f the language was minimaljcecondly as a foreigner it
weuld ave been difficult to gain the confidence of the locals,especially
the older ones who would have probebly sucpected my reasons for being
interested in them.Instead I recruited astudent volunteer,Zeljka,to do the
first set of interviews with merbers of her family and friends.As it was
essential that she should be familiar with the project's 2ims I gave her a
verbal briefing vlus @ written sheet of instructions.Consicering rer lack
of experience in this sort of research she fulfilled her role very well.

At first the linguistic materizl to be recorded was restricted to one
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style of speech,frec narrative.The reason for this was that at the time
vhen the questionnaire was designed I was primerily interested in differences
between idiolects rather than within themynot having fully reclized the
wealth of style differences which are to be found.In addition it would
have been difficult to elicit controlled semples of other styles.The simple
trick of asking informants to read a passage or a word list which has been
used successfully with Bnglish is of no use for Serbo-Croat since the script
is almost perfectly phonemic(with regerd to the standard lenguzge) and the
influence of the spelling would cause immense distortion.In any case readigg
pagsages by their very nature provide no grammatical information.

With this ouestionnaire Zeljka conducted the first set of interviews.
L:ter the design was modified(see below P 23 ) and @ further interview wes
carried out by me.

b)Informants (lst set of interviews).

The biggest problem in this project was that of finding informants.
The idezl representative sample which would be needed for a full scale survey
would consigt of at least fifty informants of different sexes,age groups,
social classes and geographical origins.We would need each informant to
provide at least an hour of recorded data and even then we could not be
sure that we had a reliable sample of Zagreb speech.Obviously this was
impossible in the time at my disvosal.

However I still would have liked to have controlled my sample of
informants in the hope of being able to get some systemafic inform~tion.
The obvious way to do this would be to interview only one type of person,
e.g.men between 20 &30, or only members of one family.However,informents
were not fort-coming; several neople especially older ones refused to be
interviewed.(It seems that this type of research is not so socially accept-
able in Yugoslavia as in Britain,but I feel that one of the main reasons
for refusal was anti-student feeling after the disturbances of last winter.
I save come to the conclusion that in a full scale survey the teclniaue
of chosing a random sample of informants from cn electoral register or

equivalent would not stand a chance.)
Finally then,we decided to interview anyone we could persuade to be
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cooperative.In all cases this meant people who were well known either to
myself or to my interviewer,Zeljka.

The following inforrants were interviewed by Zeljka.(I was not present

during any of these,interviews.)

Informant 1. Jelka's gpandfather,75 years old,born in Istria.
Vernacular a cakavian dialect.Four years education.Worked in
the ship building industry in Istria and Trieste(which before
the war was in Yugoslavia).Speaks Italian.Never wealthy.

Informant 2 The wife of informant l.Age and background similar.
Worked as a domestic before marriage.Also speaks Ttalian.

Informant 3 Yeljka's brother,age 15,2 schoolboy.Born in Zagreb
of an Istrian family,he has lived about half his life in the
town,the rest in Slavonia to the east.The family is now
iddle class and quite well off.Cosmopolitan linguistic
background.Learning English a2t school.

Informant 4 feljka's mother,46 years old,born in Istria but
has spent the greatest part of her life in Zagreb.Spent 12
years at school and secretarial college.lMarried an engineer
in her early twenties,giving up her job to be a housewife.
Speaks Italian and German.

Informant 5 A neighbour of Zéljka's family.40 years old,

a lorry driver with an o0il company.Born in a village north
of Zagreb but has lived in the town 20 years.Vernacular a
kajkavian dialect.Four years at school,no foreign languages.

Informant 6 The wife of Inf. 5,2ge 40,housewife.Born and
raised in Slavonia,vernacular dizlect stokavian.BEight years
at school where she learned some German.tfeasant family,now
urban working class.

c)The Interviews
As might be expected the interviews produced varying results.In general
those with the older informants proved least satisfactory.Informants 1
and 2 both produced less t'an ten minutes of speech,much of which was

rather mumbled.fThe second inter view in fact was practically useless for
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analysis.Informant 5 on the other hand was excellents;in fact to be honest
he was too talkative and prevented his wife from making a full contribution
to the proceedings.The other interviews fell between thege ertremes.In all
the interviews the style of speech seems %o be fai?ly natural narrative,
with the possible exception of Informant 4 who possibly spoke more formally
than usual.

d)¥odifications =nd Additions.

Not being completely satisfied with the first set of interviews I
decided to redesign the questionnaire and conduct at least one more interview.
The first two sections remained unaltered but the free narrative section
wag modified to favour the elicitation of certain Ffeatures which appeared
to show significant variation,e.g.the future tense,the conditionzl,the
past particlple(masculine form);see below Bogfor-the linguistic details of
these features.fOuestions added included ones such as "What are you going
to do tomorrow?","What would you do with & million pounds?",Tell me in
detail the life story of a famous man you admire."”

On top of this I decided to try to elicit examples of a much more
colloouial style of speech.Having attempted to record = family conversation
with little success,(conditions were too noisy,and the dog kept hogging the
micrOpHone),I decided that the best compromise was to record the informant
during a telephone conversation with = friend.This has the advantage that only
the informent's voice ig heard, that background noise can be eliminated and

’-5¢mt the style of speech is very close %o normsl animated conversation.
The dis advantage,however is that the interviewer has no chance of influencing
the course of the conversation either in subject matter or towards important
linguistic features.

I decided to conduct the interview myself, (by now my SerboiCrozt had
improved considerably)vertly as a matter of convenience,but also so I
could have greater control over the interview situation.In addition the
rresence of a non-native speaker,I felt,would encourage the use of the
standard language,even though the informant knew that I understood and even
sometimes spoke "Zsgrebacki".

The informant,no.7,was my landlady's daughter Carmen,a 23 year old
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medical student.She was born and has always lived in Zagreb.Her father,now
dead,was addoctor from Slavonia,her mother a nurse,from Slovenia.Her mother
normally speaks "Zagrebacki',not Slovenian and the former variety is €Garmen's
vernacular.Carmen herself is highly educated and cultured,she speaks fluent
German and a little English.

The interview itself was very successful.l managed to elicit abot 20
minutes of free narrative and the modifications to the guestionnaire had
the degired effect except for the attempt to elicit vast numbers ofmasculine
past participles.The telephone conversation was also very successful,there
is ten minutes of speech,almost all from Carmen,in a style which is clearly
distinct from the interview.

In general I feel that the sample from the seven informants reflects f
fairly well the many varieties of speech in Zagreb.There is a quantative
bias in the corpus towards kajkavian varieties which came about by accident
but which reflects the actual situation.We have exammples of the other two
major dialect groups and of the standard language.Finally we have an example
of diglossic usage from inf.7.Unfortunately very few of the interviews are
long enough to be useful for a statistical analysis of sociolinguistic
variation.But for the purposes of the present paper I feel that the corpus
is perfectly adegu=te.

In order to check whether it was easycto judge a verson's social status
from his speech I conducted an informal reaction test.I asked a Yugoslav

M riend to listen to exerts from infs.4 & 5 and asgked him to guess their
jobs.His answers,office worker for 4,factory worker for 5,were remarkably
accurate.0f course this proves nothing as there may have been clues in the
subject matter,or it may have been a mere fluke but it does suggest that

such tests;properly controlled wéﬁd be a fruitful line of inguiry.
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DESCRIPTION OF VARIETIES STUDIED.

a)Kajkavian and standard.

