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SAZETAK

U knjizi Razlike izmedu hrvatskoga i srpskoga knjizevnog jezika (Zagreb, 1940.), koju supotpisuju
Petar Guberina i Kruno Krsti¢, objavljena je Guberinino rasprava Za8to moZzemo govoriti o posebnom
hrvatskom knjizevnom jeziku?. Ta je rasprava prvorazredan prinos Petra Guberine kroatistiCkoj
jezikoslovnoj znanosti. Guberina u njoj daje teorijski opis hrvatskoga knjizevnoga jezika kakav do tada
u kroatistici nije postojao, lako se njegova i Krsticevo knjiga u poslijeratnom jezikoslovlju dugo vremena
nije spominjala, snazno je utjecalo na hrvatski knjizevnojezi¢ni razvitak i ostavila dubok i dugotrajan

trag u njegovoj povijesti.

KljuCne rijeCi; Petar Guberina, hrvatskiknjizevnijezik, strukturalizam

Petar Guberina i Kruno Krsti¢ objavili su 1940. godine knjigu Razlike izmedu hrvatskoga i srpskoga
knjizevnog jezika. U njojje kao uvodni dio otisnuta Guberinina rasprava Zasto mozemo govoriti o
posebnom hrvatskom knjizevnom jeziku?. Stjepan Babi¢ kaze za nju 1997./1998. godine - Sezdesetak
godina nakon njezina tiska - da je "najbolji i najiscrpniji tekst napisan do sada o hrvatsko-srpskim
jezicnim razlikama, iako je o tojtemi mnogo pisano, posebno u posljednjih desetak godma." (Bab.c,
2004:102). Babi¢ smatra da je Steta Sto "u poCetku slobodne Hrvatske prof. Guberina nije dopustio
da cijelu knjigu objavimo u pretisku. Dopustio je samo da objavimo njego- uvod- raspravu toj

knjizi: Zasto mozemo govoritio posebnom hrvatskom knjizevnom jeziku. (2004.102).
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jezik Zivotvornu snagu i mladost, koja ne stari.” (Iv8i¢, 1938:78)

Za razliku od IvSi¢a, Guberina razgraniCuje pojmove knjizevnijezik - dijalekt i pojmove dijakronija
{povijestjezika, dinamiCki moment) - sinkronija {{danaSnje) stanje jezika, statiCki moment) (Guberina,
1940:7-12). IstiCe daon govorio hrvatskom "knjizevnom jeziku ,ane o gradi za hrvatski lingvisticki
atlas"(12).Guberinije "hrvatskiknjizevnijezik""zajedni¢ki hrvatskijezik" koji se zarazliku od dijalekata
siri 1"pismom™" (12). Tumaci da je "za postojanje jezika" mjerodavno "jedino danaSnje stanje jezika"
(9). Guberina razlikuje pojmove "jezik knjizevnosti" i "knjizevni jezik" (u smislu "standardni jezik")

pa kaze da se "knjizevnijezik" "to viSe obogacuje, Sto ga veca skupina ljudi poznaje injeguje” (13).

lz Guberinine rasprave razvidno je daje hrvatski knjizevnijezik autonoman u odnosu na dijalekte i
novoStokavske govore koje su hrvatski mladogramatiCari, mahom vukovci, idealizirali kao meritorno
uzorite knjizevnomu jeziku. Guberina izrijekom kritizira da "oni, koji pokuSavaju istovjetiti dijalekt s
knjizevnim jezikom, ne rade nimalo po lingvistickim nacelima." (29). LingvistiCka nacCela za Guberinu
jesu sinkronijska strukturalisticka nacCela primijenjena na knjizevni jezik, koji je predmetom
jezikoslovnoga kultiviranja postao ponajviSe pod utjecajem PraSkoga lingvistickoga Kkruga.
Guberina odbacuje ijezik narodnih pjesama kao mjerodavan uzor hrvatskomu knjiZzevnomu jeziku

(20). Stim u svezi upucuje na raskol izmedu prevladavajucih filologa vukovske mladogramaticarske
orijentacije i hrvatskih knjizevnika:

"koliko god cijenili Vuka zbog skupljanja narodnoga blaga, treba imati na umu, da narodne pjesme i pripovijetke
ne mogu biti mjerilo za danasSnje stanje jezika. [...] Jezik narodnih pjesama i pripovijedaka ide viSe u povijest jezika,
nego u izrazajne mogucénosti danasSnjegajezika. Zato su i srpskiihrvatski gramaticari pocCinili neoprostivu pogrjesSku,
kad su sva pravila osnivali i tumacili narodnim pjesmama i pripovijetkama. Hrvatski su knjiZzevnici nastavili razvijati

knjizevni jezik mnogo prirodnije. Imajuci veliku knjizevnu basStinu pred sobom nijesu poznavali samo narodne
pjesme, nego iindividualne tvorevine hrvatske knjizevnosti." (20).

U opis hrvatskoga knjizevnoga jezika Guberina ukljuCuje i stilisticka mjerila, pokazujuci da pojedini
jezicni elementijesu dijelom hrvatskoga jezika na odredenim stilskim razinama. StilistiCka je mjerila
Guberina ukljucio pod utjecajem francuskoga stilistiCara Charlesa Ballyja. Stjepan Babi¢ napominje

1997./1998. da Guberimni "stilisticki pogledi ni do danas u naSem jezikoslovlju nisu nadmasSeni."
(Babi¢, 2004:102).

Dok se Stjepan ivsic o suodnosu suvremenoga hrvatskoga i srpskoga knjizevnoga jezika ne

j Snjava vjerojatno zato Sto kao mladogramatiCar o njemu nije imao profilirani stav -, Guberina

p H d'° SV°“e raSf3rave Posvetio upravo njemu i hrvatsko-srpskim knjizevnojezicnim razlikama.
*J calem Vjerojatno) francuskoga jezikoslovlja, u kojem se pitanje sinonimije veC vrlo rano

dosierkn h* ub”r*na zastuPa tezu da u jeziku nema sinonima", Sto mu omogucuje odbaciti

Guberina uT r * * P°W B ™ hrvatske ' srPske 'stovrijednice "obogacuju" "nas" jezik.

biti knjizevni"-0 P°k32Uje da °TI0 StO u hrvatskom jeziku dijalektalno, u srpskom moze
knjizevnojezicno, i suprotno. Kao bitne ¢imbenike za sinkronijsko omedivanje hrvatskoga
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knjizevnoga jezika uvod, pojmove jezicna praksa ijeziCni osjecaj. Dok je pojam jezi¢ni osjeca,
mogao preuzeti,od mladogramatiCata. pojam ,«,™ V|ergatn<J " "

suvremenoga jezikoslovlja u kojem se Je pocCela oblikovati pr.gm.Uka kao jezikoslovna disciplina.
S pomocu njezina pojmovlija Guberina pobija dijakronijska standardoloSka mjerila za kojima su
se povodili hrvatski mladogramati¢ari pa napominje da nam je T. Mareti¢ "savjetovao, da ne
upotrebljavamo rijecC latica, jerjoj ne znamo etimologiju. Kakvu ulogu ima etimologija u danasSnjem
knjizevnom jeziku, najbolje nam pokazuje bas ta rijeC, koju svi Hrvati osjeCaju pravom hrvatskom
rije¢ju." (Guberina, 1940: 22, isticanje M. G.). Oslanjajuci se najezi¢ni osje¢aj, Guberina i Krsti¢ kao
nehrvatske rijeCi odbacuju i neke rijeCi “koje mogu vrlo dobro izdrzati filoloSku kritiku" i koje su
stvorene u duhu Stokavskoga dijalekta, temelja zajedniCkog i hrvatskom i srpskom knjizevnom
jeziku. (Guberina-Krsti¢, 1940: 77). Odbacuju ih zato "jer nisu u skladu s hrvatskim jezi¢nim
osjecajem, jer njihovo mjesto u hrvatskoj knjizevnoj praksi zauzima neka druga rije¢." U skladu s
tim Guberina zavrSava svoj uvodni tekst ovim rijeCima: "Kad Hrvati ne bi imali svoj vlastiti knjizevni
jezik, onda ne bi postojao ni hrvatskijezi¢ni osje¢aj, onda ne bi osjecali, da su mnoga srpska jezi¢na

sredstva u suprotnosti sduhom hrvatskoga jezika." (74).

Guberina je u svojoj raspravi na tada najviSoj znanstvenoj razini izrazio ono Sto su mnogi njegovi
suvremenici mislili, a nisu znali artikulirati, lakoje njegov inovativni pristup u pojedinim segmentima
bio uvjetovan njegovim boravkom u FrancuskojitamoSnjim upoznavanjem snajnovijim strujanjima
u lingvistici, klju¢ne je poticaje pri pisanju svojega rada vjerojatno dobio u krugu hrvatskih
jezikoslovaca. Ivan Esih, koji je s Blazom JuriSicem uredivao Casopis Omladina 1928./29., ve¢ je
1931 ./1932. hrvatsku publiku u osnovnim crtama upoznao sradom PrasSkoga lingvistiCkoga kruga i
sa smjernicama kultiviranja knjizevnoga jezika kako se ono provodilo u Ceha, Slovaka i Poljaka. Esih
je predlozio "da seiu nasosnuje DruStvo za hrvatskijezik iknjizevnostpo analogijidruStava u drugih
naroda." (Samardzija, 1999: 42). Takvo je druStvo osnovano 1936./1937. pod imenom DruSstvo
"Hrvatski jezik". DruStvu je bila svrha "njegovanje hrvatskoga jezika, t. j. njegovo unapredivanje,
cuvanje njegova duha i nastojanje oko pravilne njegove upotrebe na svim podrucjima govora |
pisanja". Radi ostvarenja tih ciljeva DruStvo je pokrenulo 1938. godine Casopis Hrvatski jezik.
Uredivao gaje Stjepan IvSi¢. U broju 2-3 objavio je IvSi¢ svoj tekst Hrvatski knjizevnijezik u kojemu
odgovara anonimnomu autoru koji zamjerava njemu i DruStvu "Hrvatski jezik" da su navodno
"pristali uz MaretiCevevo 'naucCanje’: daje Vukjedini, a ne samo najbolji izvor hrvatskoga knjizevnoga
jezika...". BranecCi Mareti¢a, IvSi¢c pokazuje da je jezik Stokavske stilizacije u hrvatskoj knjizevnosti
mnogo stariji od Vuka Karadzica, no pojedinim pomno izabranim citatima i interpretacijama V.
Jagica i A. Radica pokazuje da on ne pripada krugu jezikoslovaca koji pitanju hrvatskoga , srpskoga
knjizevnoga jezika pristupaju, kako prenosi, na "separatisticki" nacin. U mjeri u kojoj IvSi¢ hrvatsKki
knjiievn, jezik shvata samostalnim opisu,« ga u skladu sml.dogr.maticarskim postavkama s»o,,h
ucitelja , na nacin koji smo predstavili na poCetku ovoga Clanka, lako je Iv.It jedan od najvecih |
najzasluznijih htvatskih jezikoslovaca, on. unato¢ zaslugama koje mu pripadaju T JJ ¢ y /I

