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In the early nineteenth century, several Slavic intellectuals believed in a single Slavic
nation speaking a single language, though positing various taxonomies of the nation’s
component “tribes” and the language’s component “dialects.” Nevertheless, recent
scholars, both historians and linguists, prove so extraordinarily unwilling to
acknowledge the existence of Panslavism that several falsify the historical record so
as to make historical figures conform to modern national and linguistic thinking. This
paper discusses Jan Kollér, Ljudevit Gaj, and Ludovit Stir as three sample Panslavs,
documents the misrepresentation of their ideas in recent historiography, and explores
why so many scholars seek to erase Panslavism from the historical record.
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During the early nineteenth century, several Slavic intellectuals posited a single Slavic
nation speaking a single Slavic language, viewing Czechs, Poles, Russians, and so forth
as “tribes” speaking “dialects.” Belief in Slavic unity, and the desire to promote that
unity, has since declined. For more than a century, most scholars have viewed Czechs,
Poles, Russians, and so forth as “nations” speaking their own “languages.” Nevertheless,
historical actors from the early nineteenth century usually thought otherwise.

Recent scholarship on nineteenth-century Slavic thought shows a striking tendency to
anachronistically impose modern ideas about the classification of the Slavic world onto the
historical actors it purports to describe. For some reason, scholars repeatedly flout the basic
scholarly conventions that quotations must faithfully reproduce the text being cited. A
review of the literature reveals a sorry record of selective omissions, mistranslations, and
specious “clarifications” that conceal or alter the meaning of key passages. The problem
particularly concerns the linguistic dimensions of Slavic thinking: several scholars accept
that historical actors believed in a Slavic “nation,” but fail to acknowledge an equivalent
belief in a Slavic “language.”

Belief in Slavic unity, and especially the desire to promote it, can be described as “Pan-
slavism.” The term is nevertheless problematic because modern scholars assume that advo-
cates of Slavic unity necessarily sought a Slavic state. One historical dictionary, for
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example, defined Panslavism as “the principle or advocacy of political unification for the
Slavic peoples” (Atkin, Biddiss, and Tallett 2011, 312), and the Oxford English Dictionary
defined it as “the movement of aspiration for the union of all Slavs or Slavonic peoples in
one political organization” (Simpson and Weiner 1991, 1265). In fact, nineteenth-century
Panslavs rarely had such political ambitions. For example, Jan Herkel, the Slovak lawyer
generally credited with having first coined the word “Panslavism” in 1826, made no refer-
ence to political structures. Herkel (1826, 4) defined Panslavism as “the unity in literature
among all Slavs [italics in original].” Herkel’s book compared the conjugations of verbs and
the declensions of nouns and adjectives, and proposed a universal alphabet for all Slavic
dialects. The “unity” Herkel sought to promote was strictly orthographic. Subsequent
Slavic intellectuals who devised schemes to promote Slavic unity through orthographic
reform or belles-lettres often described their efforts as “literary Panslavism,” explicitly con-
trasting with a disavowed “political” Panslavism (Hoitsy 1843,97, 99, 101; Zaborsky 1851,
ii; Lichard 1865, 5, 7).

Scholars confronted with such discrepancies often propose typologies of Slavism.
A plethora of terms have been suggested. Observers of Russia juxtapose Panslavism and
“Slavophilism” (Petrovich 1956; Walicki 1975, 495-505; Tuminez 2000, 63-71). Scholars
commenting on Western Slavs have variously distinguished Panslavism not only from
Slavophilism but also from “Slavism” (Popowski 1893), “All-Slavism” (Panslavismus
1870), “Austro-Slavism” (Hantsch 1965a, 1965b; Frantsuzova 2005; Gasior, Karl, and
Troebst 2014), “Neo-Slavism” (Hantsch 1965a, 1965b; Makowski and Hadler 2013),
and so forth. Since these various taxonomies remain fraught with controversy, some
scholars collectively refer to different varieties of Slavic thought as “Panslavism,” modified
with appropriate adjectives. Kirschbaum (1975, 152) spoke not only of “Austro-Slavism”
and “Neo-Slavism,” but also of “romantic and literary Pan-Slavism,” “scientific
Pan-Slavism,” and “political Pan-Slavism.”

Taxonomies of Panslavism have been contested partly because Slavophobes consist-
ently sought to conflate literary Panslavisms with something more explicitly political.
Since Hungarian chauvinists, for example, wanted to assimilate Hungary’s Slavs, they
saw a treasonous Russophile “Panslavism” in even the most apolitical Slavic literary initiat-
ives (Thomson 1951; Ormis 1973; Varga 1993, 110-132). Therese Robinson (1850, 86,
294), an observer of Hungarian affairs sympathetic to Slavic aspirations, insisted in 1850
that Panslavism had no “political” dimension and promoted only “literary” goals. As parti-
cularist Slavic nationalisms gained strength, however, defenders of Panslavism dwindled,
and the term “Panslavism” increasingly became associated with meanings devised by its
enemies.

Modern scholars, furthermore, tend to study literary activity primarily as the precursor
of explicitly political nationalism. Slavic literary revivals, in this view, deserve attention
primarily because they foreshadow demands for administrative reform or territorial auton-
omy. Several nationalism theorists explicitly connect literary activity with political agita-
tion: in an influential model of “national awakening,” for example, Hroch (1985, 26)
treated “scholarly interest” as the first stage in a process of mobilization ending with a
“mass national movement.” Much literary activism indeed anticipates political movements,
but modern scholars apparently assume a general rule. Hantsch (1965b, 23, 25), to give a
particularly dramatic example, conceded that Pan-Slavism originally “had no political, but
only a literary, meaning,” but subsequently argued that since “Pan-Slavism could reach its
goal only if the Austro-Hungarian monarchy fell to pieces [...] the actions of Pan-Slavs,
therefore, had to be hostile to the monarchy.” Seen in this light, literary Panslavism
appears relevant only insofar as it anticipates Romanov intervention in the Balkans or
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Central Europe, or other forms of political activity. Much modern work on Panslavism pro-
vides only a cursory treatment of orthographic initiatives, such as Herkel’s alphabet, so as to
concentrate on high politics (Kohn 1953; Lednicki 1953; Petrovich 1956; Fadner 1962).