Ideally in a paper of this kind » full description.of all the varieties
which are  considered distinct should be presented.Two factors prevent this,
2)the amount of work involved,b)the fact that all the different varieties
merge into each other,that it is impossible to find a"pure" example of any
variety to describe,that all varieties are mutually comprehensible and
therefore I wish to stress their similarities rather than their differences.
The following procedure will therefore be adopted.The dialects will be pres—
ented in comparison with the standard language,only differences being shown.

(™ ¥or kajkavian we will present all the features traditionally knowm as
kajkavian and compare this with the present day situation ag observed either
on the tapes or during my time in Zagreb.For the other,less important
dialects the orocedure will be reverged i.e.we will work first from The tapes
then compare these with the findings of traditional dialectology.Where
possible the features discussed will be described in terms of a generative
model as well as in the traditional longhand way. ) '

I)Phonology. It is poi@tless to carry out a complete
analysis of two closely related varieties in the terms of taxonomic phonemics
and then compare them}Magner in fact did this with his Zagreb kajkavian and
the standerd language and came to the conclusion that kajkavian has seven
phonemes less than the standard.This arises from the fact that palatalised

'fggffricates in the standard language can be treated as sequences of stop+]

~1n kajkavian.This conclusion,if not completely absurd must surely go against
the intuitions of native speakers that e.g./tSovek/ is the same as/Sovek/ .
It would seem there fore that an analysis of the phonology in non-taxzonomic
terms is preferable,e.g.Firthian or;generative.The generative approach T
shall adopt has the advantage of telating the differences between the
varieties to a comnon core of the grammar,thus helping to explain their
mutual comprehensibility.

The following features are the ones which are traditionally regarded
as the defining ones for kajkavian.An asterisk indicates that they are also

to be found in the Slovenian varieties of Slavic.



1)Neutralisation of final consonente. In kajkavian final
consonants do not exhibit an opposition between voiced and voiceless,the
voigeless member of the opposition appearing in all cases.Bearing in mind
i

morpho-phonemic coasiderations we can best explain this in generative terms

by arule such as the following which would apply in kajkavian but not in

the andard languages:
Rule 1. | — vocalic E — vocalic
+ consonantal | = |+ consonantal y L— e
+ ice - il
| + voic l voice

(The origin of this feature of kajkavian is worthy of discussion.As a

2imilar rule is found in German it is possible that it is a relic of the

nce in Zagreb.However as it is also found in several other
2y be a completely independent development or -eveilr an extension

the progresgive voicing assinilation,common in Slavic,e.g.iz+ p———=igp——

with the pause being taken as a voiceless segment.)

This feature is very frequent,but not universal,in Zagreb speech as

illustrated on the tapes and ag heard in the town.There ig,however a further
complication in that there is a tendency in most varieties to elide final

unstressed vowels.thus For a word like"sada"(now) there are three possibilities

1)the full form,"sada”,2)"sad",which is quite acceptable in the standard
language,3)"sat",the normal kajka#ian form.There may also be phonological

congtraints on the operation of this rule,e.g.if the next word begins with

niwu

PN voiced segment,but with the complication of linguistic and sociolinguistic

3 &m
factors this cannot be proved.
2)/e/ v.standard/ije/* Kajkavian is traditionzlly described
as an ekevian dialect,(see above P12).Where the standard longuage shows

(i)je ekavian dialects show e(:).In gencrative terms both Torms could be

derived from an underlying CI)$E@y a2 pair of rules such as
Rule 2,a. |TWE = fi]je
2,5 [198: 3 —> /e[:]
which would apply in ije kavian and ekavian dialects respectively.
The ekavian forms are very fregquent in Zagreb and on tape but t'e vast

majority of speakers use 2t least some ije forms.There is probsbly a trend
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at the present moment against ekavian forms as these are so typical of
Serbian varieties.

3)e for standard a. * In certain words the /a/ of the standard
language is represented by /e/.This is generally the result of the development
of what is usually known as the jers of proto-Slavic.?his can be expressed
by the fodlowing pair of rulesy
Rule 3,2 é; =¥ /a/

3,b E —2/d/
which apply in the standard 2nd kajkevian respectively.

~ This feature is very freoquent in many contexts in Zagreb speech but
especially in conjunction with feature 4 below.Indeed the rules to deal
with the two features should be taken together zs will be explained btelow.

4 )laintenance of syllable final /1/ v. fo/.* The treatment
of final /1/s is one 6f the most interest ing features of Yugoslav dialecto-
logy.In many varieties they have been‘vocalised,most frequently to /o/but
in kajkavian they are retained,Thigvgg'gzgy frecuent in Zag eb speech and
on the tapes especially from inf.5.76wever scarcely anyonc I know uses this
exclusively.In generative terms we can posit an extra rule for the standard

language such ass

-

Rule 4.,2. 4+ VOce T +70C. 7]
{ + cong. - cons.
~ | + continu- + continuant
ant
-—7 / ________ #
+ back ’ + back
- high | — high
- low -low
A = - -]

o R (o R SN 1t

Since the 1 is retained far more often in vwords where it follows an e
derived from rule 3b,and the varieties are never mixed at word level,e.g.

isel or isao boih occur but not*isal or *iseo we must order ,rulec; 3? &étl R T
WO Gpplicable

and make rule 4 obligatéry when it igtpreceded by rule 3a On other occasions

however it is sociolinguistically variable. - g radlo(norked) or radile.
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5)Palatalized consonants. ' The subject of palatalized
consonants is one of the mos} complex in Slavic phonology.Obviously a full
discussion is not possible here but the main points of difference between
standerd and kajkavian varieties are ss follows.Where the standard has a
palatalized consenant,(the affricates 8,8,d%,dj and the sounds nj & 13j)
kajkavian treats them as a sequence of consonent + j and usually metathesis
takes place.Thus we have forms such as dodje(St.) v.dojde(kaj.),korejna(kaj),
v.korenja(St.).Sometimes the j is deleted sltogether giving e.g. iti(kaj) v.
i&i=itji(st.),prijatel(kaj) v.prijatelj(St.).These forms are 21l very common
in Zagreb speech and appear several times on tape.In generative terms they
could be dealt with in the following way. '
Rule 5,a. T4 o [ ¢]]
H3[d"]
3 [G7
dgﬁd;J (applies to standard langége)
nj[n] | | |
|15 £4Y

+J —

= B 0 K’ o

o

N.B.This rule ags it stends is a low level rule of limited application.
In = complete grammar it is much more likely that this process would be dealt
with et a2 higher level and that the rule used would also cover the S end ¥
sounds.At that level a feature specification would be more economical and

ﬁ*\also cast light on other facts,e.g.that labials are never palatalized.

Rule 5,b. Cons + j —» § + cons (applies in kecjkavian)
5,b,i. _;735 (applies in kajksvien in certain contexts not
- yet established)

Without studying the whole of the subject of palatelisation in detail
it is impossible to formalize the rules adequately but it is hoped that
the above paragraphs give an indication of how this would be done.It is
possible that the metathesis rule,5,b would need to be extended to cover
the case of the cluster sv which occasionally in Zagreb speech(and always
in Slovenian) becomes vs.e.g.sveki(every),vsaki.

6)The second palatalisation. The morphophonemic

- N . e W
lternetion in “er®
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alternation between g,k,h, and z,c(ts),s,(traditionally known as consonant
gsoftening) is usually referred to ag the sgecond palataligsation.According
to traditional dielectology this change does not occur in kajkavien and 8yk,h,
may be found even before i and e.Fersonally I have never heard this and
feel that the retention of g,k,h before high front vowels is very rere.Some
scholars it should be noted e.g.Bidwell in his review of Magner,consider
that the presence of g,k,h is not retention of the basic form but analogy.