povijesti, d alektologij., akcentologije. zbog svoj. iskljuCiv, mladogramat,Carske onj.n, c,e n,e
... hrvatske suvremene jezicne kulture. To

bio dorastao zadatcima Koji sumu se Oruftva .HrvatSK jeziK" poCeo pod
je oCigledno bio razlog zbog ojega| djelovati Pokret za hrvatski
vodstvom njegova Clana i bi0 je Kruno Krsti¢, a Petar se Guberina

knjizevnijezik. Medu istaknutijim dano
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ukUue,0 nakon Stoje 1939. doktorirao na Sorboni u Panzu. Kao rezultat rada Pak eta... .z.sla Je u
izdanju Matice hrvatske 1940. godine knjiga Razlike izmedu hrvatskoga , srpskoga knmvopgjez.ka
Ko,u potpisuju Petar Guberina i Kruno Krsti¢. Autori suju napisali najvjerojatnije na prijedlog Blaza
jurisi¢a (Simunovi¢. 1993: 235).jurisi¢ je o njoj objavio 1941. pohvalan ivrlo informativan prikaz,
u kojem napominje da ta knjiga ne stvara, ve¢ samo popisuje postojece srpsko-hrvatske jeziCne
razlike, te da "nemaju nikakva prava srditi se na tu knjigu oni isti koji su kroz dvadeset itri godine
uklanjali ustrajno inemilo na svim podruCjima narodnoga zivota naSe domace izraze i zamjenjivali
ith svojima i koji su u svojojjezitnoj ofenzivi pribili i na zadnju hrvatsku op¢insku zgradu na Sutli

tablicu s natpisom 'OpStina’ kao vidni simbol svoje jezicne hegemonije. (Stoljeca, 2011. 109).

Guberina-Krsticeva knjiga u vrijeme tiska bila je pozitivno prihvaéena i u vodstvu Komunisticke
partije Hrvatske. Petar Guberina ispricao je Stjepanu Babicu da je njegova prva Zena, koja je bila
istaknuta partijka, Razlike... u rukopisu pokazala Vladimiru BakariCcu. Bakari¢ joj je rekao “da je to
dobra knjiga ida bi bilo dobro da se §to prije izda" (Babi¢, 2009b: 117). Daje Partija zauzela pozitivan
stav prema Razlikama..., pokazuje i predgovor knjizice istaknutoga hrvatskoga komunista lve Frola
Kako ¢eSpravilno pisati? iz 1940. (usp. Babi¢, 1971:129-130)7 Predgovor potpisuje izdavacC (Hrvatska
naklada). Autor predgovora vjerojatno je bio Otokar KerSovani (1902.&#8211;1941.).Hrvatski
biografski leksikon biljezi da se je on nakon izlaska iz zatvora 1940.godine (u kojem je bio od 1930.)
nastanio u Zagrebu i daje radio u Hrvatskoj nakladi, povezanoj s Komunistickom partijom. Petar
Guberina izjavio je pak glede Razlika... 26.11.1989. u tjedniku Danas da je on jezik promatrao kao
dvije varijante, da nije imao namjeru da to objavi, no daje o tom odlucio Otokar KerSovani kao
odgovorna osoba u Komunistickoj partiji Hrvatske (V. Ani¢Jezik isloboda. Matica hrvatska, Zagreb,
1998., str. 28). Pitanje hrvatsko-srpskih knjizevnojezicnih razlika tumaci se u predgovoru onako

kako to ¢ine Guberina i Krsti¢ u svojoj knjizi koja je iziSla iste godine:

Na koncu joS jedna primjedba. Srpski i hrvatski knjizevni jezik nesumnjivo su upravo neobi¢no srodni, bliski.
U narodu nije uvijek lako ustanoviti gdje prestaje hrvatski, a gdje pocinje srpski jezik, a to nije moglo ostati bez
utjecaja na ta dva knjiZevnajezika. Pa ipak to nije jedan, istovjetan jezik, kao 8to to lako moZe ustanoviti svatko, tko
pazljivije usporedi njihove gramatike, pravopise ijeziCna blaga. Koliko je god jasno, da treba suzbijati svaki pokuSaj
da se umjetno, nasilno produbljuju razlike izmedu ta dva bratska i toliko srodna knjizevna jezika, toliko bi opet
bilo pogrjeSno pokuSati nasilno, umjetno izbrisati svaku razliku izmedu njih i stvarao neki umjetni srpsko-hrvatski
knjiZevni jezik. NaSi radnici, koji se po prirodi svog socijalnog i ekonomskog poloZaja moraju kretati po Citavom
podrucju Jugoslavije, Cesto su skloni u praksi izmijeSati sve elemente jednog idrugog jezika i, prema tome. govoriti
i pisati nekim jezikom, koji predstavlja neku umjetnu, a ne prirodnu smjesu jednog idrugog knjiZzevnog jezika. Ova
knj. c3 treba im posluZiti, da se toga oslobode, da se naviknu pravilno pisati svojim vlastitim narodnim jezikom.
I P, e’ razumije se’ nije 'ne smie 1311~ 3n o ni sa kakvim SovinistiCkim osjeCajem, pa ¢e prema tome biti
svake pomisli, da se na taj naCin stvara nekijaz izmedu dva bratska naroda, kao S$to to nastoje postici

neki reakcionarni element, i u hrvatskom, u srpskom narodu'(Frol. 1940:6)

snnn f | raZllM'tlh knilZzevnojez'Cnih sustava na hrvatskoj i srpskoj strani (s procijenjenih

i .. ,° 00 r*zl,¢,tlh rjec,) Pnie Guberine i KrstiCa poceo je opisivati 1935. godine crnogorski

~ ? V B°Skov,C U t6kSIU O W (k °J 1selskoj diferencijaciji srpskoga i hrvatskoga
Obl vT e~f T;J" T Uk°Jem aUt°r ProhCe neStanak posebnosti u Korist srpskih,
javljen je u srpskom casopisu Naijezik. Njegov najavljeni nastavak - ocCigledno zbog politiCkih

1 Ff0,l" kao komunist tijekom rata bio zatoCen u in~nn
Svoju knj,ZICUu 1940. naptsaoje ntezovomm hLnr* | °goili>e rota obnoiooje u Hrvatskoj visoke politicke duznosti.
ig oTT hrvatskim knjiZzevnim je/ikom, koji sustavno zove hrvatskim jezikom.
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razloga toj-»u nalagal, da se o tem, w»razlika» ne govori - n,kada nije iziSao. Kao svojevrstan
odgovor Boikovton njegovim istomiSljenicima Guberina i KrstiS napom,nju u svojoj knjizi da ih je
pr, sastavljanju njihova rjecnika upravo vodila Zelja »da uklonimo iz hrvatskoga kn Zevnog jezilL
njemu tude rijeci, koje su posljednjih godina raznim putovima pocCele prod.rat, s isto¢nih strana
u naSe Skole, urede, knjige, novine, a po njima i u svakidasnji govor.” (Guberina-Krsti¢, 1940: 77).
Nakon BoSkoviCa izdao je Julije BeneSi¢ 1937. godine kao prilog rje¢niku unutar knjige Gromaca

jgzyka chorvvackiego czy!i serbskiego (VarSava, 1937.) za potrebe poljskih prevoditelja popis s oko
1300 hrvatsko-srpskih leksickih razlika.

S. Babi¢ sazimlje svoja zapaZzanja o sudbini Guberina-KrstiCeve knjige u Akademijinoj Spomenici
posvecenoj Petru Guberini ovim rije¢ima.

