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(With special reference to Romance idioms)

August Kovacec,
Faculty of Philosophy, Zagreb

This article gives a sketch of a multilingual situation within a federal state as Yugoslavia was till not
long ago. Besides the elementary information concerning each one of the minority idioms, this paper
presents the most important elements which serve to determine their sociolinguistic status and
relations to each other.

Like the majority of European countries, the territories which constituted the
Yugoslav Federation are also multinational and multilingual (Skiljan 1986, Kovatec
1986). But in what once was Yugoslavia there was no single “state language” or single
supranational language that should be valid all over the territory of the federal state. In
Yugoslavia there was neither one language nor one language variety spoken by an
absolute majority of the population (Brozovi¢ 1983, Skiljan 1988). Another of the
characteristics of the Yugoslav Federation was that not only the main Yugoslav nations
(the South Slavs apart from the Bulgarians) but also every other national, ethnic or
linguistic group wishing to do so was said to have, theoretically, an absolute right and
liberty to use their own language or a variant of that language in all domains of public
life (Ragi¢ 1982, 1985; Brozovi¢ 1983, 1985; Kovadec 1986; Bugarski 1986, 1986a; Skiljan
1988). This meant that, as a rule, each community could organize all levels of schooling,
publish newspapers and books in its own language, or in a variety of that language, and
that at the same time it could be used in local administration (at least before the Serbian
authorities ruined the autonomy of Kosovo and Vojvodina). In Yugoslavia there was no
single “Yugoslav language”, only several different Yugoslav languages (Kovacec 1986,
AndrijaSevi¢-Erdeljac-Pupovac 1986).

* This paper was written in the spring of 1991; it deals as a rule with the linguistic situation in the
Yugoslav countries in the 70’s and 80’s and does not take into account the political changes that have arisen
in 1990 and 1991.
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In spite of innumerable attempts at centralization, this situation persisted due to
the historical circumstances which contributed to the foundation of the Yugoslav
Federation. It coincided with some deeply implanted cultural and linguistic traditions
of each of the ex-Yugoslav nations and ethnic groups. Nevertheless, while the Slovenes
and Macedonians have their own and quite distinct languages, four ex-Yugoslav peoples
(Croats, Montenegrins, “Moslems” and Serbs) use a language that from the genetic
point of view can be considered as one and the same language but with at least two
functionally different varicties or two functionally independent languages (western or
Croatian, eastern or Serbian; Brozovié 1983, 1985; Kovadec 1986; Skiljan 1988).
Recently it has been possible to observe some facts that speak in favour of different
language types corresponding to each Republic (Skiljan 1988).

The number of languages or their varieties is not the factor that differentiates the
ex-Yugoslav area from other European countries, but rather the main distinctive feature
is the specific character of the multiple relations between these languages as well as
their status (Kovadec 1986).

Now let us review the languages of national minorities and ethnic groups spoken in
the countries of what once was Yugoslavia. As there are only a few nonsystematic data
concerning the number of speakers of each language in Yugoslavia, at least for some
languages we will suppose that the number of speakers corresponds approximately to
the number of (self)declared members of a given minority or ethnic group. In other
cases the number of speakers is given according to my own estimation or following the
figures proposed by other researchers. If there is no other indication, the figures in
brackets derive from the census of 1981 (Statisti¢ki bilten, br. 1295, 1982). In the table
the languages are grouped together according to the genetic principle (Indo-European
and non-Indo-European; Slavic, Romance, Germanic etc.; cf. Ragi¢ 1985, Kovadec
1986, Skiljan 1988). The table is followed by some comments about sociolinguistic
problems.