Indeed, some scholars so eagerly anticipate the politicization of “Panslavism” that they
find the relatively apolitical activity of actual Panslavs disappointing. Batowski (1948, 407)
denied the historical existence of “any sort of Panslavism, i.e. of a movement aiming at
uniting the Slavs on a racial footing, with a front directed against other nations.” Horak
(1963, 140) proclaimed that “there is no such thing as Pan-Slavism, i.e. as an organic,
racially binding idea,” and Jopson (1934, 210) wondered “if there ever had been such a
thing as Panslavism, in the sense of an alliance and an equality of the Slav peoples.” By
defining Panslavism in political terms, such scholars have concluded that the term no
longer denotes any actual historical phenomena! Perhaps the term would shed more light
on the historical record if understood, at least sometimes, in the more literary and linguistic
sense that its original advocates intended.

In any event, the “Panslav” texts analyzed here discussed orthographical reforms, gram-
matical codification, and literary revival without taking any interest in seizing the reins of
government. This paper considers literary activism and linguistic thought not as precursors
to subsequent political activity, but as legitimate objects of study in their own right. Even if
mass national movements have roots in scholarly interests, not all scholarly interests spark
mass movements.

I nevertheless suggest that Panslavic linguistic activism qualifies as a form of “nation-
alism.” If the nation is, as Anderson (1983) influentially suggested, an “imagined commu-
nity,” then human imagination becomes an object of study for nationalism scholars. What
national communities have historical actors imagined? At it happens, several imagined the
nation as a linguistic community encompassing all Slavs. American sociologist Brubaker
(1996, 16) has memorably suggested that scholars examine “appeals and claims made in
the name of putative ‘nations,”” asking how the nation operates “as a practical category,
as classificatory scheme, as cognitive frame.” As it happens, several historical actors in
practice classified the Slavs into a single category and made literary appeals and linguistic
claims in its name. That said, this paper particularly analyzes Panslavism as a classificatory
scheme. Brubaker’s approach to nationalism applies easily to linguistic activism; in particu-
lar, studying the politics of classification sheds light on linguistic activism. Scholars can
also study appeals and claims made in the name of putative languages, particularly
claims made in the name of national languages. How, then, do languages, or dialects,
operate as practical categories, classificatory schemes, and cognitive frames?

This paper specifically considers three Panslav nationalists: Jan Kollar, Ljudevit Gaj,
and Ludovit Stir; documenting their ideas at a level of detail that may initially appear
excessive. All three held similar beliefs, and particularly the basic idea that all Slavs
form a single nation speaking a single language. Kolldr, Gaj, and Stir all fought for
Slavic unity on the battlefields of orthographic standardization and literary exchange.
Though Gaj and Stir both toyed with Russophile politics in their later careers, only their
linguistic thinking is relevant to this analysis. Yet while this paper restricts its attention
to the “literary” half of the traditional dichotomy between literary and political Panslavism,
it nevertheless treats struggles over language codification and classification as a form of
“politics,” namely, the politics of classification.

This paper, finally, argues that the scholarly literature has wrongly interpreted Kolldr,
Gaj, and Stir in terms of subsequent national categories. The evidence rests primarily on
inaccurate translations. Kolldr and Gaj published both in German and in variants of
Slavic; Stdr published his key text in Slavic, with German and Latin translations of key
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Figure 1. Passages from Kollar, Gaj, and Star.

terms. This paper, written in English, provides quotations in my own English translation
with the original terminology in parentheses. Indeed, hoping to put the exact wording of
the original documents beyond question, I have provided digital scans of seven passages:
two from Kollar, three from Gaj, and two from Stdr (see Figure 1, above). The scans
have been resized and cropped, but show the original typography. If any readers are still
skeptical, they may examine the relevant texts online: all are easily available. The paper
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concludes with speculative explanations for scholarly mistranslation, adding some sugges-
tions for future scholarship.

Jan Kollar’s literary reciprocity

Jan Kollar (1793-1852), born in what is now central Slovakia, was a Protestant pastor and
an influential literary figure. He compiled an important collection of Slovak folk songs
(1835), but is best remembered for his epic poem Sldwy dcera, first published in 1824
and expanded in 1832, in which the narrator’s sexual love for the goddess Sldva symbolizes
patriotic love for the Slavic nation. The expanded 1824 edition demonstrates with unam-
biguous place names the broad geographic extent of Kollar’s imagined Slavic homeland
“All-Slavia [Wsesldwia]:” verse 257 claims the Urals, the Tatras, the Volga, the Sava,
and the cities of Prague, Moscow, St. Petersburg, Kyiv, Istanbul, and Mt. Athos (in
Greece). Kollar also made his classification of the Slavic world explicit in various works
on Slavic “literary reciprocity.” He first published a short essay in the Banskd Bystrica
periodical Hronika: Podtatranskd Zdbavnice (1836) (not to be confused with the more
prominent Prague journal Hronika). This short essay attracted considerable interest, so
he published a lengthier German-language first in Pest (1837), and then a slightly
amended version in Prague (1844). The German version later inspired Mikhail Pogodin’s
translation into Russian (Kollar 1840), Dimitrije Teodorovi¢’s translation into Serbian
(Kollar 1845), Jan TomiCek’s translation into Czech (Kollar 1853), and even a modern
translation into English (Kollar 2009).

In his initial essay on reciprocity, Kollar (1836, 41, 42) posited a “many-tribed Slavic
nation [mnohokmeného ndrodu slawského]” divided linguistically into four “main, living,
educated and literary dialects, namely, Russian, Illyrian, Polish and Czechoslovak [nynj
Zigjcjch, hlawnégsjch, wzdélanégsjch a knihy wyddwagjcjch ndrecj, totiz: ruské, illyrské,
polské a ceskoslowenské].” Kollar then divided several of these “dialects” into “smaller dia-
lects or subdialects [mensjch ndfecj a podndredjl,” specifically mentioning “little Russian
[maloruského]” inside Russian, Lusatian [[uZického] inside Polish and “Croatian, Windic
[chorwatského, windického]” inside Illyrian. In the only passage where Kollar referred to
the Slavic linguistic zone as a whole, he characterized it as the “Slavic Fe¢,” a word
without any obvious English equivalent. The term may encompass both halves of the
“language-dialect” dichotomy, but sometimes denoted a classificatory level intermediate
between “language” and “dialect.” Pavel Josef Safafik’s 1842 taxonomy, for example,
divided the “Slavic language [jazyk slowansky]” into four mluvy, seven reci, and 14
ndreci (1842, 1: 5-6).