U vrijeme kad je izaSla, bila je napadana koliko i hvaljena, ne samo od Srba nego iod Hrvata, a poslije preSucivana,
iuvrijeme NDH iposlije, u novoj komunistickoj Jugoslaviji. U NDH jer se Guberina u pravopisnim nacelima znatno
razilazio s poglavnikom Antom PaveliCem, a u komunistickoj Jugoslaviji, u kojoj su u poCetku pravno priznavana
Cetiri ravnopravna slavenska jezika, hrvatski, srpski, slovenski i makedonski, nije se moglo u pogledu hrvatskoga
knjizevnoga jezika ici tako daleko kao Sto je iSao Guberina, a unitaristicki su vjetrovi rano zapuhali i 1954. godine
potpuno prevladaliteje onda iGuberinina knjiga bila nepozeljna. Akadje nastala slobodna Hrvatska, tadaje pripadala
vec¢ prilicnoj, polustoljetnoj proslosti, nadomjestila ju je novija, potpunija i trziSno pristupacnija Brodnjakova knjiga
Razlikovni rje¢nik srpskog i hrvatskog jezika jer Guberina nije dopustio da se Razlike tada pretiskaju, a da bi se

dopunile, nije bilo ni pomisli." (Spomenica, 2006. 25).

lako je toCno da je izlaZzenje Cipra-Guberina-KrstiCeva pravopisa u Nezavisnoj Drzavi Hrvatskoj
bilo sprijeCeno, idaje Krsti¢ uSao u tezak sukob s poglavnikom NDH Antom Pavelicem, Guberinina
rasprava iz Guberina-KrstiCeve knjige za vrijeme NDH nije bila preSucivana. Dapace, vlasti NDH
morfoloSkim su pravopisom 1942. godine izdale broSuru/knjizicu Razlike izmedu hrvatskoga i
srbskoga knjizevnog jezika - Prema lingvistiCkoj raspravi o hrvatskom knjizevnom jeziku Dr. Petra
Guberine (Samardzija, 2008: 425-442). Nije jasno je li P. Guberina osobno sudjelovao u pripremi
toga izdanja, no s obzirom na njegovu poziciju i veze u ustaSkom pokretu nemoguce je da bi ono
iziSlo mimo njegova znanja ili protiv njegove volje. Guberina je za vrijeme rata radio u ltaliji, gdje je
u Milanu bio djelatnik konzulata Nezavisne Drzave Hrvatske. Stoga je polozaja uzmogao pomoci
mnogima koji su bjezali pred progonom represivnoga aparata NDH, posebice mnogim Zidovima.
Bio je povezan s francuskim italijanskim pokretom otpora istekao je velik ugled u tim krugovima,
a usluge je tijekom rata Cinio i Titovim partizanima (BaSi¢. 2000:193-194). Sve to mu je omogucilo

da se odmah nakon rata zaposli ujugoslavenskoj diplomatskoj sluzbi.

Poslije Drugoga svjetskoga rata Guberina-KrstlCeva knjiga s jedne se strane preSucivala |
stigmatizirala, no s drug« se strane ipak ,bila kao prakticn, prirucnik ,a lektorske poslove., to
veC tijekom prvih godina komunistiCke Jugoslavije. O tom sv,edo(i S. Babi¢ koji je

bio voditelj lektorske sluibe u hrvatskom izdanju nevin, »ort». ko,=,e po¢e,olz « 9 8 8 0

navodi da JeBranka Bori¢,sestra nomnara islikara ..ade Bori¢,, kao lektor,ta u Bot», M L
i Prpma niezinu iskazu lektorima je osobno Vladimir

Guberina-Krsticevu knjigu ida se"|* ™ I ] n7, Miroslavu Krleii bilo Je poznato
Baka« dao naputak da se s,ule tom kn gom (=aWC.2 0 0 ~ 1 ~ A A A A A

da uredniStvo hrvatskoga izdanja one 1952. s pomodéu pisma anonimnoga

Naprijed (Organ KomunistiCke partije Hrvatske) p
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,111V 1952 j poiedine suradnike Leksikografskoga zavoda zbog njihove proSlosti ii2ra2lo

Citatelja jmatj radnO mjesto u tako vaznoj ustanovi. Za Krstica se u tom pismu
miSljenje da b A ,daje -tvorac" "ustaSkog rje¢nika i'djela’' 'Ra2|ike
tvrd, daje pnje A A Leksikografskoga zavoda hrabro stao u obranu
A J a d i.«u«H « odgovoru (25.1V.1952.) u .istu M apr” uzvratio pitanjem je , svrha

Z a nepotpisanoga Citatelja bila opomenuti upravu Leksikografskoga zavoda zbog pomanjkanja
politicke budnosti, ili se Zeljelo re¢i"daje Leksikografski zavod ustasko leglo .Za Krstica kaze da nije
bio frankovac, navodi toan naslov njegove knjige inadodaje da ju je Krsti¢ izdao zajedno s Petrom
Guberinom. Pod tre¢om tokom u Krstievu obranu kaZe ovako: "da te razlike hrvatskog isrpskog
knjizevnog jezika doista i postoje, najboljim je dokazom to, Sto 'Borba' svakodnevno objavljuje
svoje hrvatsko izdanje taéno po uputama ovih 'Razlika' Krune Krstica i Petra Guberine". Krlezina
obrana Krstiéa dugoro¢no gledano nije bila dovoljna. Dok je Petar Guberina, napominje N. BaSi¢, u
Jugoslaviji uspio odagnati teret Razlika... od svojega imena, one su Krunu Krstica tragicno obiljezile.
JoS 1987. godine, neposredno pred KrsticCevu smrt, optuzio ga je jedan od partijskih komesara

Leksikografskoga zavoda "za zloCin Razlika" (BaSi¢, 2000:194).

Unato€ tomu Sto su lektori imali granice do kojih su smjeli i¢i pri uvazavanju Razlika..., ta je knjiga,
kaze N. BaSic¢, postala "osnovnim lektorskim vrelom za desrbizaciju tekstova koji su nakon 1945,
preko Tanjugovih dopisniStava i sredstava javnoga priopcavanja ulazili u Hrvatsku" te je kao
"podstolni" lektorski prirucnik odigrala "klju¢nu ulogu u oCuvanju hrvatskoga knjiZzevnojezitnoga
izraza u razdoblju 1945.-90. [...]" (BaSi¢, 2000: 192). Medutim, koliko god joj mnogi Hrvati, i u
KomunistiCkoj partiji, za vrijeme rata i nakon njega i bili skloni, u novim poslijeratnim politiCkim
okolnostima hrvatskomu jezikoslovlju nije bilo mogucée jezicnoteorijski graditi na njoj. lako je u
komunistiCkoj Jugoslaviji hrvatski jezik ispoCetka bio priznat kao samostalan na temelju odluka
AVNOJ-a od 1944. i drugih akata (usp. Babi¢, 2004: 46-49), ujedno je bio izvrgnut potiskivanju i
dekroatizaciji. U prvom je naletu hrvatsko vojno, redarstveno i upravno-pravno nazivlje bilo
zamijenjeno mnogim medunarodnicama iz sovjetskoga komunistiCkoga zargona, od kojih je dio
veC postojao u srpskom jeziku. Na potiskivanje hrvatskoga knjizevnoga jezika pod beogradskim

utjecajem ujeziku uprave upozorio je ve¢ 27.1X.1944. predsjednik ZAVNOH-a Vladimir Nazor:

Ja kao Hrvat i predsjednik hrvatske drZzave ne mogu /Sutjeti/. I..J Waue\l /ste/ jezik beogradske carSije. Vi ga
namecete if.J na teritoriju hrvatske drZzave. Nas Hrvate to vrijeda il..J /d/ok ste ovdje /.../ imate pisati hrvatski. Sve

Sto iz Hrvatske izlazi i u nju ulazi mora biti na hrvatskom jeziku.2

od zakljuCaka ZAVNOH-a, u kojima se hrvatski Srbipored Hrvata proglaSavaju konstitutivnim
tu u °m UHrvatSk°” Ivo Foltumaci 1945. godine u broSuri O novojprosvjetnojpolitici ovako: "Nije
drzavi Hrvir *P.all"e Sam® [avnoPravnosti Cirilice ilatinice, nego da Srbiimaju iimat Ce [u federalnoj
drudtva da HgH ~ me°~UCnosti' sva sredstva da organiziraju svoj nacionalni zivot, svoja kulturna
1945:12) Frol s °M-T1L°~8°j svojoj omladini, da Zive kao potpuna nacionalna cjelina. (Fr°|#

glede toga o€ielpHn! ,2JaS"java O pitaniu knjiZzevnoga jezika Hrvata i Srba. U Komunisti¢koj parnj'
mje ilo sloge. Dok se na najviSim razinama priznalo postojanje hrvatskoga

2 Nav*dMo premadandri¢ 2000 .
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kao zasebnoga jezika, u Skole je na prostoru cilele H rv ati

pretezito Srbi, uveden 1945 Nastavnim olannm " P°drUCJ'ma na koJima su zivleli
' astavnirri Planom 1Programom ZAVNOH-a od 25 IX 1944 kao skolskl

predmet rva,* * srpskiJeel ,0g9r,,*. ,982;27,.Taj, "

r 17 s ° ™ S™ E“ fol « « « » tumacdenje, slijedom kojega su

hrva.sk, Srb, u skolstvu prihvatili hrvatskitatjitani,«* us,dreae,, stupanj,,gove dekroatisadje.