INDO-EUROPEAN LANGUAGES

Slavic languages

: Bulgarian (36,189) Mostly in Serbia (30,769), specially in south-
South Slavic -western Serbia (23,472) )

c Po(lish {3,043) Croatia, Vojvodina, Bosnia

: zech (19,624) Croatia (15,061), Vojvodina (2,012)
West Slavic Slovak (80,334) Vojvodina (69,649), Croatia (6,533)
Ruthenian (23,886) Vojvodina (19,305), Croatia (3,500)

Ukrainian (12,813) Vojvodina (5,001), Bosnia (4,502),

East Slavic Croatia (2,000)

Russian (3,880) Mostly in towns of northern Serbia and
Vojvodina

Table continues overleaf
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Romance languages

Rumanian dialects

Rumanian (Daco-Rumanian, 54,955) Vojvodina (47,289)
Viach (25,535) In north-western Serbia
Arumanian (Macedonia: 6,392) Estimates to about 30,000
speakers of Arumanian
Megleno-Rumanian (more than 2,000 speakers)
Istro-Rumanian (between 1,200 and 1,500 speakers)

Italian (15,132) Croatia (11,661), Slovenia (2,187)
Istro-Romance {several hundreds of speakers in western Istria,
self-declared as Italians)
Judeo-Spanish (several dozen of speakers, nowadays mostly
in Bosnia)

Germanic languages

German (8,712) Vojvodina \53,808), Croatia (2,175)
Judeo-German ojvodina, Croatia
Yiddish (almost extinct)

Albanian group

Albanian (1,730,878) Kosovo (1,226,736), Macedonia (377,762)
Serbia (72,484), Montenegro (37,735)
Arbanassian Zadar - Croatia (several hundred persons)

Other Indo-European languages

Romany (168,197) Serbia (57,140), Vojvodina g4,126), Kosovo
519,693), Macedonia (43,223), Bosnia-Herzegovina
{7,251), Croatia (3,858), Montenegro (1,471), Slove-
nia (1,435)
Greek (1,641 Greeks — 1,832 speakers of Greek) Serbia,
Macedonia
Armenian (several dozen) Macedonia, Serbia

NON-INDO-EUROPEAN LANGUAGES

North-west

Caucassian Circassian (several hundred speakers) Kosovo
(Adyghe) family

Turkic branch of Turkish (101,291) Macedonia (86,691), Kosovo (12,513)
the Altaic family Yuwukh (several thousand) eastern Macedonia

Finno-Ugric
sub-family of
Uralic languages

Hungarian (426,867) Vojvodina (385,356), Croatia (26,439),
Slovenia (9,456)

In the official juridical and political Yugoslav terminology a distinction was made

between nations (peoples), “nationalities” (national minorities) and ethnic groups and,
consequently, between the languages of the (Yugoslav) nations, languages of
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“nationalities” and languages of ethnic groups. From the very start we must emphasize
that the boundaries between these three groups were neither constant nor always clear
(Brozovi¢ 1985, Kovacec 1986, Skiljan 1988); the differences between them had more
theoretical than practical value. The term languages of nations applied to the languages
of south Slavic peoples apart from Bulgarians; these peoples had their national republics
in Yugoslavia, and the majority of their members lived in Yugoslavia. A language of a
people was an official language and the one in public use in its respective republic, but
it was also recognized as official all over the federal territory.

The term language of “nationality” normally designated the languages of those
national minorities whose main communities (as well as cultural and linguistic models)
were situated outside Yugoslavia (Albanian, Hungarian, Turkish, Italian, Rumanian,
Czech, Slovak, Ukrainian, Bulgarian, etc.). The status of “nationality” was given to those
groups that were “sufficiently autochthonous” (Skiljan 1988). The majority of the
languages of national minorities find considerable support - material as well as psycho-
logical — in their mother communities abroad (Kovacec 1986). The standard language
of a minority is usually the same as the standard language of the mother nation, that is
the standard language in the mother country. Consequently, a standard language of a
“nationality” is constanly fashioned after the pattern of the standard language in the
mother country. So standard Italian in Croatia or Slovenia is essentially the same as
standard Italian in Italy. But the speakers of minority languages (apart from Albanians
and more rarely Hungarians) as a rule are bilingual to a higher or lower degree: i.c.,
besides their own language they also use a language of some ex-yugoslav people
(Brozovi¢ 1985, Kovadec 1986, Skiljan 1988).

Autochthonous groups without sufficient concentration of numbers, those with an
insufficiently expressed national individuality (like Vlachs of north-western Serbia), or
the groups endowed with a historical tradition of nomadism (like Romanies) had the
status of ethnic groups, and their languages were classified as languages of ethnic groups
(Skiljan 1988). Whereas the status of minority languages as well as the status of the
languages of peoples was fixed by juridical, administrative and political documents at
the level of the Federation, republics, regions, communes, etc., the languages of ethnic
groups as a rule remained outside of the regulations of Yugoslav political and adminis-
trative authorities, which often meant that they were also on the brink of legality
(Kovacec 1986).