In either case the easiest woy to deal with this in generative terms is a
rule such as

+ high
Rule 6 + velar —3 + strident /-———

+ front
which would apply in the standard language and in all except

the "broadest" varieties of kajkavian.(N.B.It is most likely that a minor
rule or rules would be needed to complete the change of features which
transform k into the affricate c.)

T)E'and 5,&5 and dj. In the standard language there is
a definite contrast between the hard and goft &'s but this opposition has
a low functional load and there are few minimal peirs.In traditional kajkavian
the distinction hes disappeared but it is very difficult to make general
statements about usege above the idiolect level.Where the merger has taken

plece it cen be expressed by A low level ruleS such as
Tule 7 o () % Za. [ & ¢f
= iy~ [ar
a;j (&) ax ol

which derives one sound from two different sources thus dealing in an
economic wdy with both the merger and morphologicazl alternations at a2 higher
level e.g. jek,ljut comparatives jaE& 1juci.
. 8)Accent The only remaining feature by which the
kajkavian dialects are usually characterised is that they heve in general
& simplified accentual system.From casual observetion I believe that this is
indeed so but I have not analysed this in any depth so will refrain from
further comment.

Other Teatures of kajkavisn have been noted by traditional dialectology

but have not cropped up either on tape or during casuzl observations.In add-

] e =)
jition we have examples on tape from informant 5 of afg,tyre Which as far as
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‘"I know is not mentioned in the traditional accounts of kajkavian but which
native speakers tell me is quite commonjan e occurs after a non-palatalised
consonant in adjectives e.g.jednem,isteg where the standard demands an o.

Another very frequent feature of Zagreb speech which is not restricted
to the kajkavian varieties is the deletion of final unstressed vowels.This
feature if not dialectal is definit8ly colloquial.In most casges theﬂwords
where this occurs belong to a restricted class of adverbs,conjunctions
and the infinitive.In generative terms this can be dealt with by 2 simple
deletion rule applying in the colloquial varieties, (usually only in a

upercentage of the possible cases);

Rule 8 V[‘—stressj. -_— }?{ [

(The phonological constraints on this rule are probably more complex

but have not been studied in any detail.)

1I)Grammar.
l)Future tenses. In the standard language the normal
future tensec is formed from the present tense of the verb hteti,to wish,
plus the infiniti¥e,The auxilliary verb has two forms,& full form used in
sentence initial position,for emphesis or when the verb carries its own
mezning or is used as a gquestion echojand an enclitic form which usually
follows the infinitive with the elision of the unstrgssed i'.Thus we have

_fhe two paradigms shown below,

1st.sg. hodu raditi raditou T will work
2nd.sg. hoées raditi raditéed you " "
3rd.sg. ho6e raditi raditce he etc. "
1st.pl. hofemo raditi raditéemo we " "
2nd.pl. hocete raditi reditGete you " "
3rd.pl. hofe raditi raditcCe they "

Alongside this the standard has an exact future tense formed from the
perfective nresent of biti,to be,and the past participle.This is used mainly
inlﬁoﬁditibﬁél sentences and the paradigm is as followsj

- 1st.sg. budem radio

ond.sg. budes radio
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3rd.sg. bude radio(-lz,lo0)
1st pl. budemo radili
2nd.pl. budete radili
3rd.pl. bude radili(-e,z)

In broad kajkavian the future tensec is normelly expressed by an analogous
form but the auxilliary is contracted to bum,bus,bu, bumo,bute,buju.These
contracted forms seem to occur almost exclusively as enclitics and budem etc.
ere used in stresged positions.Hteti seems to occur only in its full forms
with full meaning.There is,however much confusion and forms such 2s budem
isel(or isco) are very common.In addition many people use the present tense
with future meaning when sreaking colloquiallyv.The bum future is very frequeht
in Zeagreb end is known widely throughout Yugoslavia as the mark of a Zagreb
native.

2)The conditional In the standard
language the conditional is for.ed from tle corist of biti,to be, #nd the
rast narticiplesthe auxilliary is conjugated bih,bi, bi,bismo,biste,bi.In
Zagreb speech and in most collogquial varieties an invariant form bi is used
for 211 persons.The few examples on tape tend to confirm this tendency.

3)Kaj and Bto This is one of the most
impor%ant featureg which distinguish ks jkevian from the other varieties.
£lthough it is basically ¢ netter of vorbulary there are many constructions
built up from either kaj or Sto.There are several compound words like
zadto/znakaj (why?),prije nego &to/pre neg'kaj (before).Kaj/sto can also be
used s an indeclinable relctive pronoun instead of the declinable koji.
Where kaj is used and there is ambiguity about the relationships between
the nouns a personal pronoun in an oblicue case may be inserted,e.g.
covek kej mu pi¥ef= St. Sovek kom viesf.Kaj may also be used as en interrog-
ative prrticle to convert any statement into a question but I bclieve this
usage is rzther rare.Also possible,but rarely used is the form kaj za,vhat
sort of?,instead of kakav.(Iagner says this wes modeled on the Germen
vas fur ein,but itcould,® says Bidwell,equally be borrowed from Italian).

Most people of course are perfectly familiar with both kaj and &to

forms and many use both in appropriate socisl circumstences.Int isolation
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as an interrogative kaj is very commonjcompounds and constructions with kaj
are rather less common.lhere are examples of kaj and zakaj on tape from
informants 5 & 7.
4)iti + adverbs v. compound verbs of motion.

In the gtandard language there are many compounds of the
verb igi;e.g.doci,tqbome,izigi,to go out,vratiti se,to return etc.In kajkavian
constructions using iti + adverb are more common,e.g.idem van,I'm going
out,idem dol(j)e,I'# going down,idem natreg,I'm going back.These forms mey
be modelled on the German 'ich gehe hinzuf‘etc.Bven in pure kajkavian some
compounds are normel e.g.dojti,to come.We even have an example on tape from
inf.5 of 2 mixed construction,oti¥i van,but I understend thieg is not common.
The phrase,idem van is especially frecuent.Analogous forms are sometimeg

found with other verbs of motion,e.g.sedni dole,sit down}

5)Yes/No Questions. In both the standard and
kajkavian verteties there are severzl weys of asgking a yes/nn guestion.The
method approved by school grammars is to insert the interrogative perticle

1i" at the key point of the sentence.fg this is an encligic 1Ehciansgwiﬁzfg

alone at the begimning of a sentence so the form "da 1li" is useq.ln ka jkavien
there are three additional possibilijies.Firstly the word kaj may be used
as an interrogative particle ,though this is not very often heard.Secondly the
sentence may teke the original statement form the gueidtion being expressed
in the context or by intonation,(this is very common).Thirdly the phrase
je li(or jel') may be tacked on to the end of the sentence.This could not o
ocour in the standard language beceuse je is regarded #s en enclitiec.This form
is very common but it is to be noted that the most frequent use of jel' is
as a pauge filler,(see below).The stylistic connotetions of these various
forms of guestion,which undoubtedly exist have not been investigeted in any
detail.

6)Pause Tillers. As in 211 languesges there are
in Serbo-Croat & number of meaningless phrases which can be used to cover

up hesitations and prevent peinful silences.Standard ones include,znas,you

{yer?) know,éuj/cujite,listen,miglin,I think etc.Ko jkavian has one or two
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of its own notably jel',is it and veli,he says.Everybody at some time uses
one or other of these pause fillers but it is quite likely th:t they are
more frequent in informel circumstances or frowm less educated peorle.Bach
individusl seems to have & favoritejon tepe inf.5 seers addicted to cujite
and inf.7 fto jel'.

7)Diminutives. Kajkavien is noticeable

+h

or its tendency to #dd diminutive suffixes %o nouns,e.g.—~ek,~cek,—eko,-ec,
~eco,-ica.The -ice example is especially common and forms like sobica,room,
kavica,(cuppa)ooffee,kravica,cow,abound in Zagreb speech.