Od svibnja 1945. nadalje jugoslavenske su komunistiCke vlasti provele masovne likvidacije
zarobljenika (najvise Hrvata),istomiSljenika i potencijalnih politickih protivnika. Ujedno su
se posvetile druStveno-politickom preodgoju stanovniStva prema boljSevisticko-staljinistiCkim
metodama, s ciljem stvaranja integrativnoga jugoslavenskoga "bratstva ijedinstva" komunistiCke
orijentacije (usp. Ogrizovi¢, 1982: 268, 272, 275-276, 283-284, Grcevi¢, 2011: 33-38). Guberinino
| KrstiCevo teorijsko razgraniCenje hrvatskoga i srpskoga postalo je u tom surjeCju, posebice
nakon Novosadskoga dogovora 1954., druStveno-politiCki neprihvatljivo, to viSe Sto se u novoj
jugoslavenskoj drzavi provodila stigmatizacija svega Sto je podsjecalo na protujugoslavensku i
porazenu Nezavisnu Drzavu Hrvatsku, u kojoj je Guberina-Krsticeva knjizevnojezicna koncepcija
bila bitnom jezicnopolitiCkom okosnicom, bez obzira na njihova pravopisna i ina razilazenja s
vliastima NDH. "Poslije oslobodenja" iz knjiznica su i Skola "izluCene ustaSke i druge neprijateljske
knjige", "zabranjen je 'korijenski pravopis' i uveden Boranicev pravopis" (Ogrizovi¢, 1982: 284).
O daljnjim okolnostima koje su zavladale u poslijeratno vrijeme, progovorila je Smiljana Rendi¢
1971. godine u svojem poznatom Clanku lzlazak izgenitiva ili drugi hrvatskipreporod, zbog kojega je
osudena na godinu dana zatvora inajoS godinu dana zabrane javnoga djelovanja (usp. predgovor
V. Cuture u Rendié¢, 2012: 19). S. Rendi¢ ocjenjuje da je "Sustavna opasnost radikalne kolonizacije
hrvatskoga jezika pocCela" "paradoksalno, tek u novoj Jugoslaviji nastaloj iz partizanskoga rata za
narodno oslobodenje." Poslije rata, "sve pod geslom bratstva ijedinstva, sve i uz Cinjenicu da je
znatan broj Hrvata bio u partizanima, hrvatsko ime bilo je praktiCki proskribirano, odium ustaStva
bacCen je na cijelu Hrvatsku" (Rendi¢, 2012:62). U vrijeme dok je S. RendiC pisala svoj tekst, nastojalo

se u jugoslavenskim okvirima "te hrvatske partizanske i prve poratne godine revalorizirati. S.

Rendi¢ to je ocijenila besmislenim:

sjer opetjednom, ima li smisla mitizirati povijest moze li naknadno millzlranje povijesti b.ti zb.ljski korisno? Nije li
Istina uvijek bolja od najplemenitijega mita. pa ma kako bila gorka i crna? N.je li hrabrost za priznanje gork.h

ipak najbolji nacin da ih se prebrodi kroz kvalitativhu izmjenu?" (Rendi¢, 2012:62-63).

| sada ovdje izlozeno ne znaci da Guberinina rasprava jezicnoteorijski nije utjecala na hrvatske

ikoslovce u poslijeratnoj Jugoslaviji. Poimanje "hrvatskoga knjizevnoga jezika" kako ga dehn,ra

iberina, postalo je 1967. godine okosnicom Deklaracije o naz.vu, polozaju hrvatskoga
lka U njoj se trazi ravnopravnost "hrvatskoga knjizevnoga jezika", kritizira se Cinjenica da se pod

1 T I L o4 - —

I "srpski knjizevnijezik" kao "drzavnijezik daje .knjizevnijezik" koji se razvio
b . . Novosadskoga dogovo a dva iZgOvora. ijekavskim i ekavskim".
<0 dva glavna srediSta, Beograda i Zagreba, jedinstven, sa izgo

I nipgov odnos prema srpskomu u Guberine
iduc¢i da se suvremeni hrvatski knjizevni j

Prinos Petra Guberine kroatistici



K a*.u na isti nacin (jezik koji je kao "hrvatski knjizevni" poseban i neovisan od

| u Deklaraciji shvacaju A 945./1954. do Deklaracije u hrvatskom jezikoslovlju tako nisu
srpskoga), - a na koji se na in A definiclja mogla utjecati na autore Deklaracije
opisivali - postavlja se p. A koJoj se sastavljala Deklaracija, Radoslav je Kat.Ci¢
Na sjednici povjere A drugi ¢lanovi povjerenstva. Kati¢i¢ kaze da je pisao "ono Sto
rukom « P JJ« Brandt Tomjs|av Ladan, Dal,bor Brozovi¢ i drugi" (Kati¢i¢, 2013: 17). Tom,slav

rfnobavio je 1968 godine (Kritika, br. 1), nedugo nakon donoSenja Deklaracije, recenziju

Kritika 1969,48-58). U njoj preuzima ,razraduje metaforu
0 "koniomagarcima- i srpskohrvatskom kao centaurskom jeziku koju je u veljaCi 1941. formulirao
lobjavio Guberinin suautor Kruno Krsti¢ (BaSi¢, 2000: 187, 188). To dokazuje da je Ladan 1968.
iSCitavao radove K. Krstica. On ih je zasigurno Citao i prije jer je Krsti¢ bio jedan od Ladanovih
ucitelja koji je na Ladana viSestrano utjecao (BaSi¢, 2008: 125). lako Ladan ne spominje Guberinu
ni Krstica, prvi dio njegova teksta Jezik knjiZzevnosti, knjizevnijezik i rje¢nik knjizevnoga jezika iz 1969.
godine (Kritika 1969:147- 171) €ita se kao vrhunski nastavak ibravurozna aktualizacija Guberinine
rasprave iz 1940. Pojedine Ladanove formulacije izrazito podsjec¢aju na Guberinine, npr.: "istovjetiti
dijalekt s knjizevnim jezikom" (Guberina, 1940:29), "istovijetiti puCki i knjizevnijezik" (Ladan: Kritika,
1969: 148). Ladan komentira da se na$ "obrazovni ijavni, obavjeStajni jezicni standard temelji
na onom dijelu maretiCevStine Sto sustavno zaobilazi jezicno blago hrvatske knjizevnosti, te se
produbljuje jaz izmedu jezika same knjizevnosti (kao cjeline) i promicanog jezitnog standarda."
(Kritika, 1969:153). Istuje misao prije njega izrazio Guberina (1940: 20, usp. poCetak ovoga Clanka).
Ako prihvatimo tezu daje tekst Deklaracije posredstvom T. Ladana bio pod utjecajem Krsti¢evih i
Guberininih radova, lako bismo mogli objasniti ito zasSto se u Deklaraciji spominje Sirenje srpskoga
knjizevnoga jezika kao "drzavnoga jezika" na Stetu hrvatskoga (usp. BaSi¢, 2008:125). Za Ladana je
sluzbeni izraz "varijanta" kao naziv hrvatskoga (knjizevnoga) jezika neprihvatljiv, pa kaze da je on
"od svih pobrojanih naziva"'najmanje sretan”" "inajmanje znanstveno opravdan" (Kritika, 1969:155,
usp. i 158-159). Lucidno pokazuje da "hrvatska varijanta" hrvatskim jezikoslovcima znacCi "hrvatski
knjizevni jezik", a da pojedinim srpskim jezikoslovcima predstavlja tek sredstvo u pokuSaju da se

hrvatski knjizevni jezik ukine. Ladan zavrSava svoj tekst iz 1969. ovim rijecima:

Ja sam se osobno htio pozabaviti samim Rje¢nikom [Rje¢nikom Matice hrvatske i Matice srpske iz 1967.], ali sam
- sudeCi po svemu - tjerajuci iz njega leksikografsku lisicu, istjerao starog jezicnog vuka, i sad mije - da joS malo
protegnem tu staru vukovsku prispodobu - kao Crvenkapici pred raljama Sto strSe iz dobrocudne kapice njezine
jezikoslovne bakice..."(Kritika, 1969:171)

Krsti¢c svoj gore spomenuti tekst iz 1941. takoder zavrSava aludiranjem na "vuka", tj. "vukovske
straze":

HnT n” prifatel] Gubenna vjerujemo, da ¢e nakon decenija magle, vukovske straze i nasilnog »saobraZzavanja«
ojez.tno akademija rijeSitimnoga danasjoS nejasnapitanja i ostati da kao trajan Cuvar bdije nad zivotom onog

0g zakona, koji je joS dr. Antun Radi¢ zvao posebnim hrvatskim knjizevnim jezikom." (Samardzija, 2012: 573)

| time sna? """ os,av® Je 0 Guberina-Krsticevoj knjizi javno progovorio Stjepan Babié

Babi¢ ie to ugini 1071° Sirenju Gubennina pristupa hrvatsko-srpskom jezi¢nom pitanju iz 1940-
u tekstu Lingvisticko odredenje hrvatskoga knjizevnogjezika (mozda u nekim

Mario Gréevi*



svojim tekstovima fragmentarno vecC i prije) Tai /bk- ¢

novijoj hrvatskojjezicnopoliticCkoj povuesti Bah.r )6 °d k'Jutnih tekstova u
Brozovi¢evu klasifikaciju iz kn,ge Standard, W)* ("9T 1 "3 Gtibehna odbacule
konkretni standardni jezici varijante srpskohrvatskn j SU ' SrpSk' ka°
svoje kakvoce Bab.¢ev.e ,eks,L ta 't.o T , ¥ J— "'«
hrvatske oO ,6.,v,7, Kk . J o ~ T ~ ~ [ ~ " A A

U tekstu izjave Maoee ta ste govori se , aklal"',7wu 1

Uu »b b I- adu s Bablcem i Guberinom o “samobitnosti

hrvatskog knjizevnog jezika", 0 nametanju “srpskoga knjiievnoga jezika". lzjav, Upravnoga odbora
Matice hrvatske pridruzili su se svojim izjavama Hrvatsko filoloSko druStvo i Institut za jezik JAZU
Njihove su izjave u jeziku objavljene iza izjave Matice hrvatske, a na njih se nadovezuje Bozidar
Finka kratkim, no takoder znacCajnim rezimeom s naslovom O otkazivanju Novosadskoga dogovora
Svim t,m povijesnim tekstovima u kojima se govor, o “hrvatskom knjizevnom jeziku", udaren je
Babicevim uvodnim Clankom pecCat Petra Guberine i njegove definicije "hrvatskoga knjizevnoga
jezika .Odmah na pocCetku Babi¢ istiCe da je Guberina dao jasan ijednoznacan odgovor na pitanje
ZasSto mozemo govoritio posebnom hrvatskom knjizevnom jeziku?’. KomunistiCka partija Hrvatske
isprva je "prihvatila Gubermino ucenje", aGuberininim utjecajem Babi¢ tumaci iizriCito spominjanje
hrvatskoga jezika u Odluci AVNOJ-a od 15.1.1944. teu drugim pravnim aktima nastalima neposredno
nakon Drugoga svjetskoga rata (citira i predgovor Frolovoj knjizi iz 1940.). To Sto Guberinin odgovor
"nije postao opéom svojinom naSe svijesti", Babi¢ tumaci time Sto "njegovi istomi§ljenici nisu bili
desosirovski, strukturalistiCki obrazovani da bi uspjeSno mogli razradivati njegove ideje". Sam
Guberina ih nakon rata nije nastavio razradivati, "a njegovi su protivnici uspjeli pozitivan odjek u
javnosti ugusSiti pseudolingvistiCkim skretanjem na nelingvistiCke kolosijeke." Poslije politiCke prilike

viSe nisu dopuStale da se o Guberininu tekstu ozbiljno lingvistiCki raspravlja (Babi¢, 1971:129-130).