The languages of peoples and languages of “nationalities” are supported by a
corresponding national consciousness and a certain national (self-)identification (in
these parts of Europe language is an important element of national identification;
Brozovi¢ 1985) as well as by a series of other extralinguistic institutions which use the
languages in question (e.g., schools, administration, the church, the media, folklore,
etc.). At the same time, the languages of ethnic groups within a given community did
not correspond to any particular or generally accepted national consciousness (Kovadec
1986). Whatever may be the language they use in private communication, the members
of an ethnic group as a rule accepted the national consciousness of the community within
which they lived. In this way the members of Istro-Rumanian and “Arbanassian” ethnic
groups stated that they are Croats, the Istro-Romans declared themselves to be Italians,
the majority of Vlachs are declared as Serbs (only a minority of Vlachs have their
particular national consciousness), the Arumanians of Macedonia are mostly declared
as Macedonians, the Yurukhs as Turks, etc. (Kovacec 1984, 1984a, 1986). Even in the
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cases where the majority of an ethnic group lives on a compact territory outside
ex-Yugoslavia (e.g., about 300,000 Arumanians in Greece), the ethnic groups did not
try to find support in a related community abroad: as a rule they accepted the national
consciousness of a Yugoslav people or of a prestigious “nationality” with whom they
lived. As a standard language they used a standard language of a people or of a
“nationality” (Kovacec 1986, Skiljan, 1988). Italian is the standard language of Istro-
-Romans; Istro-Rumanians and “Arbanassians” use Croatian; the standard language of
the Vlach ethnic group is Serbian; Circassians use Albanian (and sometimes Turkish)
as a standard language; Macedonian is the standard language of Arumanians and
Megleno-Rumanians (Kovadec 1986). Institutions like schools, administration, the
church, the media, etc. almost never use a language of an ethnic group. Sometimes an
ethnic group (especially a very small group) hardly possesses any elements of its
particular folklore in its own language. Apart from some local anecdotes, the
Istro-Rumanians recount in their own language the stories they have taken from the
surrounding Croatian-speaking population, but when they sing songs in verse, they never
use Istro-Rumanian: they sing almost exclusively in Croatian (occasionally in Italian),
that is in a language with a considerably higher number of speakers. This is because all
the members of an ethnic group are normally bilingual. Their bilingualism is obligatory,
general and active, and the language of a people or a “nationality” is used in practically
all kinds of communication situations (Kovacec 1984, 1986).

While the languages of peoples and “nationalities” represented the object of a
highly politicized and public interest, there was neither interest nor care for the
languages of ethnic groups, outside perhaps the professional groups of linguists and
folklorists. As for status, the languages of peoples and languages of “nationalities” were
always official on some level. On the other hand the languages of ethnic groups as a rule
were “unofficial languages without support” or, at best, “tolerated languages” or even
“unofficial languages with support” (Skiljan 1988).

It must be said that languages could pass from one category to another. Itis probable
that the Romany language, a language of an ethnic group (or rather of a group of ethnic
groups), was beginning to reach the status of a language of “nationality” (Sipka 1989,
Rasié, 1989). The same thing would hardly have been possible for Arumanian because
there are no longer any Arumanian communities with an important number of speakers.
The position of Ruthenian was torn between the status of a language of a Yugoslav
people (it was only in Yugoslavia that Ruthenians officially constituted a separate
national, cultural and linguistic community; Gustavsson 1975) and that of a language of
an ethnic group (the Ruthenians do not have a real mother country which would support
them).