8)Indefinite article In the standard language there
are no articles but in kaj kevian there is a tendency for the numeral jedan,
one 1o be used ag an indefinite article.

9)Indefinite Adjectives. In the stenderd
languege there are two sets of adjective declensions,definite end indefinite.
In Kajkavien beczuse of the simplified accentual system the phonemic differences
vhich distinguished them no longer exist and there are only vestiges of the
distinction in masculine and neuter singuler cases.

(sections 8 & 9 would both be dealt with generatively by the rules
vhich covered the surface representation of the universel fezture s+definite
trangforming it in the one cage onto the adjective,;in the other onto the
article.Since these rules would te exceedingly comrlex end of little import
s even in the stenderd the distinction Letween definite end incefinite is
dying out,the rules in cuestion have not beexn worked out, )

10)Reflexive Verbs : Kajkevian has & tendency
to make cert in verbs reflexive,e.g. sesti se,sit down v. sesti (standard),
legnuti se,lie down v.legnuti.

11)Kajkavian tends to use & prerosition wit® the instrumentsl cese where
the standard usesg en instrumental alone,e.g.na vlakonm v.vozom,by train.

12)In kajk-vien the feminine accusative singular of the third person
pronoun is always ju,w-ile in the standard je is used except when there is
zmbiguity with the verb jes

13)The preposition u in the standerd is represented by vu or v in
ks jkavien. *Hovever,this is not frequen® in most Zagreb speech.
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Several other features of kajkavian have often been quoted in earlier
work on diezlectology,e.g. non-standerd noun and verb morphology,alternative
Torms of the comperative etc.In general these are unimporiant :nd rare,
(I nave never heard most of them) so they will be quietly ignored in this
peper.
b)OTHER VARIETIES3;Points arising from the tapes.

I)Cakavian,informant 1. The most interesting
feature of this informent's speech is the treatment of final 1's.He uses at
least three different forms,excluding the standard in only ten minutes of
recorded speech.Cnce he uses & typical kejkavien form,posel,but more frequently
ve heve forms ending in i or ia for standard io.(These forms I am told are
widespread in cakevian dialects. )It is difficult to analyse these forms
completely.At first sight it might be thought that the i form could be
dealt with By 2 simple deletion rule such asj;

Rule 4b, 1~ f e #

but whether this would apply for instance in the case of 2 past participle
of an e or a stem verb is not known.A éatisfactory derivetion of the ia
form is even more problematiic.

The verb form ja sam shows some interesting variations in this idiolects;
se,sem snd sem are Tound on tape.It is common in Istrian dialects to find

the a rerresented by e and the m reduced io slight nesalisation or completely

cbsent.It is easy to explain the reduction of the m by a pair of rules such as,
Rule 9 [+ vocl  [-voc ~ +voc
—-cons +cons | —> —cons
) +nasal +na.s
Rule 10 +voc +voc
—-cons f———} —-cons
+nas§3 .

A generative explanation of the alternation e/a is much more difficult

since in cekavien verieties the behaviour of 2 is very complex.(see below)

(It ie difficult %o explain the form ja se rodi which is found on the

tape since roditi is % normally a reflexive verb and the standard form is
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ja sam se rodio.¥We might expect ja se se rodi but native speakers have told
me that ja se rodi is unaccepteble even in broad cakavian.We must therefore
presume it wes a slip of the tongue.)

In several words on tape an a in the gtendard language is represented
by an o in this idiolect.Examples are kotedral for katedral and soda for sada.
However sada also occurs.without complete data it is impossible to analyse
this in depth.

The informent rakes a clear distinction between the ¢ and é sounds in
the name of his birthplace.
" Godine,years is regularly contracted to godne but this has been observed

in other idiolects.

The informants vernascular dizlect is presumably ekavien but on tape

ijekavien forms are zlgo found.
II)Stokavien,non-standard,inforrnent 6.(slavonia)

This idiolect, though substendard is becouse of its geograrhic origins
fairly close to the stenderd.For instrnee it is almost completely ijekavian
and all final l's are vocalised.In fact there is one case where it appears
that & non-final 1 has been vocalised{mi smo ifoi)but this I am told is
completely unheard of.

We hove tvwo examples from this inform:nt of smi for standard smo,(we)ore.
There is one unexplained past participle form,nosilaj and several occurrences

f-\of deletion of unstressed final vowels(as in ke jkavian).
IIT)The standard informents 3&4.

These informents produced very few devietions from the standsrd cdespite
the fact thot inf.4 cleims she speaks Llnlx an zagrebadki.There are one or two
examples ofikajkavian final devoicing and one occurrence of the dekavien sem.
lore interesting is the Tact that inf.4 uses certein forms which I feel are
excessively formel e.g. conditional bihje gerundive construction,nakon
svréena.From an educated middle aged woman who definitely states that there
are standerds in language this is hardly surprising.Informant 3 ,her son
is the best example on tape of the standard language.

A PRCFOS There is one other ferture of Serbo-Croat grammar

which is worth mentioning as it involves divided usage.This involves the
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choice of construction following & modal.Normally in Zagreb all varieties
prefer a simple infinitive e.g.moram ici(iti),I must go,whereas in the
South ¢ clause introduced by da is preferred(a construction which has
similarities with constructions in maeny Balken langueges).Generally speeking
prescriptive grammariens prefer the clause construction but the force of

usage in the Zagreb arez geems to have overruled themn.

ANATYSTIS.

2)Techniques in urban dialectology and difficuliies in their application

in Zagreb.

It has already been pointed out,(P21) that there are immense difficulties
in orgenrizing the fieldwork for any urben diclectology wmroject in Zagreb.In
addition I feel that Zagreb confronts us with problems as regards technigues
of analysis over and above these wﬁich have been met in earlier soclolinguistic
studies ol lerge towns.

The key technique in earlier work hes been the soclolinguistic varisble.
Generally this is a case of divided usage or vhat in genercl linguistics
might be cclled free veriation.The frecuency of occurrence of ezcl. member of
the varieble can be celculated and then correlated with sociologigasl factors
such a2s age,social sitatus or the social context of the speech act.From such
investigetion on @ micro-linguistic level we can discover general trends
about language and its funciion in society.

This technicue has proved successful now in several urban dialect studies.
However in most of the townz studied the social structure ras been,relatively
speaking)stablg)unlike Zagreb where the vast majority of the population
cre recent %%igrants of ¢iverse backgroundss;(even in New York with its
large proportion of fhigrants and wide variety of ethnic groups the society
is stable since the groups are geographically restricted to their own ghettoes
and have little interaction with other groups.)In addition there has usually
been 2 well developed and codified version of asstandard lenguage,vwith no
strong geographic basis and which is superposed on one(occesionally more)
homogenous and well defined substandard veriety.In Zegreb zs we have slready
pointed out the stendard lsnguzge mainteins e regional bies and there is
e continuum of closely related and undefinsble varieties.There are plenty
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of cases of divided usage cn which we can base our varisbles:the problem
comes in trying to correlate them meoningfully with social fecters,especially
social stetus.

The best way to illustrate the difTiculties involved is to chow the
prouvlems which beset & specific variable.TFor this purpose we will use the
varicble e/ije which is typical of the situstion 2t its most complex.We
will ignore the purely linguistic difficulties,e.g.:dentlflcatlon,(
below P42 ).Basicelly the standard language has ije where the local Zagreb
dialects have e.Other sub-standard varieties have ije and there are probably
a number of idiolects which usually have i.In addition there may be people
vho have learned the Serbian standerd and use e s the prestige form.lMost
people are not limited to one formjwe will zsgume that in femiliar speech
most weople use thé&y vernacular form end that the freqguency of standerd
ije's increascs with,say education end the formality of the situation.We
cen set up en index in which ijéds are counted as a percentage of the
occurrences of the variable and we would expect this to give 2 positive
correlation with en index of social status.Fowever results like the following
hypothetical but probable ones would fail to give this.