For the expanded German version of his essay on Slavic reciprocity, Kollar (1837, 3,
11, 130, 11; 1844, 3, 9, 99-100, 9) slightly modified his taxonomy of the Slavic world.
He still spoke unambiguously of the Slavs as a single unit, both nationally and linguisti-
cally, rejoicing that “the scattered Slavic tribes [slawischen Stdmme] see themselves as
one great people [ein grosses Volk] and their various dialects [Mundarten] as one language
[Eine Sprache], awaken to national feeling, and long to bind themselves more closely
together.” Kollér also retained the same four “living educated dialects [jetzt lebenden gebil-
deteren Dialekte],” namely Russian, Illyrian [/llyrischen], Polish, and Bohemianslovak
[bohmischslowakischen, in the 1844 reprint bohmisch-slowakischen], but in another
passage toward the end of the book, he spoke not of “Illyrian” but of the “Serbian
dialect [serbische Mundart].” However, the book expanded Kollar’s list of “smaller dialects
and subdialects [kleinern Mundarten und Untermundarten),” since he now granted Illyrian
three subdialects: Croatian, Windic, and Bulgarian.
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In none of these works did Kollar list any subdialects for the ceskoslowenské | boh-
mischslowakischen dialect, but, a subsequent essay on orthographic reform mentioned
five. Addressing a Slovak audience, Kollar called for “dialectical” literary unity while sim-
ultaneously reiterating his belief in a great Slavic nation:

Let us consider all Slavo-brothers as one nation [ndrod], one national tribe [ndrodni kmen] with
the Czechs. We Slovaks, Bohemians, Moravians, Silesians and in part Lusatians too have been
united together, as long as we can remember, by multiple corporeal and spiritual, national and
dialectical ties. (Kollar 1846, 124)
While Kollar’s place of birth qualifies him as a “Slovak,” Kollar’s own linguistic national-
ism accrued first to Slavdom, then to a Czechoslovak [Ceskoslowenské | bohmischslowa-
kische] tribe [kmen | Stamm [ ndrodni kmen], and only then to Slovakia. In
Wechselseitigkeit (1837, 24; 1844, 19) he wrote that “Carpathian Slovaks have had until
now nearly nothing of their own in literature, thus they were the first to stretch out their
hands to embrace all Slavs.” He later wrote that “the Slovak on his own does not have any-
thing in literature, or rather what he has, it is more Czechoslovak than Slovak proper”
(1846, 108).

Kollar’s linguistic nationalism, therefore, was Panslavic: he extolled the Slavic language,
posited multiple literary standardizations, and characterized standardized Czech, Russian,
Polish, etc. as “dialects.” He thought that Slavic libraries should compile “grammars and dic-
tionaries for each dialect,” and encouraged ardent Slavs to study them, recommending
several by name (1836, 49; 1837, 14; 1844, 95). He also urged Slavic patriots to read literary
works written in other dialects: “The Pole,” he argued (1837, 130; 1844, 99) should not be
“just a Pole, but Slavo-Pole, and study not just books of his own dialect, but also those of
the Russian, Bohemian and Serbian dialect.” To those who objected that “the great diversity
of Slavic alphabets will frighten many from Slavic reciprocity,” Kollar replied (1837, 88;
1844, 68) that a savant “who lacks the desire or energy to face difficulties with alphabets
...1s no great loss for the Slavic nation.” Kollar did, however, hope (1837, 127-128;
1844, 97) that Slavs might reform their spelling by adopting an “orthography resting on
the spirit of the Slavic language, or at least, for all those who use the same letters, whether
Latin or Cyrillic. Neither Magyar, nor Italian, nor the German language should have any
influence on Slavic orthography.” Such beliefs, incidentally, quintessentially represent “Pan-
slavism” as defined and discussed in this paper.

A surprising number of scholars seem unable to describe Kollar’s Panslavism without
disparaging it. Canadian-Slovak literary scholar Petro (1997, 58) wrote that Kollar “men-
tally lived in Slavdom, a beautiful but unrealistic fiction.” Slovak-American scholar
Mikus (1977, 75) wrote that “Kolldr was trying the impossible: to stop history.” An anon-
ymous reviewer in The Slavonic Review (1927, 342) wrote of “the naiveté which peeps out
in every sentence.” Thomas (2003, 43) dismissed “Kolldrian Panslavism” first as “a rein-
vented tradition without authentic origins,” later arguing (2007, 25) that “Kollar’s Pansla-
vism was [...] based on a dream of harmonious relations between brother Slavs rather than a
reflection of objective political reality.”

Kollar’s ideas about orthographic diversity within a single Slavic language have
attracted particular disdain. Canadian scholar Black (1975, 15) thought the orthographic
reform scheme showed where “the basic confusion of Kollar’s plan becomes apparent.”
The American historian Hans Kohn, born into Prague’s Jewish community, mocked “the
Kollar-inspired phantasy of one great Slav nation and one Slav language” (Kohn 1952,
40), since “by 1850 it had been generally accepted that the Slavic languages were indepen-
dent languages” (Kohn 1953, 20, 339).
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Slovak scholars seem particularly upset that Kollar rejected a distinctive Slovak
language. Slovak linguist Jona (1956, 141) thought that “restricting Slavic reciprocity to
four literatures was just dead theory,” while Pauliny (1948, 70), referring to the notion
of a single literature for Czechs and Slovaks, concluded: “Kollar did not understand that
such an artificial unification of literary languages is not possible.” Oravcovad (1994, 15—
18) dismissed reciprocity not only as “an unclear, fuzzy and elevated vision of Slavism
[...] contradictory to the real historical situation,” but as “a projection of values and
goals completely different from the actual needs and possibilities” that “operated dysfunc-
tionally and was abandoned in the [18]40s.”