Let us now see some facts about individual languages of “nationalities” and ethnic
groups spoken in Yugoslavia. Like the local speech of Serbs in the same region, the
every-day speech of Bulgarians in south-eastern Serbia belongs to the “Torlak” dialect
(“prizrensko-timocki” dijalekt) of Serbian (/Serbo-Croatian). In 1878 the communes in
question came under Bulgarian rule. Bulgaria gave the inhabitants of that area schools,
the Bulgarian standard language and Bulgarian national consciousness. The population
kept the Bulgarian standard language and Bulgarian national consciousness even after
World War One, when this area was incorporated into Serbia. This historical back-
ground can also explain the fluctuation concerning the number of Bulgarians in south-
-castern Serbia.
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The Ruthenian language is usually classified as East Slavic (Duli¢enko 1972,
Gustavsson 1975) and this is corroborated by some facts of a cultural nature: Ruthenians
are Uniates (Graeco-Catholics) like Ukrainians, they use the Ukrainian cyrillic alphabet
and, traditionally, Ruthenians are closely connected with Ukrainians. It is necessary to
emphasize that the linguistic basis of Ruthenian is eastern Slovak, while the Ukrainian
(East Slavic) elements may be regarded as a cultural deposit; the main reason why the
Ruthenians often lean on the Ukrainian community 1s their religion and not their
language. All that is to say that the Ruthenian language could be classified, from a
geographical and political point of view, as a Yugoslav language, from a genetic point
of view as a west Slavic language, and from a cultural point of view as an East Slavic
language.

As for the Romance languages in Yugoslavia, it is difficult to establish a constant
or predictable relation between the number of members of a Romance “nationality” (or
group) and the number of (native) speakers of a Romance language. It is interesting to
underline that Yugoslavia was the only country in which the four “historical dialects”
(or four groups of historical dialects) of Rumanian were spoken. At the same time
speakers of different dialectal variants of Rumanian are not always Rumanians
(Kovacec 1986). Only in Vojvodina, above all in the villages of southern Banat, do the
speakers of the Daco-Rumanian dialect have Rumanian national consciousness and, as
ageneral rule, they consider Rumania to be their mother country, at least from a cultural
and linguistic point of view (Flora 1969). The speakers of a similar and historically very
close variety of Rumanian in north-eastern Serbia sometimes declared themselves as
Vlachs (Vlasi) and much more often as Serbs: about 130,000 speakers of the Vlach
language correspond to only about 25,000 declared Vlachs. More often than not, the
members of this population do not identify themselves with the population of the same
language from the opposite bank of the Danube, either in terms of national con-
sciousness or in a cultural and linguistic sense, in spite of the fact that the majority of
the Vlach population came from Oltenia (Serb. Carani, Rum. Tdrani) and from the
Rumanian Banat (Serb. Ungurjani, Rum. Ungureni) during the 18th and 19th centuries
(Petrovici 1941, 1947; Timoc 1967; Marjanovi¢ 1981). Serbian Vlachs have never had
organized schooling in their language; apart from their folklore, they have always had
all their institutions (church, etc.) only in Serbian. In reality they never relied on the
support of the large linguistic and cultural area on the opposite bank of the Danube.
And finally this population of shepherds and peasants has never had any prestige among
the surrounding Serbian population. All these facts may explain some important
fluctuations concerning the number of Vlachs in the post-war years — 1948: 93,440; 1953:
24,047; 1961: 13,680; 1971: 14,724; 1981: 25,535 in comparision with several hundred
thousand people in the interwar period (Petrovici 1947).

In Macedonia there are no longer any compact Megleno-Rumanian settlements,
and more than half of the over 2,000 Megleno-Rumanians are refugees from Greece
after the civil war (Atanasov 1984). Most of them are declared as Macedonians, and
only sporadically as (Macedonian) Vlachs. As there are no public institutions which use
Megleno-Rumanian, bilingualism is obligatory among the Megleno-Rumanian
population, and this language has receeded in Macedonia recently.

_During the 18th and 19th centurics Arumanians had a very important role in the
national revival as well as in the political and cultural life of all the peoples in the Balkans,
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including also Macedonians and Serbs (Capidan 1932, Kovadec 1986). There is an
impressive number of eminent people of Arumanian origin in Serbian and Macedonian
cultural and political history during last two centureis, in spite of the fact that the
Arumanians, especially those in towns, were very often spokesmen for Greek culture
and language (Golab 1984, Kovadec 1986). According to the census of 1981, there were
6,392 declared Vlachs (= Arumanians) in Macedonia, but according to the estimates
of Rumanian dialectologists there may be 30,000 speakers of Arumanian in the Republic
of Macedonia (Caragiu-Marioteanu 1975, Saramandu 1984), and most of them are
declared as Macedonians. After World War Two the majority of Arumanians went to
live in towns, so there are no longer any important or compact Arumanian settlements
in Macedonia (Saramandu 1984), 1t is hardly possible that the Arumanian movement
for cultural and linguistic revival, which began in the early eighties, will be able to
prolong the existence of this linguistic community, particularly as too many Arumanians
have asserted themselves as prominent personalities in Macedonian public life.