Speaker A,a young well educated man from a good family background who
had lived et several different places in Croatia or Bosnia during his
childhoodjije scores,formal style 100%,informal 100%.

Spezker B,a person of gimilar age and background except that he is a

'native of Zagrebjije score,formal style 90%,informal 20%,(indicating a

situation very close to diglossia).

Spesker C,2 35 year old working man born in a kajkavian area close to
Zagrebjformal style 40%,informal 2%.

Speaker D,a similar person born and raised in Hercegovinaj;formal 100¢,
informal 1007,

Speaker E,a university lecturer born end reised in Beogradj;formel 0%,
informal OF.

It is quite easy to see that it is imypossible to esteblish 2 ginple
direct correl:{ion between the ije scores &nd sgocizl stetus.Yet if we restrict

our semple of informents to peonle with origing in the Zegreb srea there is
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& guite significant trend that middle class informents use more ije forms
than working class ones especially in formal style.I feel that in & full
scale survey the only valid procedure for correlating language with socizl
status in Zagreb would be to break up the sample of informants into groups
based on geographic origin 2nd to compare the uscge of the status groups
within them.This of coursge would involve the use of a different set of
reriebleg for each group and hence a fairly comprehensive knowledge of
most of the regional verietieg of Serbo-Croat.

There may of course be variableg which work in a similar way over
M 2 vide area of Yugoslevia.Indeed there is nothing to stop us establishing

1

erent sub-standard forms are given an equa

F—J

variables in which dif
comparison with the standard.However I do not know of & single varishle
whicl can be said to be completely without regionzl differences in its
behaviour.

Mogt of the \Jﬁfie yles so far digcussed play en intrinsic part in the
structure of the langusge,i.e. they are varizble at the competence or langue
level.It might be more profitable to search for correlations between class
and language at the performance level investigating features like frequency
of pronoun usege (see below P44 re vi/ti),pause fillers,general complexity
of grammetical structure(expressed in terme of the number of transformations
employed)etc.This in fact would involve cerrying out experiments similar to

’_\FhOEe conducted by Bernstein with English schoolchildren.However there are
- 80 many difficulties and such effort involved that I shall not investigate

this area in deteail.

i}

=

here are still other difficulties involved with the use of varisbles
in socio-linguisticsjones which would be found in almost any urban dialect
getudy.Firstly there ig the problem of linguistic environment of the variables
By this is meant the tendency of certain linguistic features,e.g. choice of
a dialectal lexical item,to favour the occurrence of one member of the
viriable.When the word involved is a very common one,either becauge of tle
subject matter of the conversation or becauge it iz o funection word it is
obvious that any guantification will be distorted.If the word concerned is

#lwvays found 1o exhibit one member of +the varisble it is simple enough to

e/
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refuse to count the occurrences of that word as a case of the variazblejgreat
difficulty however does occur if the word in fact shows variation but at
2 significantly different rate than the norm.0f course over a wide enough
corpus distortions would tend to cancel out but as the normal amount of
date from each informsnt is no more than about 30minutes of any one style
this type of distortion must be kept constently in check.

The next mejor problem :ith variables is the practical one of eliciting
encugh exerples of each veriable from the informents.With phonological
veriebles it is relstively cesy but fov grammatical(especiélly syntactic)
ones it is often necessary to devise special questions in the interview
to elicit them,e.g. bum future(see P23).At the seme time we must be careful
to prevent the informen’ from reelizing vhat is hepvening @#s this might
alter hiis speech.

The problem of style contrel in a projcct using variables is an
important one since it is impossiblé to meke velid compevigon between
%o speclkers unlesg we can identify the style they are uging.Obviously
ve cennot use the behoviour of the verisbles cs o criterirn Tor judging

~

style,for ferr of circularity.lebov las claimed +there are peralinguictic

y

features which cen bhe used to neasure style but there seems to be no wey

-

of 1 eaguring these accuretely and it iz an open cuestion whether they arply

in lengucges other then Fnglish.So for the rurpose of this project we &re

forced %o rely on cormon sense as thé major tool for style icentification.
b)

The recordings that were made while I was in Zagreb do not of course

Results Of Variable ‘fnalysis.

constitute e large enough corpus to permit 2 cdetriled analysis of sll the
sociolinguistic veriables to be found.In fact only the recordings of infs.
5 & 7 vrovide sufficient material for most of the variables.For the most
part the procedure adopted will be to compare three varietiés,i.e. two
styles from inf.7 znd one from inf.5.Fortunately both informents have a
basically siwiler vernacular variet¥ so meny of the problems previously
outlined will be avoided.Feccuse of the scarcity of meterial this‘section

will be more useful in shedding light on the technicues thewrselves ruther
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than on the sociolinguistic situetion in Zegreb.

Verisble 1,%%t0/kaj(éz,%ta)

Thige is one of the most obvious features whick can be used as

& varizble #nd presents less problems then most es it occurs frecently and
is easy to identify.It is basically a binary verieble,only one form being
acceptable in the standerd(%to) and one in each substandard veriety;(even
in en idiolect where both kaj and %a occurred tlrere would be no problem
in tresting boih ss equally sub-stendard.)

Elicitetion presents 2 minor difficulty in free narrative style as the
variable usually occurs in an interrogative context whiich is not frecuent
in that style.

There are also problems in deciding wh-ther every example of the words
kaj or ¥to0 should be treated as an occurrence of the variable.For example
the forms zakaj/zaéfo may show a completely different sociolinguistic
behaviour than t¥%e basic forms.lore important is the relative pronoun use
of koj/sto inplece of the declinable koj.Here it would be best to set up
2 completely indegendent verioble with three terms(Ffor Zegreb speech),koj
Sto and kaj in order of social accenu3b111t*.(ln stokavian diclects 2
binary variable,koj/sto would be sulficient.)Towever I feel that any Cist-
ortions caused by these Ffactors would be insignificent in the pregent incuiry
therefore all occurrences of kaj/sto will be trecied as coses of the verieble,

M-e mejor problem would erise in trying %o correlate thig variable
with factors such es educetion.The problem of course is the fermiliar one
of imigrents with uOchlan vern: culars who would use the standerc Torm
more oftern than most well educated Zagreb netives. (It would be interscting
to investigete this varizble in speakers of gtokcvien vernaculars who
occasionally use the Zagreb koine variety )

The folloving results were obtsined for this varisbtle from inf.F{two

styles) and inf.5(trenscribed paris of interview).
Total kaj sto Fica.j
Informant 7,formal 14 0 14 0s
n " ,informal 12 10 2 83

" 5,formal 19 5 14 26¢
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These results tend to support the conclusion that it is the context of the
greech act which is the main determining festure in the belhaviour of this
variable.Informent 7 shows almost rerfect diglossie with this veriable.But
it ig algo notice ble that inf.5 who is less vwell educnted useg the gubstandard
kaj on several ocasions in a releiively formal style when the educated info-
rrmant did not.
Variable 2,Deletion of final unstressed vovels.