Iz Babi¢evih tekstova (pa tako ni iz drugih relevantnih radova) ne moze se, ili se samo teSko moze
ISCitati da je poimanje "hrvatskoga knjizevnoga jezika" kako ga definira Guberina, postalo 1967.
godine okosnicom Deklaracije o nazivu i poloZaju hrvatskoga knjiZzevnoga jezika. Bahi¢ ne spominje
1971. godine Deklaraciju jer bi to za ciljeve njegova teksta bilo kontraproduktivno. Da bi se to
razumijelo, treba podsjetiti da je Deklaracija odmah po svojoj objavi bila do¢ekana s najzeS¢im
osudama, ne samo iz Beograda, vec i iz hrvatskih politickih krugova. Kakav je diskurs u povodu
Deklaracije bio zavladao, oprimjeruju rijeCi saborskoga zastupnika Stjepana Mesica kojije u Saboru
Deklaraciju nazvao "politiCkom diverzijom" i njezine potpisnike izjednacio s "bombaSima” koji u
Americi i Kanadi bacaju bombe najugoslavenska predstavniStva. | on se pridruzio zahtjevu da se
pokrene kazneni progon potpisnika Deklaracije: "Pridruzujem se onim drugovima zastupnicima
koji traze da se objelodane imena potpisnika, da se ne samo druStveno i politiCki osude stavovi
| potpisnici deklaracije nego da ituzilaStvo pokrene krivicni postupak protiv odgovornih osoba/
(Vjesnik. 31.VI11.1967.). UnatoC takvim reakcijama na Deklaraciju, daljnji su razvoji ipak tekl, u skladu
s njezinim zahtjevima, jezgrovit opis o tom daje S. Babic: “Dodat ¢u ovdje da su Srb, nekoliko puta

poslije Deklaracije rekli da razvojjezicnih prilika u Hn/atskoj znaci ispunjenje zahtjeva ,z Deklaracije.

3 0Ojezicnoj politici Dalibora Brazavi¢o
vidi ¢lanak S. Babi¢aJezi¢na politika Df b°r0? °° V¥ ° “ sunap,sali R Kati€ii M. Gr€evit H. Hurec, S. Babi¢ u ¢asopisu
Vidi takoder podatke u nekrolozima u ¢ast D. Broraxu uj n skiadu s tim jugoslavenske partijske
jezik 56:4 (2009). posebiceun e htd otim S J”iat”™I” na(tonaMom medu lingvistima: ka/egoje lingvistiCki rod sav

strukture smatrale su D Brozovico uz R KdtiMo | HekTan. 1997:199).
mismjeren u pravcu radikalizacije zahtjeva Deklaracije, (usp. ¢lanak N
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a posebno amandmani na hrvatski ustav 1971. i ustav Iz 1974. Taj ustav dobio je pitijsku reCenicu,

ali ipak s nazivom hrvatski knjizevnijezik (Babi¢, 2009:110). Babi¢ smatra da je takve razvoje iz

sjene vjerojatno poticao iusmjeravao Vladimir Bakari¢, kojega drzi Idejnim zacCetnikom Deklaracije.

ZAKLJUCAK

Spoznaje o Petru Guberini treba proSiriti skidanjem praSine zaborava s Cinjenice da je njegov
opis "hrvatskoga knjizevnoga jezika" iz 1940. putem Deklaracije (vjerojatno zahvaljujuéi Tomislavu
Ladanu) i Stjepana Babiéa (1971.) snazno utjecao na poimanje hrvatskoga jezika u hrvatskom
jezikoslovlju idrusStvu, lako je Deklaracija bila osudena, a Stjepanu Babicu bilo zabranjeno obnasati
rukovodece funkcije, odredba o "hrvatskom knjizevnom jeziku" uSla je 1974. godine u ustav SR
Hrvatske. Nakon toga hrvatska je politicka emigracija u Mainzu 1977. godine objavila pretisak

Guberina-Krsticeve knjige. Time je poduprla teznje kulturno-politickih krugova u Hrvatskoj koji

su podrzavali Guberina-Krsticeve Razlike... i njihove ideje. Tim su krugovima svakako pripadali

| pojedini istaknuti hrvatski komunisti. Da pretisak iz 1977. vjerojatno nije bio jedini pretisak,

pokazuje primjerak te knjige koji mije darovao profesor Stjepan BabiC, a koji ne potjeCe iz naklade
tiskane 1977. godine, a ni iz 1940.
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SUMMARY

In the book “Differences between Croatian and Serbian literory language" (Zagreb, 1940) by Petar
Guberina and Kruno Krsti¢, Guberina's article "Why can ive speak about a separate /standard/ Croatian
language?" is published. This article represents Guberina's extraordinary contribution to the Croatian
linguistic studies. Guberina provides a theoreticol description ofthe Croatian literory language that did
not exist up to that time. Although his and Krsti¢'s book had not been mentioned in linguistic circlesfor
along time after VVorld V/ar Il, it has very strongly influenced the development ofthe Croatian language
and has left a deep and long-lasting mark in its history.

Key vvords: Petar Guberina, Croatian literary language, structuralism

In 1940 Petar Guberina and Kruno Krsti¢ published the book entitled 'Differences between Croatian
and Serbian Literory Language'. Guberina's discussion on Why we can talk about a special Croatian
language was published as an introduction to this book. In the year 1997/1998 Stjepan Babi¢ says
about this book - about sixty years after it had been published - that it is “the best and most
comprehensive text written on the Croatian-Serbian differences up to now, although there have
been alot of topics vvritten on this issue, especially in the last ten years." (Babic, 2004: 102). Babic
States that it is a pity that 'at the beginnmg of the free Croatia professor Guberina did not let us
publish the whole book in reprint. He allowed us only to publish the introductory discussion of this
book: Why we can talk about a special Croatian literary language.' (2004:102).

In his debate Guberina describes the term Croatian literary language and compares it with the
Serbian-on the basis of the contemporary structuralist linguistic knovvledge. Linguistic-theoretic
innovativeness of his approach is most easily recognizable when compared to other approaches
of the time, such as the approach of S. IvSi¢ in the article Complaints due to the deterioration of
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language from 1938- Iv5i¢ confuses concepts of I,teren, language and the urban languoge and
argues that we should find role models "in the living speech of our villages," and that it should "be
defended by letting it enter, as much as possible, into ali branehes of our urban language":

Rarely is any hterary language close to its source as ours, yet even today despite ali the influences it neither broke
nor vveakened a lot the main link with the living speech of our village. from which it emerged. Therefore will the
gifted writers, who come from the countryside and do not stop. even after moving. feeling the povver and eharm of
the spoken vvord, its swmging and swaying into different sounds and multiple blending of one vvord vvith another

word in new images vvith new meanings, and bring prosperity to our literary language and life-giving povver of
youth, which does not get old." (Iv§.¢, 1938: 78)

Unlike IvSi¢, Guberina delimits the concepts of literary language - the dialect and terms diachrony
[language history, dynamic moment) - synchrony (present) State of the language, static moment)
(Guberina, 1940: 7-12). He points out that he is talking about Croatian "literary language", not "the
material for the Croatian Linguistic Atlas" (12). For Guberina the "Croatian literary language"” is
"a.common Croatian language" which, unlike dialects spreads in "the written form" as well (12).
He explains that for "the existence of language" that what is relevant is "only the current State of
language" (9). Guberina differs concepts of "language of literature" and "literary language" (in the
sense of "standard language") and says that "literary language", "is enriched, a larger group of
people knovvs and nourishes it" (13).

From Guberina's discussion itis dear that the Croatian literary language isautonomous in relation
to the dialects and new Schtokavian dialect vvhich was idealized as the merit of referential literary
language by new grammatists, mostly follovvers of Vuk. Guberina explicitly criticizes that "those
who are trying to identify the dialect vvith literary language, do not follovv linguistic principles at
ali." (29). Linguistic principles for Guberina are synchronic strueturalist principles applied to the
literary language vvhich is the subject of linguistic cultivation, became largely influenced by the
Prague linguistic cirde. Guberina rejects the language of folk songs as an authoritative model
for the Croatian literary language (20). Regarding this he points to a split betvveen the dominant

philologists of Vukovian new grammatist orientation and Croatian vvriters.