No census takes account of the 1,250 Istro-Rumanians, who, in spite of their distinct
language, have no particular national consciousness and declare themselves as Croats.
Without any extra-linguistic institution to make use of their language, Istro-Rumanians
use Croatian as their standard language and they become bilingual from their earliest
days (Puscariu 1926, 1919; Coteanu 1957, 1957a; Flora 1962; Petrovici-Neiescu 1964;
Kovacec 1984). As a consequence of their bilingualism, the structure of their language
has changed considerably under Croatian, and partly also Italian, influence (Puscariu
1926, 1929; Petrovici 1957; Flora 1975; Kovadec 1963, 1968, 1971, 1981, 1984a).

As for their language and culture, the Rumanians of Vojvodina lean on the large
community in Rumania (the standard Rumanian language is the same in Vojvodina and
in Rumama; Magdu 1986). At the same time, as regards their standard language, the
Vlachs of north-eastern Serbia lean on Serbs; Megleno-Rumanians and Arumanians on
Macedonians, and Istro-Rumanians on Croats. Among these five groups with Ruma-
nian idioms there are neither constant bonds nor consciousness of a cultural and speech
community (Kovacec 1986).

In Yugoslavia there were 15,132 declared members of Italian “nationality”, 19,409
people that declared Italian to be their first language, and at least 20,000 people (Croats
and Slovenes) able to speak Italian more or less fluently. At the same time we must take
into account the constant decrease in the number of declared Italians in the post-war
period (1948: 79,375; 1953: 35,874; 1961: 25,615; 1971: 21,797; 1981: 15,132). We must
also take into account the fact that in the western regions of what was Yugoslavia
bilingualism was normal among Italians as well as among Croats and Slovenes (Milani-
-Kruljac 1985). Unlike the Italian language imported into Istria during the Middle Ages,
Istro-Romance is an autochthonous Romance idiom of the western coast of Istria and,
in its origin, it has certain similarities with the extinguished Dalmatin language (Skok
1934, 1940, 1943; Deanovi¢ 1954; Tekavti¢ 1967, 1967a, 1975, 1976). Istro-Romans
consider themselves to be Italians and use Italian as their standard language. Small
groups of Italians in Slavonia and northern Bosnia seem to be — as far as their standard
language is concerned - in the same situation as Istro-Rumanians and “Arbanassians”.

The spoken language of Jewish communities has no particular importance as amark
of ethnic or national identification. Judeo-Spanish, spoken before World War Two by
about 23,000 people (Wagner 1930; Baruch 1930, 1935; Crews 1935), is now almost

21



A. Kovaéee, Languages of national minorities and ethnic groups — SRAZ XXXVI-XXXVII, 15-27 (1991~1992)

extinct (spoken only by several dozen old persons) (Kovacec 1968a, 1973, 1976, 1988).
Yugoslavia did not belong to the Yiddish area and there are only few persons able to
speak Yiddish. Judeo-German was more widespread in Yugoslavia, but because of the
holocaust of the Jewish population during World War Two even this language is also
dying out. Of more than 400,000 Germans before World War Two (especially in
Vojvodina), in 1981 there were only 8,712 persons declared as Germans. Germans are
not organized as a “nationality” (Skiljan 1988).

The Albanian “nationality” has more members than some Yugoslav peoples; it
represents the minority with the greatest number of speakers and with the most dynamic
demographic growth. In practice, in the Yugoslav Federation the Albanian langnage
sometimes had the same status as the languages of the Yugoslav peoples. The “Arba-
nassians” of Zadar in Dalmatia, speaking a variety of north-Albanian, had no constant
bonds with other Albanian-speaking groups in Yugoslavia; they accepted Croatian
national consciousness and Croatian as their standard language (Ajeti 1961, Krsti¢
1987).