Reluctance to treat Kollar’s Panslavism seriously might explain why scholars prefer to
describe Kolldr as positing multiple Slavic “nations,” rather than “tribes” of a single nation.
For example, Croatian historian Nik$a Stanc¢ié (1989, 109), claimed that Kolldr “grouped all
Slavs in only four literary languages, and, consequently, into four nations.” Kollar actually
posited one language with four dialects, spoken by one nation with four tribes. Haraksim
(2011, 108) simply substituted “nations” for Kollar’s Stimme when describing the “treatise
On the Literary Reciprocity Between the Slavic Tribes and Dialects (1836)” as “a pro-
gramme for co-operation between the Slavic nations.” Haraksim did not explain the discre-
pancy between Kolldr’s book title and the different content he ascribed to it, but elsewhere
drew attention to his lexical substitutions: he claimed (2011, 111) subsequent Slavic intel-
lectuals subordinated their ideals of Slavdom to “the interests of their ‘tribe’, i.e. nation,” or
alternatively to “the interests of their own tribe, i.e. nation.”

Indeed, some scholars have been so eager to conceal Kolldr’s Panslavism that they mis-
represent the title of his book. Radosavljevich (1919, 2: 211) translated it as “On the Lit-
erary Reciprocity between the Families and Dialects of the Slavic Nations.” Grigorieva
(2013, 20) gave “About literary mutuality between the Slavic nations and dialects.”
Thomas (2007, 25) not only gave plural “nations” but also misrepresented Mundarten as
“languages:” “Concerning the Reciprocity between the Various Tribes and Languages of
the Slavic Nations.”

Even scholars of Panslavism depict Kollar’s four “living educated dialects” [nynj
Zigjcjch ... ndvelj | jetzt lebenden gebildeteren Dialekte] as a taxonomy of “languages.”
Kohn (1953, 17) and Erickson (1964, 8) have Kollar posit multiple Slavic “languages,”
rather than dialects of a single Slavic language. Svolj$ak (2008, 277) similarly spoke of
the “Pan-Slavic ideas of Jdn Kolldr, who advocated the concept of four great Slavic
languages.” Miku$ (1977, 75) acknowledged Kollar’s belief in a single Slavic “nation,”
claiming that Kollar sought “to integrate all Slavs into one nation, but that nation would,
however, still speak four languages.” Oravcova (1994, 15), concentrating specifically on
Kollar’s Ceskoslowensky / bohmischslowakische tribe speaking its ceskoslowensky / boh-
mischslowakische dialect, similarly wrote that Kollar posited “one united, though non-
existent, Slavic tribe” speaking “one common united Czechoslovak language.” Koll4r actu-
ally associated the Czechoslovak tribe with a “dialect.”

Some of this confusion arises from linguistic jargon. Many scholars describe literary
standardization, that is, the rules and conventions defined in grammars and dictionaries,
with the term “literary language.” The “literary language” exists in implicit juxtaposition
with “spoken language” and does not necessarily imply any classificatory status in a lin-
guistic taxonomy. Under this definition, Sivri¢ (1975, 275) gave an accurate description:
“Kollér advocated that only four literary languages among the Slav nations should be devel-
oped and cherished.” Hordk (2007, 102) similarly described Kollar proposing four “written
languages,” elsewhere described as “literary forms.”
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Nevertheless, terms such as “literary languages” and “written languages” invite misun-
derstanding, since if the modifying adjective is omitted the “literary language” transforms
into a “language,” and thus something grander than a mere “dialect.” Hordk (2004, 109),
for example, had explicitly collapsed “literary languages” into “languages” in a previous
work: he listed Kollar’s “four Slavic literary languages” as “the Russian, Polish, Czech
[sic] and Illyrian languages.” A “‘standardization” or “codification” would more unambi-
giously differentiate its referent from the imagined dichotomy between “languages” and
“dialects.” Alternatively, since Kolldr associated the “literary forms” with the “dialects”
of the Slavic “language,” perhaps one might usefully characterize them as “literary dialects”
(Maxwell 2003).

The terms “literary language” and “standard language” (implicitly juxtaposed with
spoken language) so strongly connote the classificatory status of a “language” (implicitly
juxtaposed to a “dialect”) that the semantic conflation runs in both directions. Mogu$
(1995, 167) treated Kolldr’s normative proposal for four literary standardizations as a lin-
guistic taxonomy: he wrote that for Kolldr “there were four literary idioms in the Slavic
world.” Herrity (1992, 164) also spoke about Kollar’s “four Slavonic literary languages.”
Kollér in fact recognized that more than four standardizations existed, and believed their
profusion problematic. Kollar wrote not that there were four standardizations, but rather
that their number ought to be reduced to four.

Many scholars concede that Kollar used the term “dialect,” yet impose their own termi-
nology in explanatory parentheses. In a 1956 article, Slovak linguist Jéna (1956, 141)
ascribed to Kollar the belief that “the Slovak dialect (that is, the Slovak language), is
rich, succinct, melodious, clean and well-preserved,” even after acknowledging in the pre-
vious paragraph on the same page that Kollar’s reciprocity posited “four tribes with their
dialects and literatures (Russian, Polish, Czech [sic] and Illyrian).” In 2008, American
Slavist Cooper (2008, 312) followed J6na in acknowledging Kollar’s belief in a “Slovak
dialect,” but also followed J6na by inserting parenthetical misinformation: “Kollar recog-
nized what the loss of a dialect (that is, a language) would mean.” Jéna and Cooper’s ter-
minological clarifications find their mirror reflection in the work of Slovak linguist Blanar
(2002, 150), who in 1993 preferred to describe Kollar’s belief in “a distinct Slavic language
(‘dialect’).” Meanwhile, Rosenbaum (1993, 123) substituted both linguistic and ethno-
graphic terminology when describing Kollar’s “agitated patriotism” for “his ‘tribe,’
‘dialect,” i.e. nation and language” [svoj kmeri, ndrelie, t. j. ndrod a jazyk]. In the
context of a linguistic classification, the pairs “dialect/language” are not stylistic alterna-
tives, but categories loaded with such different social significance that they approach
binary opposites. Scholars who substitute one for the other do not clarify, they mislead.