"as much as you appreciate Vuk because of his collection of folk art. it should be noted that folk songs and stories
cannot be a criter.on for the present State of the language. [.JIh e language of folk songs and tales belongs more to
the historv of the language. than to the expressive possibilities oftoda/s language. Therefore. Serb.an and Croat.an
grammarians comm.tted an unforgivable m.stake. when they founded ali the rules and interpreted them w.th folk
songs and stor.es. Croat.an vvr.ters continued to develop l.terary language more naturally. Hav.ng a great l.terary
heritage In front of them they were not only fam.l.ar vvith folk songs. but also with the Individua, creat.on of Croat.an

literature. "(20).

that some linguistic elemen
induded stylistic measures

: ., tnat uberina's “stylistic vievvs in our linguistics are not exceeded even today.
Stjepan Babi¢ notes that Gu

(Babi¢, 2004: 102).
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While Stjepan IvSi¢ does not make any statements regarding the correlation of contemporary
Croatian and Serbian literary language - probably because as a new grammarian he did not have
a profiled attitude tovvards this-, Guberina devoted much of his discussion to this and Croatian
- Serbian literary differences. Under the influence of (probably) French linguistics, in which the
question of synonymy was studied at a very early stage, Guberina argues that "the language
has no synonym,” which allows him to reject Belgrade's quirk of language policy that Croatian
and Serbian equivalents "enrich" "our" language. Guberina convincingly shows that what is in
the Croatian language dialect, in Serbian can be literary language, and vice versa. As essential
factors for synchronic limiting of Croatian literary language he introduces the concepts of language
practice and language feeling. While the term language feeling could have been taken from new
grammarians, the term language practice was probably taken from the then modern linguistics
vvhich was then beginning to constitute pragmatics as a linguistic discipline. With the help of its
terminology Guberina rejects diachronic, standardized benchmarks that have been follovved by
Croatian new grammarians and notes that T. Mareti¢ "advised not to use the word petal/latica,
because we do not know the etymology of it. What is the role of etymology in toda/s literary
language, can best be shown exactly by thisword, which ali Croatians feel as a true Croatian word.
"( Guberina, 1940 : 22, emphasized by M. G. ). Relying on linguistic feeling, Guberina and Krsti¢
reject some words as non-Croatian words" that may very well withstand philological criticism "and
that are" created in the Spirit of Schtokavian dialect, the foundation of what is mutual in Croatian
and Serbian literary language." (Guberina - Krsti¢, 1940 :77). They reject them because "it is not in
accordance with the Croatian language feeling, because their place in Croatian literary practice is
occupied with another word." Accordingly, Guberina ends his introductory essay with these words:
"If the Croats did not have their own literary language, then there vvould be no sense of Croatian

language, then you vvould not feel that many Serbian language means are contrary to the Spirit of
the Croatian language." (74)

Guberina, in his discussion on the then highest scientific level, expressed what many of his
contemporaries thought, and did not know how to express. Although his innovative approach
to individual segments was determined by his stay in France and the local learning about the
latest trends in linguistics, he probably got the key incentives when writing hiswork from Croatian
linguists. Ivan Esih, who was the editor of the magazine O 7T"1af be Youth together with Blaz
JuriSi¢c in 1928/29, acquainted the Croatian public in 1931/1932 with the ideas of the Prague
linguistic circle and vvith the guidelines of cultivating literary language as itis implemented in the
Czechs, Slovaks and Poles. Esih proposed that a Society of Croatian literary language and literature
should be established by analogy to societies in other nations. "(Samardzija, 1999:42). Such a
society was established in 1936/1937 named "Croatian language". The purpose of the society was
taking care of the Croatian language, ie its improvement, keeping its Spirit and commitment to
its proper use in ali areas of speech and vvriting." In order to achieve these objectives, in 1938 the
Society established its magazine Hrvatskijezik!Croatian Language. It was edited by Stjepan IvSic. In
the issue 2-3 IvSi¢ published his text Croatian literary language in vvhich he replies to an anonymous
author who held it against him and the society "Croatian language" that they allegedly "accepted
Maretic's 'teachmg': that Vuk is the only, and not only bestsource ofthe Croatian Werary language

Defending Mareti¢. Iv8i¢ shows that the language of Schtokavian stylistics in Croatian literature
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V laei¢ and A A CarefU"y Selected 4uotati°ns and interpretations of
V. Jagic and A. Radi¢ show that he does not belong to the cirde of linguists who approach the

question of the Croatian and Serbian literary language, as reported, in a "separatist- way. To what
extent sicconsidered Croatian literary language as independent, he described in accordance vvith
nevv grammanan principles of his teachers and in the way that we presented at the beginnmg of
th's article. Although IvSic is one of the greatest and most meritorious Croatian linguists, despite
his merits in the field of language history, dialectology and accentology, due to his exclusive
new grammatist onentation, he was not able to cope vvith tasks that were posed upon him in
the field of contemporary Croatian language culture. This was obviously the reason that shortly
after the founding of the society 'Croatian language" in 1938 under the leadership of its member
and co-founder BlaZz JuriSi¢ the Movement for Croatian language started vvith its vvork. Among the
prominent members of the Movement ... vas Kruno Krsti¢, and Peter Guberina joined in 1939
after completmg his doctorate at the Sorbonne in PariS. As a result of the vvork of The Movement
..vvas the book Differences between Croatian and Serbian literary language. edited and published by
Matica hrvatska in 1940, and signed by Peter Guberina and Kruno Krsti¢. The authors most likely
vvrote it follovving the proposal of Blaz Juridi¢ (Simunovi¢, 1993: 235). In 1941 Jurii¢ vvrote a very
favorable and informative revievv about it, in vvhich he stated that this book did not create, but
listed existing Serbo-Croatian language differences, and that those persons "have no right to be
angry vvith this book, they vvho spent twenty-three years removing consistently and mercilessly our
domestic expressions from ali areas of our domestic life and replaced them vvith theirs and they
vvho, in their language offensive marked the last Croatian community building in Sutla vvith the

notice of the Serbian version 'OpStina’ as a visible symbol of their language hegemony." (Stoljeca/
Centuries, 2011:109).

Guberina-Krsti¢'s book at the time of its publication vvas positively accepted by the leadership of
the commumst party of Croatia. Petar Guberina told Stjepan Babic¢ that his first vvife, vvho vvas a
prominent party member, shovved the manuscript of Differences ... to Vladimir Bakari¢. Bakari¢
told her "this is a good book and it should be published as soon as possible" (Babi¢, 2009b: 117).
That the Party had a positive attitude tovvards Differences..., is shovvn by the Introduction to the
booklet of the prominent Croatian communist Ivo Frol How to write correctly? published in 1940.
(cotp. Babi¢, 1971: 129-130).1The Introduction vvas signed by the publisher (Hrvatska naklada/
Croatian Publication). The author ofthe Introduction vvas probably Otokar KerSovani (1902 - 1941).
Croatian Biographical Lexicon notes that he after leaving the prison in 1940 (he had been in prison
since 1930) settled dovvn in Zagreb and vvorked in Croatian Publication related to the Communist
Party. With regard to Differences..., on February 26 1989 in the nevvsmagazine Today (Danas) Petar
Guberina declared that he had observed the language as two variants and had no intention to
publish it, but it vvas Otokar KerSovaniwho decided on itas aresponsible person inthe Communist
Party of Croatia (V. Ani¢, Language and Freedom/jezik isloboda), Matica hrvatska, Zagreb, 1998, pp.
28). The ouestion of Croatian-Serbian literary-language differences is explained in the Introduction

as vvas done in the book by Guberina and Krsti¢ that vvas published that very same year:

— Ww.rrnn,u,edinlasenovac. and afterthe e/arhe had high politkalfunctions In Croatia.

1 Frolwasasoz 7z z m z n asopzZszed Croaaan WrarylanSuage. I * besys,eT 0.l y refers ro 0s Croatian
The 1940 booklet wos

language.
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"F.nally, one more remark. Serbian and Croatian language are undoubtedly very related. dose. Among people Itls
not always easy to determme where Croatian stops and Serbian language starts, and it could not remain vvithout
influence on these two literary languages. Hovvever, it is not one, identical language, as it can easlly be identified
by anyone who carefully compares their grammar, spelling and linguistic treasures. As dear as it is that we should
suppress any attempt to artificially violently deepen the differences betvveen the two brotherly and so related
literary languages, so again it vvould be vvrong to try to fordbly, artificially erase any distinction betvveen them
and create some artificial Serbo-Croatian language. Our workers. who by nature of their social and economic
position of having to move ali over the territory of Yugoslavia, are often in practice prone to mix alielements of both
languages and. therefore. speak and vvrite in a language that represents an artificial, and not real mixture of both
literary languages. This booklet should help them, to liberate themselves, to get used to properly vvriting their own
language. Such vvriting. of course, is not and should not be linked with any sense of chauvinism. and will therefore
be far from any thought that in this way a gap betvveen the two brotherly peoples is created, as some reactionary

elements in Croatian and Serbian people are trying to achieve.” (Frol, 1940: 6)

The existence of two different literary-language systems on the Croatian and Serbian side (with an
estimated 3,000 to 4,000 different words) was described before Guberina and Krsti¢ in 1935 by the
Montenegrin linguist Radosav BoSkovic in the text On the lexicolondstylistic differentiation ofSerbian
and Croatian literory language. This textwhere the author prophesies the disappearance of Croatian
specialties in favor of Serbian ones was published in the Serbian magazine Our Language/Nas jezik
. Its sequel announced - apparently for political reasons that ordered that there should be no
mention of "differences" - was never published. As a response to BoSkovi¢ and his sympathizers,
Guberina and Krstic pointed out in their book that in preparation of their dictionaries they were
led by the desire "to remove from the Croatian literary language someone else's words, which in
various ways in recentyears have begun to penetrate from the eastinto our schools, offices, books,
newspapers, and by them into everyday speech.”" (Guberina - Krsti¢, 1940 : 7 ). After BoSkovic, in
1937 Julije BeneSi¢ published as a contribution to the dictionary vvithin the book Gromatykajgzyka
chorvvackiego czyli serbskiego (Warsaw, 1937) for the needs of Polish translators a list vvith about

1300 Croatian - Serbian lexical differences.

S. Babi¢ summarizes his impressions on the destiny of Guberina-Krsti¢'s book in the Academ/s

Memoriol dedicated to Petar Guberina in these words:

" At the time it Came out, it was attacked as much as critically acdaimed, not only by Serbs but also by Croatians,
and then suppressed, and at the time of the Independent State of Croatia/NDH and later in the new commumst
Yugoslavia. In the NDH. because Guberina opposed Ante Paveli¢, head of NDH, regardmg orthographic prmciples,
and in communist Yugoslavia, which initially legally accepted four equal Slavic languages, Croatian, Serbian,
Slovenian, Macedonian, could not, in terms of the Croatian literary language, go so far as Guberina, and Unitarian
vvinds blevv early and in 1954 completely overcame and then Guberina's book became undesirable. And vvhen
free Croatia was created, the book already belonged to half - a - century old history, was replaced by nevver.
more complete and more accessible in the market- book by Brodnjak Differemial dictionory of Serbion and Croatian

languages because Guberina did not let Differences to be repnnted, and for them to be a supplement was not even
considered. “(Memorial. 2006 :25).