The Romany language could be classified as a language of an ethnic group rather
than as a language of a “nationality” (Luki¢ 1989), and this in spite of its high number
of speakers (168,197). The characteristics of the Romany groups are: a marked
scattering of their speakers (Uhlik 1947, 1973; Sredanovié 1989; Siftar 1989; Lutovac
1989), their dependence on other national and linguistic groups (there were neither
compact Romany regions nor independent Romany settlements, there existed only
Romany suburbs or districts) and at the same time, specially in some regions, a very
pronounced isolation because of its lower social status (Ragi¢ 1989), as well as due to
prejudice against the Romany population. All these facts taken together explain large
differences between various censuses of population as well as the discrepancy between
the results of censuses and some estimates (according to certain estimates there were
600,000 Romanies in Yugoslavia). Parts of the Romany population speak different
languages as their mother tongue (Turkish, Rumanian, Hungarian, etc.); in comparison
with 168,197 declared Romanies, the census of 1981 gives only 140,618 people claiming
Romany as their mother tongue. In Serbia and Macedonia Romanies speak the so-called
Balkan Romany dialects and in other parts of ex-Yugoslavia the so-called Wallachian
Romany dialects with a strong Rumanian influence (Uhlik 1947, 1973; Gostl 1969;
Sredanovi¢ 1989). Although no spectacular results were obtained, it must be said that
therc; are schools, publishing activities, theatre, etc. in Romany (Sipka 1989, Sredanovié
1989).

The minuscule Circassian community in Kosovo speaks a language belonging to the
north-west Caucassian or Adyghe language family. But the standard language of this
trilingual and quadrilingual population is Albanian and partly Turkish (Pittard 1935;
Paris 1977, 1978; Ozbek 1986). Although there were 101,291 declared Turks in Yugo-
slavia, there were only 82,090 people claiming Turkish as their first language. The
Turkish minority uses its language in very different spheres of life and in different
institutions. In the past the Turkish language had a powerful influence on Yugoslav
languages (Skok 1935). It is very difficult to isolate from the Turks the Yurukhs of
Macedonia: a population now speaking a west-Rumelian Turkish dialect (Jagar-Nasteva
1986) but which seems to have spoken a variety of Turkmenian in the past. In spite of
their social status, Yurukhs appear as members of the Turkish “nationality” (Kovagec
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1986). The Hungarian language belongs to the Finno-Ugric sub-family. of Uralic
languages and it is an important “nationality” language which sometimes achieves the
same status as the languages of peoples (Mikes 1983, Mikes-Litk-Junger 1978).

Albanian, Istro-Romance and the different varieties of Rumanian (in spite of some
late Rumanian migrations within thc Yugoslav territories) may be considered as pre-
-Slavic languages of these parts of the Balkans (Puscariu 1926; Skok 1934; Bari¢ 1937,
1954, 1959; Deanovi¢ 1954; Cabej 1960). Although it is more recent, the presence of
Hungarian in the northern parts of ex-Yugoslavia is very old too. Italian was imported
into Istria and the northern Adriatic islands during the Venetian domination in the
Middle Ages (Skok 1940, Muljaci¢ 1962, 1971). Judeo-Spanish was implanted in the
Yugoslav countries under Ottoman domination after the 15th century. It seems that
Yurukh transhumant shepherds came to Macedonia as a vanguard of Ottoman Turks
(Truhelka 1934, 1941). Circassians were settled by the Turkish authorities as borderers
along the frontier with Serbia in the 19th century. All the West- and East-Slavic
minorities, Italians, and in part also Germans and Hungarians, were settled in the
Pannonian regions of ex-Yugoslavia (Vojvodina and Slavonia) by Austrian and Austro-
-Hungarian authorities during the 18th and 19th centuries (Kovacec 1986), with the
exception of the majority of Russians who came to Yugoslavia only after the October
Revolution.