In addition to substituting “language” and “nation” for Kollar’s “dialect” and “tribe,”
scholars also substitute Kollar’s ethnonyms. Kollar, recall, had posited Polish, Illyrian,
Russian, and Czechoslovak dialects. Russian and Polish do not cause problems. Nor, sur-
prisingly, does the adjective “Illyrian [illyrské / Illyrischen],” even if scholars sometimes
add supplementary explanations. Baer (2014, 20), for example, characterized Kollar’s tax-
onomy as a single Slavic nation divided “into four branches or groups according to the lin-
guistic differences between Polish, Russian, Czecho-Slovak and Illyrian (South Slavic);”
and Auty (1952, 88) listed “Russian, Illyrian (no doubt S$tokavic Serbo-Croatian is
meant), Polish and Czechoslovak (i.e. literary Czech).” The aforementioned Sivri¢
(1975, 275) listed Kollar’s “literary languages” as “Russian, Czech, Polish, and Illyrian
or Yugoslav.” Gasten Dorren’s popular guide to European languages (2014, 134), some-
what more problematically, characterized Kolldr’s taxonomy as “Russian, Polish, Czecho-
slovak and, lastly, what you might call Yugoslav or South Slavic.”
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Kollér’s belief in a “Czechoslovak dialect,” however, evidently disturbs scholars not
only because of the word “dialect,” but also because of the word “Czechoslovak.”
Several have simply replaced the offending ethnonym with “Czech.” Horak (2004, 109)
translated Kollar’s ceskoslowenské / bohmischslowakischen as “Czech.” So did the histor-
ians Hill (1951, 18), Jelavich and Jelavich (1977, 271), Sutherland (1981, 146), Ference
(1995, 49), Magocsi (2004, 25), Tafra (2006, 45), and Iveti¢ (2012, 100). Even if Czecho-
slovakism ultimately failed, scholars ought to acknowledge its existence in historical docu-
ments: if Kolldr posited a “Czechoslovak™ linguistic unit, it should not be described as
“Czech.”

Ljudevit Gaj as Kollar’s faithful disciple

Kollar’s disciples suffer a similar misrepresentation in the historiography. Ljudevit Gaj
(1809-1872) was born to non-Croatian parents living on the Croatian side of the modern
Slovene—Croatian frontier. He studied law in Graz, Budapest, and Leipzig. After graduating,
he settled in Zagreb. He is best remembered for an influential Croatian newspaper he founded
in 1835. Known initially as the Novine Horvatzke [Croatian News], it was renamed llirske
novine [Illyrian News] in 1836, and Narodne novine [National News] in 1843. The paper
boasted an important literary supplement, variously known as the Danicza Horvatzka, Sla-
vonzka y Dalmatinzka [Croatian, Slavonian and Dalmatian Morning Star], the Danica Hor-
vatska, Slavonska i Dalmatinska, and the Danica Ilirska [Illyrian Morning Star] (Zivanéevié
and Franges 1975; Coha 2009). For simplicity’s sake, the text will throughout refer to the
literary supplement as Danica. References provide exact titles.

Gaj borrowed much of his Panslavism from Kollar, whom he met in Budapest as an
impressionable student. Gaj’s national and linguistic ideas reflected his mentor’s influence
throughout his active life. Gaj also tirelessly promoted Kollar’s literary works to Croatian
audiences. He praised Kollar as a “highly-educated Slav” and reproduced his four-fold tax-
onomy of the Slavic dialects (Gaj 1835b). His journal also published a translated summary
of Slavic Reciprocity (“Ivan Kolar” 1836), and translations of Kollar’s poetry (Zdencanin
1837; see also Horvat 1975, 84-88; Jankovi¢ 1997, 72-74).

Gaj clearly showed his debt to Kollar when discussing orthographic questions. Gaj
(1830) began his career as a spelling reformer with his influential primer of 1830, published
bilingually in Slavic and German as the Kratka osnova Horvatsko-slavenskoga pravopi-
saria / Kurzer Entwurf einer kroatisch-slavischen Orthographie [“Brief Outline of a Croa-
tian-Slavic Orthography],” hereafter the Kratka osnova. He also discussed orthographic
questions in a German-language manuscript dated to 1830/1831, recently transcribed by
Stanci¢ (2005) and published by the Croatian Academy of Sciences under the Croatian
title “Spis o hrvatskom jeziku i knjiZevnosti,” hereafter Gaj’s “Manuscript.” A few years
later, Gaj (1835a) returned to such questions with his essay “Pravopisz [Orthography],”
published over three issues of Danica. The following year, he indirectly authorized yet
another orthography by publishing Babukié’s (1836a, 1836b) “Basic grammar for the Ill-
yrian Dialect of Slavic,” over six issues of Danica. Gaj endorsed different conventions
in these various texts, and an exhaustive treatment of his orthographic ideas lies beyond
the scope of this investigation. In all his linguistic works, however, Gaj remained consistent
about his Panslavism.

The Kratka osnova echoing Kollar’s call for Slavs to read books in other dialects, pro-
posed an orthography that would resemble those used elsewhere in the Slavic world:

The educated Bohemian and Pole feels Pan-Slavism (i.e. the inner desire to bring all Slavic
brothers to linguistic-literary unity) too deeply for us to abandon hope that a Croatian book,
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written with this rational orthography, can be read in Bohemia and Poland, etc. [originally

printed in italics for emphasis] (Kratka osnova 1830, 22/23)
Gaj (1830, 10/11) also followed Kollér in rejecting the influence of “Magyar or any other
foreign orthography,” invoking instead the example of “educated Slavic brothers of the
Latin script.” After a brief survey of Czech, Polish, and Lusatian orthography, he proposed
adopting diacritical marks “already used by the Poles, Bohemians, and with them the Mor-
avians and Slovaks, who have already erected a very admirable literature” (20/21). The
Kratka Osnova specifically advocated the letters C and §, today used in Croatian, Slove-
nian, Czech, and Slovak, as well as D and N where contemporary Croats use D/Dj and
Nj. In “Pravopisz” (1835a, 48) Gaj similarly called for spelling that showed “the kinship
of our dialect with other Slavic dialects [rodbinztva nashega narechja z drugimi Szlovenz-
koga narechjil],” specifically discussing Polish, Czech, and Lusatian usage, and rejecting
the influence of Hungarian orthography. If Gaj thought Polish and Czech were “dialects,”
his understanding of the “language” can be presumed Slavic.