While it is true that the publication of Guberina - Krsti¢'s Spelling rules was prevented in the
Independent State of Croatia, and that Krsti¢ entered into a difficult conflict vvith the Head of
NDH Ante Paveli¢, Guberina's discussion of Guberina - Krsti¢'s book during the NDH was not
suppressed. Indeed, in 1942 NDH authorities published as morphological spelling a brochure/

booklet Differences betvveen Croatian and Serbian literary language - According to linguistic debate
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Guberina IS Jbarwh" h'rP
or against his will. During the war Guberinawnr™H i 8
ffth 1 taly#and was an employee ofthe consulate

I dependent Croatian State in Milan. Therefore his position enabled him to help many who
were eeing persecution of the repressive apparatus of the NDH, especially many jews. He was
associated with the French and Italian resistance movement and gained agreat reputation in those

circles, and also helped Tito's partisans (BaSi¢, 2000: 193-194). Ali this enabled him to get a job
immediately after the war, in the Yugoslav diplomatic Service.

After World War Two Guberina-Krsti¢'s book, on the one hand, was not mentioned and was
stigmatized, and on the other hand, was used as a practical handbook for editing, as early as the
first years of communist Yugoslavia. This was witnessed by S. Babi¢, who in the period between
1954 and 1955, was head of editorial Services in the Croatian edition of the nevvspaper Borbal/
Combat, which was first published in 1948. Babi¢ says that Branka Buri¢ (sister of the journalist
and painter Vlado Buri¢) as a editor in Borba kept Guberina - Krsti¢'s book in the dravver and used
it in her work. According to her testimony, proofreaders were personally instructed by Vladimir
Bakari¢ to use this book (Babi¢, 2009b: 117). And Miroslav KrleZza knew about the fact that the
editorial board of the Croatian edition Borba used Guberina - Krsti¢'s Differences ... (Svab, 1995:
317). Magazine Naprijed/Forvvard (Organ of the Communist Party of Croatia) in 1952, using an
anonymous readeCs letters (11. 1V.1952), accused certain associates of the Lexicographic Institute
because of their past and expressed the opinion that they should not be employed in such an
important mstitution. In this letter Krsti¢ is argued to have been a "Frankist," before the war and
that he was the"creator"ofthe" Ustasha dictionary and 'work' Differences in Croatian and Serbian
languages. Krleza, as director of the Institute of Lexicography bravely defended its employees and
in his response (25.1V.1952) in the magazine Naprijed posed the question vvhether the purpose
of the letter of anonymous readers was to warn the Editors of the Institute of Lexicography of
a lack of political alertness, or if they wanted to say “the Lexicographic Institute was a centre of
Ustashas." He said Krsti¢ was not a Frankist, he mentions the right title of his book, and adds that
Krstic published ittogether with Petar Guberina. Under the third point in Krsti¢'s defense he said
the following:"that these differences betvveen the Croatian and Serbian literary language did exist,
the best evidence is that '‘Borba' is daily published in its Croatian edition exactly as instructed by
the authors o f' Differences... *Kruno Krsti¢c and Petar Guberina". Krleza's defense of Krsti¢ in the
long run was not enough. While Petar Guberina. said N. BaSic. managed to dispel the burden of
Differences in Vugoslavia ... from his name, they tragica,ly marked Kruno Krsti¢. Even in 1987.

shortly before the death of Krstic, one of the Party commissars of the Lex,cograph,c Institute

accused him of "the crime of Differences" (Basic, 2000:194).

. 1 ocnprr Ilmlts

hich they could reach in acce tin leferenc S..
Despite the fact that editors hato resp«ti,mi t vv AR y > 8 i

eserb IS&tJOﬂS

this book became, according to N. Ba . correspondents and means entered Croatia
of texts from 1945 onvvards that g AA A A opreserving the Croatian ljterary
“and as “ illegal " manual of proo rea j,.(Basj¢ 2000 :192 ). Hovvever, as much

language expression in the period betvveen 1945-90 [...](
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as many Croats accepted it, and in the Communist Party, during and after the war, in the new
post-war political circumstances Croatian linguistics it was not possible to build on it in terms of
linguistic theory. Though in communist Yugoslavia, Croatian language was initially recognized as
an independent language based on the decision of AVNOJ/Anti-Fascist Council for the National
Liberation - since 1944 and other acts ( cf. Babi¢, 2004 : 46-49 ), also was subjected to repression
and decroatization. In the first rush, Croatian military, police and admimstrative-legal terminology
was replaced by many internationalisms of the Soviet communist jargon, part of vvhich already
existed in the Serbian language. President of ZAVNOH/State Anti-Fascist Council for the Liberation
of Croatia Vladimir Nazor vvarned about the suppression of the Croatian literary language under

Belgrade's influence in the language of administration as early as 27th of November 1944:

las a Croatand president ofthe Croatian state cannot be /quiet/./...//You introduced/ the language of the Belgrade
market. You impose itand /.../ on the territory of the Croatian state. We Croats are offended by this and /.../ /while
you are here /... you must write in Croatian Ali that enters and leaves Croatia must be vvritten in the Croatian
language.*

Based on the condusions of ZAVNOH, in vvhich the Croatian Serbs, besides Croats, were declared
next constituent peoples in Croatia, Ivo Frol interpreted in 1945 in the brochure On the new
educational policy in this way: "Here, in education, it is not just a question of equality of Cyrillic
and Latin, but that the Serbs had and will have [ in the Federal State of Croatia | ali possibilities
and resources to organize their national life, their cultural society, to give the national education
to their youth, to live as a vvhole nation." (Frol, 1945 : 12). Frol remains silent on the issue of the
literary language of the Croats and Serbs. The Communist Party in this regard is obviously not in
any unity. While the highest levels recognized the existence of Croatian as a separate language,
in schools on the entire Croatian territory, even in the areas vvhere mostly Serbs lived, in 1945 by
the Curriculum of ZAVNOH from 25.1X.1944, a school subject" Croatian or Serbian language "was
introduced (Ogrizovi¢, 1982 :271). This name was most satisfying because it could be interpreted
in different ways. What prevailed was the Unitarian interpretation, pursuantto vvhich the Croatian
Serbs in the Croatian education accepted the Croatian literary language vvith a certain degree of

decroatization.

Since May 1945 onvvards, Yugoslav communist authorities carried out massive liquidations of
captives (mostly Croatians), who did not share their vievws and were potentially their political
opponents. The authorities dedicated themselves to the social-political reeducation of the
population usmg bolsevist-stalinist methods, vvith the aim of creating an integrative Yugoslav
'‘brotherhood and unit/ of the communist orientation (Ogrizovié, 1982: 268, 272, 275-276, 283-
284, GrcCevi¢, 2011: 33-38). Guberina and Krsti¢'s theoretical division of Croatian and Serbian
language became in this context, especia!ly after the Novi Sad Agreement in 1954, socio-politically
unacceptable, even more so because the new Yugoslav state carried out stigmatization of ali that
was reminiscent of the anti-Yugoslav defeated Independent State of Croatia, in vvhich Guberina-
Krsti¢'s literary-language conception was an essential backbone of language policy, regardless
of their spelling and other differences vvith the NDH authorities. "After liberation" from libraries

2 Noted accordmg tojandri¢. 2000: 393-412 (source: D. BilondZi¢. Croatian Modem History, Zagreb, 1999, page. 201, Sources
for the History of the Union of Communists of Vugoslavia 20. Beograd: Pubhshmg center Communist. 1987, page. 26-28).
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genitive or the second Croatian revival, for wh,ch she was sentenced to a year in prison and for
anotheryear she was forbidden to work publidy (coTp. Introduction of V. Cutura in Rendi¢. 2012:
19). S. Rendic States that 'The systematic threat to the radical colonization of Croatian language
has started" "paradoxically, only in new Vugoslavia formed from the partisan war for national
liberation. After the war, "ali under the slogan of brotherhood and unity, ali induding the fact that
a substantial number of Croats was in the partisan movement, the Croatian name was practically
proscribed, the odium of Ustaschas was Cast on the vvhole of Croatia." (Rendi¢, 2012: 62). At the
time when S. Rendic was writmg her text, there was an attempt to, vvithin Yugoslav frameworks,
"revaluate"” “those Croatian partisan and first post-war years". S. Rendi¢ judged this as nonsense:

Because, once agam, is there any sense to create myths out of history, can later creating myths out of history be
really useful? Is the truth not better than any myth no matter how generous it is, hovvever dark and black it Is? Is
not courage for confession of bitter truths the best way to overcome them through a qualitative change?" (Rendi¢.
2012: 62-63).

What has been illustrated now does not mean that Guberina's discussion did not affect the
Croatian linguists in post-war Yugoslavia in terms of linguistic theory. Understanding "of the
Croatian literary language" as defined by Guberina, in 1967 became the basis for the Declaration
on the name and position ofthe Croatian literory language. It seeks equality of the "Croatian literary
language" and criticizes the fact that under the constitutional act of "Serbo-Croatian or Croatian-
Serbian language" at the expense of Croatian "Serbian literary language" as a "national language”
of Yugoslavia is expanded (Hekman, 1997: 25-29). By this demand the act of 1954 Novi Sad
Agreement was rejected, in vvhich it is daimed that "literary language" that developed "around the

two main centers, Belgrade and Zagreb, isunique, with two pronunciations, ijekavian and ekavian".