This feature(see p30)is very frequent in many verieties

of Serbo-Croct.It is however,quite difficult to identify without & native
speaker's intuition for the sub-standard term of the verizble is zero.For

the purvoses of this-study I have taken as ceseg of the variable 21l ocourences

of ddverbs and conjunctions which in the standard lenguzge normally end in

an ungtressed vowel and the final i of the infinitive,;except when followed
by en enclitic form of hieti, (the stendard Ffuture tense).I have exclude!

the psuse filler jel' which is very Trecuent from inf.7 but which inverisbly
keg the deletion.
The following results were obtained

. Total Vowel ﬂ‘

z

Inf.7,formal ' 66 54 12 19
" Linformal 59 30 29 49
Inf.5,formal . T4 51 23 31

'Y

These results are very similar to thogse for varieblell,with the excertion
that inf.7 does not show sguch cleesr diglossis.Hovever,kbcuuse of the difficultie
identifying thig varisble I would be very reluctant to rely on resulis
thece from & very smell semple of inforrmsnts.

Variable 3,Vocalisation of 1.(see p27)

This vaerieble is of relatively rare occurrence (especially
from Ffemale informents in cesual speech) as it is a2lmost exclusively found
in megculine past participles.However,purely linguistic problems do not
affect it gre:tlyseven the fact that it often co-occurs with the variable
e/a(see p27) should not upset any quantification of the variable.Usually
it is easy to identify though the case of the kajkavien 1 representing

standard 1j e.g.prijatel may cause some problems.Once agein correleation
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. . - v N
nrove Gifficult beccusge speskersg of gtokavien

-’

=
Qs

with social cless wou

vernaculers would alrost universslly vocalise their 1l's.Eowever the veriable

{—J

1 cegily be extended to include the other non-stenderd treatments of fin

ce

¥

1l in

Hh

s v . .
or instence cakavien dialects.,
The results from thris varisble ere ratier disappointing.Informent T
uses o universslly in both styles on tepe(though I have on several occesions

-

heard her use 1).Inf.l,the 0ld cakavien speaker invariably uses & sub-giandard
Torm,1 or ia on seven occesions.Inf.5 a2lone shows diviced usage,l3 1l's to
18 o's, (429-58¢).The not very startling conclusion is that older badly
educeted people use the sub-standard form more often than young well educated
ones.

Variable 4,ije/e.

The general principle of this veriable have already been discussed
but it must be pointed out that there are further difficulties of a purely
linguistic neture.The main one is identificsetion of the variszblejeven school
grammars are not always sure which words should have ije or e.Because of the
many different sources of e in Serboifroat it is hardly surprising if there
is occasional confusion.Indeed we have on tape at leagt one case of over—
correction when inf.5 starts to say sijelo for stanlsrd end kajkavien seio”
village.Thus in a caese where native speakers have dubious intuitions there
is no need to siress the problems & foreign linguist hes te fece.

The rcsults obtained Trom this verieble sre agein rather distppointings
inf.7 hos only an insignifigont nunber of e forms in both styles and with
inf.5 ije's outnurbsr e's by 25 %o 13(70%-30%).Generally i

forms are dying out nertly as & wesult of prejudice ageinst 211 thing

r:|~

seemgs that e

Serbian..lthough this yroject hes Tfeiled %o come to any conclusion about
this voriable I am sure that it would prove to be the most interesting
erea of study Tor a full scele urban dielect survey.
Variable 5,The bum future.
This vorieble because it is grammeticel presents great problems
in elicitetion.T would estimete thr+4 even with specizlly rigged interview
technioues it would recuire cbout two hours of speech from e:cl informent

in ordexr to elicit a cuentifiable nuuber of occurrences of this variable.
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Fowever this veriable is one of the mogt interesting Tfrom the linguistic

point of view in that it is not a simple binary vériable but has at least
four terms whicl: cen be graded From stondord tirough collocuial to dialectal.
1)standard Ffuture e.g.idu
2)collocuial,rresent as future e.g.idem
3)corrected kejkavian e.g.budem iéao/i%el
4)broad kajkevian c.g.bum isel
There sre geveral difficulties of identification arising,e.g. 2 v.uresent
tense,3 v.stenderd exact future.There may be cases in kajkevian where either
3 or 4 is obligetory(in the case of enclitice for instence.
Only inf.7 wnrovided any eramples of this varicble.In formel style she
elveys uses the stendarc form.During the telephonc conversaiion she useg
the preszent as Tulure ot lengt eg often oy tle stonderd form.and on tvo
occasions uges budern &g & cuestion echo dummy.Gencrally houcver from my cesual
obsexvation of Zogreb speech I feel that this varieble beheves in & gimilar
way to meny others,viz the non stsndard forms occur Ireguently in the informal
speech of all classes and inall styles of the lcgs educeted .W.B.It is likely
that there is a connotative semantic difference between terms 1 and 2 of
the variable which creates a furtier difficulty in analysis.
The above five variables are the only ones which have been investigated
in detail,mainly because of elicitation difficuliies.There cre several
others which once the difficuliies had been ironed out could probebly be
M\used.The most promising are
a a)Conditionzal;full Fforms v.invericnt bi
b)Finel devoicing of consonen
¢)Distinction between & and &
d)e kaojkavian v.a stenderd
e)Infinitive v.clause zfter modals.
Variables,a Summary
Although the analysis of varisbles presented in this paeper
has not proved a great success in itself we have egtablished that there are
a number of sociolinguistic varisbles in Zagreb speech which are worthy of
attention.We have also shown thet the situation in Zsgreb is rather more
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complex than in the towné where most of the large urban dialect studies
have been carried out.It seems that the technique of varizble analysis is
basically valid in Zagreb but that it would have to be made rather more s
sophisticated before a full scale survey could be cerried out.Most of the
problems which would arise have been discovered and it is in this that

the greatest value of the present paper lies,
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VI/TTI INVESTIGATION.

In Serbo-Crost as in meny other West Furomesn lenguases e.c.
& ! guag
French,German there ere two forms which may be used in adressing ¢ second

person.These ere the originel 2nd person singuler,ti + —————98 znd the

n)

’nd rerson plural form,vi + —————n te,now uged g & singuler form usuelly

i

o

[

s & sign of resypect for the edressee.is the choice of Torm ig clogely linked
with +the

e

] 1

structure cf society I was intcrested enough to invesbigete it

some detail,firgtly ‘o discover wh

;_l.

chi types of peovle were zddresped as v

[N

1‘3

end which ¢s ti,and secondly to see vhether different cocinrl groups hed
significently different usage.

™\ Accordingly the following cuestionnaire wes designed in whic
informents were agked to imegine themselves in eech of o uide renge ol gocial
rel:tionships(covering the family rlug @ set of rel:tionships in which the
factors of age,sex,familiarity/strangeness social cdomina nce/eouclity/sub—
servience were brought out),end to sey when they would use ti or vi %o
eddress the person concerned.The guestionnaire wes put to tle Ffirst six

informents;to Seljke,the interviewer end to Vledo,a 24 yerr old student from

=

-

& very good femily beckground.
Vi/Ti questionnaire with replies.