Kollar’s linguistic taxonomy of the Slavic world informed Gaj’s. In the Kratka osnova,
Gaj (1830, 22/23) refers to “the Slavic language [slavenski jezik / slavischen Sprache],”
divided into “four main dialects [Cetvera glavna narecja | vier Hauptdialekte].” While
one paragraph in Kratka osnova inconsistently posited the “Croatian language [kroatische
Sprache]” in the German text but the “Croatian dialect [horvatskem narecju]” in the
Slavic text, Gaj elsewhere (1830, 14/15, 8/9) not only invoked “the Croatian dialect [hor-
vatskem nareju | kroatischen Mundart],” but contrasted “our dialect [nasem narecju /
unserem Dialekte]” with “other Slavic dialects” [drugih naredjih slavenskeh / andern sla-
vischen Mundarten]. Much as Kolldr saw Slovaks as part of a greater Czechoslovak
“national tribe” within Slavdom, Gaj also imagined Croatia as part of a larger tribe, itself
subsumed within a Slavic whole. In the Kratka osnova, Gaj (1830, 22/23) specifically
appealed to “our brave brothers in Styria and Carniola” to put aside the “false patriotism”
of Slovene particularism: “only in this way can we with happy confidence expect that the
great Slavic language with all its varieties will coalesce.” In the Manuscript, furthermore,
Gaj (183071831, 290) proclaimed the existence of “only one south-Slav dialect [siidsla-
vischen Dialekt] which divides into three subdialects [Unterdialekte], namely, Wendish,
Serbian, and Croatian.”

Gaj hoped to reduce the diversity of literary codifications, but expected each “dialect” to
have its own literary standard. In “Pravopisz,” for example, Gaj (1835a, 39) called for “one
orthography for our dialect” [jeden pravopisz nashim narechjam). In the Manuscript, Gaj
(1830/1831, 291) posited a “subdialect” with its own “written language,” lamented “the
division of the Croatian written language [kroatische Schriftsprache] into three varieties,”
and called for a “Pan-Croatian written language [pankroatische Schriftsprache]” because
“the Croatian subdialect [kroatische Unterdialekt] could only reach its perfection from a
literary perspective” by adopting a single standard.

Gaj’s ethnographic thinking also proved rigorously Panslavic: he consistently spoke of
a single Slavic nation. The Kratka osnova posited “our Slavic nation [narod nas slavenski /
Slaven Nazion, unsere slavische Nazion],” never a “Croatian nation” (Gaj 1830, 20/21, 3).
The Manuscript spoke of the “Croatian branch of Slavic [kroatische Slawenzweige),” later
specifying “two Slavic subtribes [slawische Unterstimme], namely the subtribe of the
Croats and of the Serbs” (Gaj 1830/1831, 48). The “Pravopisz,” posited “our Slavic
nation [nashega Szlavskoga naroda]” (Gaj 1835a, 48).

Documenting Gaj’s taxonomy of “tribes” proves more challenging. Gaj generally
avoided the word “koléni,” the word Danica used to translate Kollar’s kmen / Stamm
(Kolar 1836; Danica 1837). The 1845 Serbian translation of Kolldr, however, used the
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word plemena (Kollar 1845), and Gaj (1835c¢, 88) also described the Illyrians as “a great
tribe” [jedno veliko pleme], and, in a historical essay (1839, 46, 47), as “a Slavic tribe”
[pleme slavjanske] subsumed within “the Slavic nation” [narod Slavjanski]. The Kratka
osnova, however, enumerated no subdivisions of the Slavic nation; it merely mentioned
non-Croatian Slavic “brothers” (Gaj 1835a, 2/3, 7, 21). In “Pravopisz” Gaj (1835a, 48,
39) not only spoke of “brothers,” but proposed a vague metaphor about “four great Slavic
streams which flow into the common Slavic sea.” Such formulae are less explicit than
Kollar’s, but articulate the same basic idea of a single Slavic nation with four main tribes.

Scholars prove as reluctant to acknowledge Gaj’s Panslavism as Kollar’s. Stancié, dis-
cussing Kolldr’s influence on the Kratka osnova, placed Gaj’s words in parentheses but
substituted his own words for his analysis:

Gaj showed that he again accepted the four-fold structure of Kollar’s classification of the Slavic
languages and Peoples. He divided the Slavs into four nations (“tribes”) and thought they could
be united into four literary languages (“dialects™). (Stanci¢ 1990, 59)

Stallaerts (2010, 195) wrote that “Ljudevit Gaj believed the national Croatian identity could
only be preserved through the creation of a common language.” A multi-author History of
Yugoslavia (Dedijer 1974, 304, 301) declared that “Illyrism’s historical message was the
creation, under its standard, of modern Croatian national ideology,” concluding that Gaj
composed a “reformed Croatian orthography.” While Gaj indeed reformed Croatian
orthography, he did so for an ideology nationally “Slavic” and tribally “Illyrian,” not
“Croatian.”

Several scholars obscure Gaj’s Panslavism by misrepresenting the title of his book. In
Gaj’s work, the titular adjectives Horvatsko-slavenskoga | kroatisch-slavischen clearly
mean “Croatian-Slavic:” just as Gaj’s thought generally drew on Kollar’s, his dual ethno-
nym evoked those Kollar had advocated. Many scholars translate it correctly, but several,
apparently uncomfortable with Gaj’s unfamiliar ethnonym, dispense with the inconvenient
second half. Goldstein (1999, 60) claimed that “in 1830 Gaj wrote Kratka osnova hrvatskog
pravopisa (Foundations of Croatian Orthography),” and Mogus§ (1995, 162) discussed the
“Kratka osnova horvatskog pravopisana” (A Short Outline of Croatian [i.e. Kaikavian]
orthography). Other scholars, either exploiting or confused by the resemblance between
“Slavic” [slavenski / slavisch] and “Slavonian” [slavonski / slawonisch], have Gaj articulate
not Croatian-Slavic but “Croatian-Slavonian” sentiment. Croatian-Australian scholar Zlatar
(1995, 390) gave the title of Gaj’s pamphlet as “A Brief Outline of Croatian-Slavonian
Orthography,” and Croatian ethnographer Zmega& (2004, 36) as “Brief Basics of
Croatian-Slavonian Grammar.” British Slavist Hawkesworth (2007, 45) gave “A Short
Basis of Croato-Slavonian Orthography,” and Serbian historian and public intellectual
Dedijer (1974, 301), “A Short Basis of Croato-Slavonian Orthography.” Eccentrically,
Kohn (1953, 60) treated slavenskoga / slavischen as “Slovene” yielding a “Short Outline
of Croat-Slovene Orthography.”