(Hekman, 1997: 25-29).

Since the contemporary Croatian literary language and its relationship to the Serbian language
in Guberina and in the Declaration are understood in the same way (the language as "Croatian
literary" is separate and independent from the Serbian). - and the way in which from 1945/1950 to
the Declaration of Croatian linguistics were not so described - the question is vvhether Guberina s
definition could affect the authors of the Declaration. At the meeting of the committee of Matica
hrvatska on vvhich the Declaration was drafted, Radoslav Kati€i¢ vvrote down in hand what other
members of the committee said. KatiCi¢ says that he vvrote "vvhat Miroslav Brandt, Tomislav Ladan
Josip Hamm and others had said" (Kati¢i¢, 2013:17). In 1968, Tomislav Ladan published (Kritika/

Criticism, no. 1), shortly after the adoption of the Declaration, revievv Centaur,
language (¢ Kritika 1969, 48-58). In it he takes up and develops the metaphor of horse-don eys

nguage (C. knuk Fonl, 1} laneuage vvhich, in February of 1941, was formulated
and Serbo-Croatian language as themCentau g A Ag? 1gg) Thjsprwes thatjn, 96g
and published by Guberina's co-author A A because " was M Qf
Ladan freely consulted works of K. Krstic. 2Q08:125). AlthOugh Ladan does not
Ladan's teachers who influenced Ladan in y Aand

mention Guberina nor Krsti¢, the first part of his text Langu ¢
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Ll erarylanguage dictionary, vvritten in 1969. (Kritika 1969:147-171) isread like a superb sequel and
fantastic update of Guberina's debate from the 1940s. Certain formulations of Ladan are markedly
reminiscentof Guberina, for example: "identify dialect vvith literary language" (Guberina, 1940: 29),
"identify vernacular and literary language" (Ladan: Kritika, 1969: 148). Ladan comments thatour"
educational and public, intelligence language standard is based on the part ofthe legacy of Maretic
vvhich systematically bypasses the linguistic treasure of Croatian literature, and the gap isvvidening
betvveen the language of literature itself (as a vvhole) and promoted linguistic standards." (Kritika,
1969:153). The same thought vvas expressed before him by Guberina (1940: 20, cf. the beginning
of this article). If vve accept the argument that the text of the Declaration through T. Ladan vvas
influenced by Krsti¢ and Guberina's vvorks, vve could easily explain why the Declaration mentions
the expansion of the Serbian literary language as a "national language" at the expense of Croatia
(cf. Basic, 2008 :125). For Ladan the official term "variant" as the name for the Croatian (literary)
language is unacceptable, and he says that "out of ali the listed names this term was" the least
satisfying,"" the least scientifically justified " (Kritika, 1969:155, cf.,and 158 - 159). He lucidly shovvs
that the" Croatia variant" to Croatian linguists means " Croatian language " and that to certain
Serbian linguists it only represents a means to try to overturn Croatian literary language. Ladan

ends his text in 1969 vvith these words:

"I personally wanted to work on the Dictionary [Dictionary of Matica hrvatska and Matica srpska, 1967.], but - it
seems - by chasing away the lexicographic fox, | chased a vvolf and now feel - to use this old vvolf character - as
Little Red Ridmg Hood before the jaws that stick out from the kmd cap of its linguistic granny..." (Kritika, 1969:171)

Krsti¢ in the aforementioned text published in 1941 also finishes vvith allusions to the 'vvolf, and '

guards of the vvolf:

"l'and my friend Guberina believe, that after decades of fog. vvolfguards and violent »confusion ofidentity« Croatian
Language Academy wvill solve Tany today still vague issues and remam o permanentguardian to protect the life of that
cultural law, vvhich already Dr Antun Radic¢ called Croatian literary language(Samardzija, 2012: 573)

Inthe post-war Vugoslavia Stjepan Babic¢ vvasthe firstone to speak about Guberina-Krsti¢'s book and
thus strongly contributed to the spread of Guberina's approach to the Croatian-Serbian language
issue from 1940. Babi¢ did this in 1971. In his text Linguistic determination ofthe Croatian iiterary
language (perhaps in some of his vvritings fragmented even earlier). This Babitfs text is one of the
key texts in the recent Croatian language-political history. In it, relying on Guberina, Babi¢ rejects
Brozovi¢'s classification from the book Standard Language (1970) according to vvhich the Croatian
and Serbian languages are a specific standard variant of Serbo-Croatian abstract standard.3 In
addition to its quality, Babitfs text is special because it vvas also published as an introductory text

before the Declaration of Matica hrvatska from 16.1V.1971 by vvhich the Novi Sad Agreement is

On the linguistic politics of Dalibor Brozovié¢, who is mentoriousfor the affirmation of Croatian as an mdependent language,
see article S. Bobi¢ Linguistic poHcy of Dolibor Brozovié in Babi¢'s book Croatian yesterday, today, tomorrow (Zagreb, 1995,
264-271). See also dota in necrologies T TeToryofD. Brozovi¢ wntten by R. Katii¢. M. Grcevic¢. H. Hitrec and S. Babi¢ T the
magazineJezik/Longuoge 56:4(2009). especially in necrologies ofS. Babi¢ (131-132) and H. Hitrec (129-131). In accordance
wit I is Yugoslav parry structures considered D. Brozovi¢ olong with R. Kati¢i¢ “the mostlucid nationolistamong linguists™.

n/ iose maguistic vzork is completely “directed towards the radicalization ofthe demands ofthe Declaration.” (coTp. Article by
N. Basic THekTan. 1997: 199).
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ang age .To statement of the Management Board of Mat,ca hrvatska, statements of Croatian
Philological Society and the Institute for Language of the Vugoslav Academy of Sciences and Art
were jomed. Their statements in the Jezik/Language were published after the statement of Matica
hrvatska, and Bozidar Fmka continued the idea of the statements in a short, but significant resume
entitled On denunciation of the Novi Sad Agreement. To ali these historical texts that talk about
“Croatian literary language”, and Babi¢'s mtroductory article were marked by Petar Guberina and
his definition o f'Croatian literary language." In the very beginning Babi¢ States that Guberina gave
a clear and single-meaning ansvver to the question "Why we can talk about a separate Croatian
literary language .The communist party of Croatia at firstaccepted Guberina's "interpretation”, and
Babi¢ explains as Guberina's influence explicit mentioning of Croatian language in the Decision of
AVNOJ reached oni5.1.1944 and other legal acts (he also cites the 1940 introduction to Frol's book.).
The fact that Guberina's ansvver did "not become common property of our consciousness”, Babic
explains vvith the fact that "his supporters were not educated in the de Saussure or structuralist
manner to be able to successfully develop his ideas". Guberina himself did not continue vvorking
on them after the war, "and his opponents managed to destroy the positive effect in the public vvith
pseudo-linguistic turning to non-Imguistic paths." After that, the political situation did not allovv

serious linguistic discussions about Guberina's text. (Babi¢, 1971:129-130).

From Babi¢'s texts (and from other relevant vvorks) cannot, or vvith difficulty be read that the
concept of "Croatian literary language" as defined by Guberina, in 1967 became the basis for the
Declaration on the name and status ofthe Croatian literary language. In 1971 Babi¢ does not mention
the Declaration because this vvould have been counterproductive for the objectives of his text. In
orderto understand this, one should know thatthe Declaration vwvasimmediately upon its publishing
heavily attacked, from Belgrade, but also Croatian political circles. What discourses regarding the
Declaration emerged, are illustrated in the vvords of the member of the parliament Stjepan Mesic
who called the Declaration in the Parliament as a "political diversion" and its signatories equaled
vvith "bombers”vvho bomb Yugoslav embassies in Canada and America. He alsojoined the demand
to start the political exodus of the signatories of the Declaration: "I am joinmg those comrade
representatives vvho vvant to make public the names of signatories of the Declaration, that their
attitudes be socially and politically condemned, and that the Prosecution starts criminal procedure
against the responsible ones.' [Vjesnik. 31.VIl. 1967). Despite such react.ons to the Declaration,
further developments went on in accordance vvith its demands. A thorough descr.pt.on was given

by S. Babi¢: "Here Iwill add that several times after the Declaration, Serbs sa,d thatthe deve opment
men}ofthe dgmands ofthe Declaration, especially

: . : fho
of language situation in €roatia mean$ tﬂ F H,men
,£1071 and the constitution of 1974. This Constitution

the amendments to the Croatian constitution of 1971 and ne cons

got its Pythian sentence, but with theis h *w tS *ro b tbly encouragd and directed
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CONCLUSION

Knowledge about Petar Guberina should be spread by removing the dust of oblivion off the fact
that his description of the 'Croatian literary language' published in 1940 through the Declaration
(probably thanks to Tomislav Ladan) and Stjepan Babi¢ (1971) strongly influenced the concept
of Croatian language in Croatian linguistic studies and society. Although the Declaration vvas
condemned, and Stjepan Babi¢ vvas forbidden to perform high authority functions, the decision
on the ' Croatian literary language' got into the Constitution of the Socialist Republic of Croatia
in 1974. After that, Croatia's political emigration in Mainz published a reprint of Guberina-Krstié's
book in 1977. This supported the aspirations of the cultural and political circles in Croatia vvho
supported Guberina-Krsti¢ Differences ... and their ideas. Some prominent Croatian communists
certainly belonged to these circles. The reprint from 1977 probably vvas not the only reprint, as is

proved by acopyofthe book thatvvas given to me by professor Stjepan Babi¢, and does not belong
to the printed editions of 1977 and even 1940.
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