Which of the following peorle do you adress as vi #nd which ag

n

-
=
(V)

Section 1,Pemily.

i iﬁfbfh&ﬁ%g — 1 > /3 1 2 5 % 7 [ ¥
1.Husband - ti - ti - ti ti -
2.Hife | ti - ti - ti - - ti
3.Mother vi vi ti ti ti ti ti ti
4 .Fether Vi vi ti ti i i ti ti
5.50n ti ti ti i ti i ti ti
- 6.0aughter ti i ti ti ti ti bd. ti
7.0lder Brother ti ti i ti i ti ti +i
8.Younger Brother| ti ; ti % ti ti ti ti +i ti

| :




1 2 3 4 5 6 Z v
9.0lcer Sister ti i ti ti ti i ti ti
10Younger Sister i ti ti ti ti- ti ti ti
11 Grandfather vi vi ti Vi vi vi ti ti
12 Grazndmother vi vi ti vi vi vi i ti
13 Uncle vi vi ti vi ti ti vi. ti
14 sunt vi vi vl vi ti ti vi ti
F-\15 Couéin,male b i i 41 ti i i i
16 Cousin,lemele ti ti ti ti i ti ti ti
Section 2,A%t work Or-;;g;;1"~—~~w-m~mm»w~“ ) .
i}Colleagues,workmates,fellow students etc. -
17 tale,oge 50+ vi vi ti T ovi ti(vi) | vi(%i) | vi vi
18 noom 35 vi vi ti vi ti vi t1 vi
19 " v 20 ti ti ti ti ti ti{vi) i ti ti
20 TFemale,age 50+ | vi vi ti vi vi vi vi vi
21 " " 35 vi vi vi vi vi vi ti vi
22 " v 20 ti i ti vi vi ti ti vi
Gfﬁ Immediate superiors,e.g.foreman,supervisor,junior lecturer.
23 Kale,age 50+ vi vi vi vi vi | Vi Tvi vi
24 v g 35 vi vi vi vi vi : vi o ovi vi
25 v v 20 vi vi vi vi vi vi f vi vi
!
26 Femzlejage 50+ | vi vi vi vi vi vi | vi vi
| i
27 m w35 | ovi vi vi vi vi vi E vi vi |
28 w20 vi vi vi vi vi vi i vi vi |
' Bosses e.g.factory meneger,professor. |




Section 3.

40 " "
41 " "
42 "

44 "
45 "
g .8

P~
-~
= |
@D
=
[0)
-
0y
(0]
®©

48 -
1O | "
49

[29 Vele, ge 50+ | vi vi |
2o w, " 35 vi vi |
31 Female,age 50+ | vi vi
32 . w35 | vi | vi

Subordinates.

e e 1 2
33 lale,age 50+ vi vi
34 W 35 vi vi
3B, o™ . 20 1 vi
36 Female,age50+ vi .- [
B fe=agh vi vi
3| n o 20 | w td

vi
ti
ti
vi
+i

ti

Friends of self or family

-§§rﬁéie,agé 50+
35
20
10

43 Temale,age 50+

35
20

LG |

ti

ti

ti

ti

vi

vi

vi

tio .

vi

vi

ti

vi

vi

vi

ti

vi

vi

ti

vi?

vi

vi

vi

vi

vi

vi

vi

vi

ti

vi

vi

vi

i

vi

vi

vi

ti

Neighbours,not special friends.

vi

vi

vi

vi
vi

vi

vi
o i
vi

vi

Vi

vi

vi

vi

vi

vi
ti
i
vi
vi

vi

vi(ti)
4
4
$i
vi(ti)
ti

ti

vi

vi

vi

vi

vi

vi

vi

<
H-

ti

ti

ti

ti

ti

vi

vi

vi(ti);

'|vi

vi
vi

vi

vi
vi
bk
vi
vi

E

vi

ti

vi

vi

ti

vi

vi?

vi

vi

vi

vi

V-

vi

vi

vi

vi

vi

vi

= Nk

£
ik
vi

ti

ti

Vi

vi
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It is most noticeable thet in the case of the married courles 1 &2,5 & 6,

and with the brother and sister 3 & Z tre fem~le has a considerably lower

ti score.The very old informents in general uced ti less often than the

younger ones and vwithin t-e family it was noticesble that inf.4,the mother

had a ti score much lower than her {bghter,z or son,3.The high scores of

informants 5 & 6 who are in the same age grour as 4 can be put down to

the difference between working and lower middle class backgroundsWfs

extremely low ti score compared to the other members of his age group,Z & 3

can 2lso be put down to class background for is family is definitely upper
(™ middle class,his father being an engineer and his mother a lecturer.(For the

" social backgrounds of the other informants see P22.)

The best way to present the facts about the choice of vi or ti will be
to outline the cases where usage is agreed,secondly to work through the
questionnaire showing where it is divided and then to go back and provide a
general exnlanation. |

Ti is universal when speaking to the following peonle,

a)ohildren,male or female.It would be interesting to
know the upver age limit which is probably higher for boys than for girls
~considering that inf.l uses ti --ith 20 year old male strangers but nop with

females. b
b)members of the family of the same or lower generation

i.e.husbond,wife,son,daughter,brother,sister,cousin.
- Vi is universal in the following cases,
2)all superiors at work,
b)all veoxle in a socially dominznt role e.g.doctors
¢)renerally all adult strangers or casual accuaintances.
Usage is divided in the followings cares,
Section 1,family
With people of 'n older gener~=tion the older informants
use,or rather used,vi.The very old spezkers 1 & 2 adressed narents,grand-
varents and parents'siblings as vi,while middle aged informants 4,5 & 6
use ti with parents.I feel that the usage of vi for uncles and aunts shown

by infs.4 and her daughter,Z is a reflection of not seeing them frequently
end that the use of ti 2s shown by 5 & 6 is more tyrical of the middle aged

generzation.
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Section 2,Work.

The situation as regards colleagues is very comnlex and each
informant's answers need to be examined in detail.Infs.l & 2 restrict the
use of ti to the youngest age group.Inf.3,a teenager with no work experience
thinks he would use ti with all his fellow workers except middle aged women,
but T feel that his answers to this section cannot be counted asreliable.

His mother,4 would again only use ti with a young man.Inf.5 would use ti
with his workmetes,(possibly vi with older ones) but vi with femzle colleagues.
His wife would regtrict ti to the youngest teople of both sexes.Z would use
/™ ti except with the oldest age group but V would only use it with lads of his
oun age.(0f course it must be born in mind that vpersonal rel-tionships
between workmates would greatly affect the situation in rractice.)
Subordinates seem to follow an equally complex pattern.The oldest age
group gets vi from all informants.Z and V give all subordinates vi,5 & 6
only to old men and a2ll women.Inf.l gives ti to all youngsters but 2 & 4
only to girls.Inf.3 uses ti with all except the oldest groun.
| Section 3,Friends and Neighbours.

Much in the section on friends depends on the interpretation the
informants put on the questions i.e.in cases of age group difference whether
they thought of friends of otﬁer members of the family or imagined themselves
with older or younger friends.Judging by the high number of vi's in this

ﬁ_\section it seems that most informants gave the questions the former‘inter—
pretation.There seems to be no simvle pattern in the replies to this sections
therefore we shall look at eac informant in turn.Inf.l uses ti with male
friends and children,but his wife only with children and young men.Inf.3
uses ti with his own age group but vi with his elders,(the vi used with 10
year old boys must either be a mistake or considering Z's recly afamily
joke.)His mother restricts ti to children but his sister usec it with 211 except
old men and old and middle aged women.Infs.5 & 6 use ti with all friends
with the possible excertion of the oldest.V uses vi only with the oldest age
group.

Surprisingly neighbours are treated almost exactly as complete strangers

i.e.universal vi with the following exceptionsja)c ildren,B) for Z peorle
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her age group.
Section 4,Strangers and casual accuzintances.
Here the only exceptions to the normal vi ares

a)children

b)from inf.1 male 20 year olds,

c)from inf.5 male waiters etc. of 2is or lower age
group.This is probably best exvlained as matiness with a fellow working man
rather than any feeling of suveriority. '

¢)from infs.3 & 5 to young male strangers.