Note that Gaj’s usage of the word slavenski to mean “Slavic” rather than “Slavonian”
conforms to the definitions given in both Giuseppe Voltiggi’s Ricsoslovnik (1803, 492, 494)
and Sulek’s Deutsch-Kroatisches Worterbuch (1860, 3: 1685). No entries for “Slavonian”
or “Slovene” appear in Karadzié’s Rjecnik (1818, 770), MaZurani¢ and UZarevié’s Worter-
buch (1842, 334, 482), or Veseli¢’s Récnik (1854, 3: 773). Nevertheless, all contemporary
dictionaries with relevant entries render Gaj’s slavenski as “Slavic.”

Scholars more readily acknowledge Gaj’s Slavism in a national context. Gaj’s nation-
alism was not Croatian-particularist; indeed, Gaj’s national concepts are often seen, with
considerable justification, as proto-Yugoslav. Nevertheless, most scholars fail to see the
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Panslavism in Gaj’s linguistic ideas. Though Gaj (1830, 22/23), like Kolldr, unambiguously
posited “four main dialects, whose literatures [...] will be the common property of all
Slavs,” American linguist Robert Greenberg (2004, 25) acknowledged that Gaj “accepted
the notions of Pan-Slavism,” yet claimed nevertheless that “for Gaj, four main Slavic
languages existed.” Jonke (1976, 66), simultaneously misrepresenting both Kolldr and
Gaj, wrote that “under the influence of the Slovak Jan Kolldr, Ljudevit Gaj adopted the
thesis that there are four Slavic languages.” Zlatar (1997, 1: 170), meanwhile, explained
Gaj’s ideas correctly, but felt the urge to denigrate them: “Gaj regarded all the Slavs as a
single people,” according to Zlatar, because he was “basing himself on Koll4r’s erroneous
belief that there is only a single Slavic language with four main dialects.” Gaj’s espousal of
Slavic unity, both ethnographic and linguistic, put him at odds with contemporary ideas
about Croatia, and modern scholars evidently do not like it.

Ludovit Stir as Kollar’s renegade disciple

Historiography proves no more capable of reproducing the Panslavism of Pudovit Stir
(1815-1856). Stir was born in a small mountain town in the west of today’s Slovakia.
Like Kolldr and Gaj, he attended university in Germany, and, in his youth, articulated a
similar Panslavism. Visiting Saxony, he urged Sorbian intellectuals to “nurture reciprocity,
[...] unite with us so that you become powerful through this bond” (Nowotny 1965, 186;
Kunze 1999, 193). Teaching at the Lutheran lyceum in Bratislava (Pozsony/Pressburg), he
assigned Kollar’s Sidwy dcera to students, participated in a “Czecho-Slav” literary society,
and helped establish a Serbian reading room (Milojkovié¢-Djuri¢ 1994, 21-26; Slovensky
biograficky slovnik 1987, 5: 532). Stir (1837) also wrote about Slovak folksongs for
Gaj’s Danica. Indeed, two years later Danica (1839, 91) vividly illustrated the cosmopoli-
tan literary Panslavism of the era by publishing a series of Lusatian-Sorbian letters thanking
Stiir for introducing them to Kollar’s poetry.

Hungarian political circumstances eventually led Stir to propose a new codification of
Slovak. In 1840, after Kramarcsik (1840) attacked the “Czech-Slav Heroes of Panslavism”
in the influential Hungarian newspaper Tdrsalkodd, Count Kérolyi Zay, a particularly vig-
orous advocate of Magyarization (1841), led a committee to expunge Panslavism from
Hungarian schools (Gogoldk 1969, 2: 142). Stir’s outspoken defense of Slavic linguistic
rights (1843), published under the pen-name “ein Ungarische Slawe [A Hungarian
Slav],” contributed to his sacking in December 1843. Stir decided that Slovaks needed a
distinctively Hungarian literary standard to appease the Magyars. As Stir wrote to a
Czech journalist, Slovaks had to counter Magyar reproaches that:

we, living here [in Hungary], do not act like we live here, in that we deliver our literature to the
Czechs, unify with them politically, and even that we may have no rights to liberation for our
nationality in Hungary, because it is foreign. (Stir 1848, 89)

Stir hoped a consciously Hungarian literary standard would calm Magyar fears. As Stir
subsequently argued (1847, 869)

from the point of view of our written language we are domesticated in our homeland. [...] We
are already, and wish to remain, at home; but we will see that our neighbors, and particularly
our Magyars, will welcome us home.

Stiir also hoped that Slovak Catholics and Slovak Protestants might better resist the pressure
to Magyarize if they would combine their literary efforts. While hopes of reconciliation
with Magyarizing patriots went unfulfilled, Stdr’s initiative helped bridge the confessional

gap between Slovak Lutherans and Catholics (Locher 1931, 139-208; Maxwell 2009, 117-
140).
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After consulting with various Catholic and Lutheran literati, Stir and his colleagues
introduced a new literary Slovak in 1843. Stir promoted the new standardization in his
newspaper, the Slovenskje ndrodrije novini [Slovak National News]. A few years later,
Stiir further supported the new codification by publishing a grammar book, Nauka redi slo-
venskej [Handbook of the Slovak re¢] (1846a) and a pamphlet (1846b) Ndredja slovenskuo
alebo potreba pisaiije v tomto ndrecje [The Slovak Dialect, or the Need to Write in this
Dialect, hereafter Ndrecja slovenskuo). Stir’s codification estranged him from Kollar
(1846), who published a collection of essays denouncing Star’s initiative, prompting an
angry rebuttal from one of Stir’s collaborators (Hurban 1846). The bitter polemic cast a
long shadow on Slovak—Czech relations.