On the basis of this brief survey we can note that in such conditions it is not always
easy to transform language equality into reality as is suggested in constitutional
documents and political declarations. The true status and posttion of the language of a
national minority or of an ethnic group depends on numerous social, demographic,
economic, cultural and political factors, as well as on geolinguistic, sociolinguistic and
psycholinguistic conditions (Skiljan 1988). There is a great difference between a group
with a highly developed consciousness about the self-reliance of its own language and
another group which may maintain its language only thanks to the inertia of tradition.
The true status of a language depends on the social structure and cultural level of the
language community, on its number of speakers and on the compactness of the group
and of its territory, on the self-reliance of the group and on its consciousness of its own
cultural and linguistic particularity in comparison with other communities, on the
degree of organization of the community, and on how long the tradition in the use of
the language has lasted, on the intensity of relations with the mother country, etc., with
many [actors being at work (Vinja 1957, Kovadec 1986).

Be that as it may, in quite large parts of the ex-Yugoslav territorics where
communities of national minorities and ethnic groups live, bilingualism and diglossia
are spread not only among the members of minority groups (with some exceptions for
Albanians and Hungarians) but sometimes also among the members of the ex- Yugoslav
nations. The bilingualism itself depends on different linguistic and extra-linguistic
factors, such as the genetic closeness between languages, their structural and areal
proximity, cultural relationship etc. (Kovacec 1968, 1986).

In the contact between languages of “nationalities” and languages of peoples there
is no fundamental difference in comparison with the contact, for instance, between
standard Italian and English or standard Slovene and German. Considering that it is a
question of languages which are protected by a series of institutions, the quite natural
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and unavoidable interferences between languages in contact are normally reduced to
their lowest level: they almost never reach the grammatical structure of the language.
Apart from a particular administrative terminology, the Croatian and Slovene influence
on Italian or the Macedonian influence upon Turkish is almost insignificant and as
superficial as the English influence on standard Italian in Italy.

On the other hand the languages of ethnic groups (which are not protected by the
action of different extra-linguistic institutions) usually accept foreign influences much
more freely and without hindrance. Unlike the languages of peoples and “nationalities”,
which are conservative and preserve the inherited language material and linguistic
structures (as well as the general typological character of the language), the languages
of ethnic groups are often subject to changes which can have repercussions also on the
typological level.

With some languages of ethnic groups we can observe directly the same processes
as those which have led to the formation of so-called linguistic leagues. Under the
influence of a foreign language, the language of an ethnic group (a language without
protecting institutions) can radically change its phonological and grammatical structure,
as well as its vocabulary (Vinja 1957, 1986). Istro-Rumanian nowadays has a phono-
logical system whose inventory of phonemes is almost identical with that of the sur-
rounding Croatian ¢akavian (Petrovici 1957). In Istro-Rumanian the neuter gender of
the Rumanian type (Fr. “ambigenre”) has been abandoned and replaced, following the
pattern of Croatian, by the neuter of the Slavic type; Istro-Rumanian has developed the
possibility of a systematic (grammatical) expression of the verbal aspect like in Croatian,
etc. Such examples are numerous, not only in Istro-Rumanian but also in Judeo-Spanish,
Megleno-Rumanian, Vlach, etc.

The linguistic situation in the ex-Yugoslav countries is not unusual so much in terms
of the number or the variety of languages and linguistic types, but above all in terms of
the very particular relations established among the languages and sometimes because
of the results of their contact.
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JEZICI NACIONALNIH MANJINA I ETNICKIH SKUPINA
U ZEMLJAMA NEKADASNIJE JUGOSLAVIJE
(S posebnim obzirom na romanske jezike)

U ovom se ¢lanku daje prikaz jezika nacionalnih manjina i etnickih skupina na podrudju zemalja koje
su tvorile biviu SFR Jugoslaviju. U pregledu se navodi broj govornika za pojedine jezike, a zatim osnovni
podaci o njihovoj raSirenosti i drugim relevantnim kulturnim, povijesnim, sociolingvistifkim itd. znafajkama;
jezici su prikazani prema genetskoj pripadnosti kao i prema njihovu svojstvu jezika nacionalne manjine ili
jezika etnicke skupine. Osobito romanski jezici na tlu bivie Jugoslavije pokrivaju vrlo irok spektar socio-
lingvisti¢kih i funkcionalnih statusa. Na temelju svih iznesenih podataka nastoje se skicirati osnovni kriteriji
za vrednovanje statusa pojedinih jezika.
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