N Several conclusions can be drawn from this investigation.Firstly that
ti is used more often by males when speaking to males probably reflecting
their more informal attitude and the politeness and respect shown to and
exrected from women.Secondly ti flourishes in the more informal working class
than in the upper and middle classes.The difference in usage between the age
groups probabiy reflects the chaenge in usage which has been caused by the
sudden transformation of Yugoslav society.The older informants reflect a
system where the main factor in choosing vi or ti weas social dominance or
subservience.Thus one said vi to one's father or boss but ti to anyone much
younger or 1éss important.Today on the other hand ti is used as a sign of
friendship or solidarity,vi @s 2 general pronoun for outsiders.The gre~ter
eguality has meant that whereas in the vast a verson would feel honoured
wren addressed as vi,today will feel more honoured if =zdressec by the comradely

ﬂ’§%i.However even though the egaliterian use of ti is spreading,and indeed being
encouraged by the authorities a new inequality is appearing as educated
people tend to think that excessive use of ti outside the family is "common"
and are tending to use vi in 211 circumstances.

Similar work has been done in Beograd oh a much wider sczle by
ané has been published in 1987':rlanguage.The general conclusions of that
work agree with those tresented here but there are one or two interesting
insights.It seems th~t the vi forms were introduced relatively late by the
ruling Trmperial powers and that amongst the persants they never caught on to
the gsame extent 2s in towns.Serbia having gained her independence and a

democratic rule at an early date generally uses more ti's than other areas,

* see 6fZlcb¢uﬂapéy .
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especially the older people.However in general the results for vi/ti
experiments are homogenous throughout the country and because of this throw
much light on the social structure and the changes which are taking place in
it,more than a pure dialect investigation could hope to do and with much less
effort.

()



CONCLUSION.

a)Achievement.

This paper is almost certainly the first in which the techniques
of modern dialectology have been brought face to face with the linguistic
situation in a Yugoslav city.Previously dialectology in Yugoslavia has been
centred almost e®clusively on rural areas,sociological variation has been
virtually ignored and there has been no serious effort to comrare the structures
of different varieties.Admittedly the vresent work cannot be called a
definitive study of the sociolinguistic situation in Zagreb but it has shown

mhow fascinating it is and how it could be studied.We hrave pointed out the
basic situation,with the changes that are taking place in society and lang:-age
at the present moment.The methodology of urban dialectology has been tested,
and in some cases found to be wanting.The main problems of fieldwork in
Zagreb have at least been discovered if not solved.On the linguistic side
very little has been found in the way of new facts,but the acknowledgement
of significant variation and the attempt to account for at least some of it
in terms of generative rules is new.Above all the complexity of the situation
has been brought out and it has been shown that an investigation of the
sociolinguistic situation of Zagreb is certainly worthwhile.

b)Directions for Further Work.
I)Practical.

. It would be extremely interesting and useful for a

faykeam of dialectologists to conduct a full scale survey of the language spoken
in Zagreb.Obviously this would be no easy taskjthe time and ressomrces needed
would be prohibitive,but such & survey would be able to cast much light on
the situation.It would be possible to quantify variables in a meaningful
way,to show how the immigrants' lrnguage is changing,and to investigate the
relationship between social status and language.(Cbviously this would best be
done by Yugoslav linguists but it seems that there is little hore of this
type of work being done in the near future.

II)theoretical.

One of the most immortant fields for research and

discussion in modern sociolinguicutics is the search for a model of grammar
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which can satisfactorily accomedate sociolinguistic variation.The Zagreb
situation provides many useful examples for this discussion whick would
also shed light on the grammar of-Serbo-Croat inngeneral.Without going

into excessive detall I shall attemt to show how different models would

handle, (or feil to handle some of the facts).

Taxonomic linguistics would not find it easy to account for sociolinguistiec
variations .It has already been pointed out(P25) that = texonomic account
of phonology overstresses the differences between two varieties,which may
even overlap within the idiolect.Minally variation will be analysed merely

M g "free" which ih most cases it evidently is not.Thus it can
W SCe gole.

l’]

.sily be seen
that such a model is not really adecuate.
A more fruitful approach is a generative model on the lines suggested
by Labov in an article entitled,"Contraction,Beletion and Inherent Variability

of the Fnglish Copula,’(Language 1969).Basgicelly this model organizes the
grammar so that all mutually comprehensible varieties are generated from a

common core of rules and that differences between the varieties are explained

by the use of extra rules,the non-application of certain rules or in certain
cases the re—ordering of rules.(Some of the rules accounting for variation
between kajkavian and the standard language have already been discussedjsee
Pp.26-30.)

The problem arises when we try to find 2 device to deal with the intro-

147]

,-\duction or bypessing of rules in a given variety.Obviously wve cannot say
that they sre optional since one of the aims of & regearch project like this
s predictable,and in any case optional rules

L i
violate the formel conditions of more recent T.G. models.In principle it is

O

possible to calculate an ecuation in which the freguency of application of

given rule varies according to the sociolinguistic context.By way of 2n
example we will discuss how the variable vocelisation of 1 in Zagreb speech
might be dealt with.The rule (4.L) ig as follows(in ﬂhbr1€v1nt10n),

L ot
We have to azccount Tor gradual variation within the idiolect according

to social context and between individual speskers of different social and
geographical backgrounds.In addition we may have to eccount for diglossic
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usage or invariable usage of one form by some speakers.In theory it would

be possible to calculate a numerical index in which all the relevant factors
of social background and context were taken into consideration but in practice
it would be extremely difficult to weight eagh factor correctly.This index

we could call(for lack of a better newe),the U index.For example a peasant
with a kajkavian vernacular speaking informally would have a low U score,a
professor giving a lecture would have & high U score.Working with the results
of a full scale urban dialectology survey it would be pogsible to plot the

U factor against the occurrences of the 1/0 variable giving a graph such as;

u
score

100 o '

0 100 %o forms(i.e.? application

of rTule 4a.)
The vertical sections of the graph represent the sections of society
at the lowest and highest extremities where either the 1 or the o form is

invariably heard.The cline in the middle represents the increasing frequency

M of the rrestige form a2s the social setting becomes more formal.(In clear—cut

diglossia of course there would simply be two vertical lines at O and 100).
Theoretically it would be possible to work out the eguation of the graph
and a2dd it to rule 42 in the form of a constraint such that for any given
value of U the rule would be triggered in a given percentage of cases.
There is,however a further constraint,this time linguistic,which must
be worked into this rule.This involves the increased probability of the 1
form in the environment of the e member of the e/a variszble.(see P27 ) It
would be Hheoretically possible to build such a linguistic constraint into
the rule but it can be easily seen that the practical difficulties of such

work are immense.
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In such a grammar the constrzints on each rule would need to be worked
out individually and this could only be done if full results on the behaviour
of each variable were available.Thus it seems unlikely that this model,
which seems very plausible will ever be worked out in full either for
Zegreb or other towns.In addition we must remember that the Zagreb situation
ig far more complex in reslity than in the example above and that it remains
to be =een whether this model could desl with the many varieties which
coexigt in the town.

A further model which is also generative znd probably weakly egivalent
is possible.This is 2 model which has been developed for use in studies in
contrastive linguistics and bilingualism and involves setting up parallel
gramm-re of the varieties under discussion.Any sentence which does not
clearly come from only one of the grammars is explained in terms of rules
of interference.It can easily be seen how this model might be used in cascs
of diglossia.lowever,I feel that it is not really relevant in the Zagreb
situation ag it would be very uneconomic to write separate grarmizs i?r
mutually comprehensible varieties,esvecially as there are so manxi?gaisting;
uishable varieties in Zagreb.The one advantage of this model is that it is
intuitively more satisfying in situations where languecge or variety loyalty
are important factors.

The discussion zbove is by no means a full treatment of the posibilities
for development of a theory of sociolinguistiocs.There is a wide scope and
great need for further work.In fact the whole of tiis paper has merely

been a first step into a massive and fascinating field.

THE END.
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