Stir’s argument with Kollar has obscured their extensive common ground. Just as
Kollar (1836, 39) posited a “many-tribed Slavic nation [mnohokmeného ndrodu slaws-
kéhol,” Stir's Ndrecja slovenskuo (1846b, 10) argued that “tribalism [kmenovitot] (die
Gliederung in Stdmme, divisio in stirpes)” affected the Slavs more than “any other
nation.” Stiir also described his work as “a book about Slavic reciprocity” (Ambru§
1953, 1: 108).

Yet where Kolldr classified Slovaks as a sub-category of the Czechoslovak “national
tribe” of the Slavic nation, Stir characterized Slovaks as a distinct Slavic tribe, speaking
its own distinct dialect. As Stir put it (1846b, 51), “We Slovaks are a tribe and as a
tribe, we have our own dialect, which is different and distinct from Czech [Mi Slovdci
sme kmen a jako kmen mdme viastnuo ndredja, ktoruo je od Ceskjeho odchodnuo a rozd-
Jjelnol.” More generally, Stir (1846b, 13) rejected Kollar’s four-fold division of Slavic
tribes/dialects, positing 11 different Slavic tribes, each with a distinct dialect, including
“we Slovaks with our own Slovak dialect” [mi Slovdci s naSim vlastnim Slovenskim
ndre¢im). Both Stir and Kollar thus believed in a single Slavic nation divided into
tribes, and a single Slavic language divided into dialects. Stir broke with Kollar only
about the number of dialects.

Stir proved central to Slovakia’s national politics. He played an important role during
the 1848 revolution, participating actively in the Prague Panslav congress and helping
organize the so-called Slovak volunteers, who fought Kossuth’s short-lived regime
(Danildk 1997). His grammatical ideas also influenced the influential Slovak linguist
Martin Hattala, the oft-neglected definitive codifier of literary Slovak. Stdr is a national
hero in the Slovak Republic. The town of Stirovo is named after him; so is the department
of linguistics at Comenius University in Bratislava. His face adorns the 10 crown banknote
from the first Slovak republic, the 50 crown banknote from Communist Czechoslovakia,
and the 500 crown banknote from the second Slovak republic. Stir’s status as a Slovak
national hero, however, probably encourages scholars to ignore his Panslavism.

Stdr has most baffled scholars by using the word ndredja to describe what scholars now
prefer to call the Slovak “language.” Scholars have often responded by simply pretending
that Stiir’s text conforms to their expectations. For example, Slovak linguist Dorula (2011,
3, 5) wrote that Stdr had “scientifically formulized the essential relationship between Slovak
and Czech as two similar, yet distinct Slavic languages,” treating as factual “Stiir’s scientific
finding that Slovak is a separate Slavic language.” When citing Stir, Slovak linguist Kacala
(1986, 131, 132) repeatedly inserted the bracketed comment “[read: language]” whenever
Stir used the word “dialect.” Czech scholars Dorovsky (2004, 36) and Dolansky (1963,
128) preferred to add the comment “i.e. language,” Dorovsky with and Dolansky
without parentheses. In a commentary on Star’s grammar, Slovak linguists Jéna and
Durovi¢ (2006, 12) equated Stdr’s phrase “distinct dialect [zvldSno ndredja]” with
“language.” Petro (1997, 67) acknowledged that “Slavophiles considered Slavdom a
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nation and the Slavic languages dialects,” but, when discussing Stur, opined nevertheless
that: “the word ‘dialect,” as he used it, meant ‘language’.” American historian Agnew
(1992, 28), finally, wrote that Stir “insisted that Czech and Slovak were two separate dis-
tinct languages (though he still used the word ‘ndrecie’ [sic]).” Agnew offered no expla-
nation why Stir would use the word “dialect” if he intended a different meaning: he
simply proclaimed Stir’s belief in Slovak language-hood while citing textual evidence to
the contrary.

Several scholars conceal Stir’s Slavism by mistranslating the title of Stiir’s polemical
pampbhlet, Ndrecja slovenskuo alebo potreba pisarije v tomto ndredje. Scholars have var-
iously rendered the word ndrecja as “speech” (De Bray 1980, 132), “idiom” (Pech 1970,
720), or “orthography” (Seton-Watson 1908, 80). At least four works, two from linguists
(Burke 1987, 203; Sussex and Cubberly 2006, 103) and two from historians (Brock
1976, 48; Felak 1994, 7), have translated the title as “The Slovak Tongue or the Necessity
of Writing in this Tongue,” and it is worth pointing out that the Slavic words for “tongue,”
Czech/Slovak jazyk and Croatian/Serbian/Slovene jezik, also mean “language.” Other scho-
lars have straightforwardly mistranslated ndrecje as “language.” Slovak-Canadian scholar
Kirschbaum (1995, 100, 2014, xxxvi) and Slovak-British historian Teich (1998, 379) both
translated the title of Stir’s work as “the Slovak Language or the Need to Write in this
Language.” Slovak historian Kovac¢ (2011, 125) gave “The Slovak language and the
need to write in it,” and Slovak historians Miku§ (1977, 76) and Bartl (2002, 96) “the
Slovak Language or the Necessity of Writing in this Language.”

Scholars have also repeatedly mistranslated the word ndrecje when quoting the afore-
mentioned key passage in Stir’s argument “Mi Slovdci sme kmen a jako kmen mdme viast-
nuo ndrecja.” To support the contention that Stir “advocated a separate Slovak language”
and “argued that Slovaks constituted a nation,” Berend (2003, 57), using quotation marks
("), cited Stir as saying: “we have our own language, which is quite separate from the
Czech.” Brock (1976, 48, 80) cited the same passage as: “We Slovaks are a tribe and as
a tribe we have our own language,” admitting in a footnote that “dialect” would be a
“more exact” translation. Why would any scholar consciously choose a less exact trans-
lation? I suggest that “dialect” is not a “more exact” translation of ndredja, but rather the
“correct” translation (§imk0 1991, 277; Trnka 1992, 215).

Scholars writing in Slovak cannot easily hide behind inaccurate translations, so they
insert specious “clarifications” or “corrections” into the passages they cite. Jéna (1985,
86) claimed that “the main argument according to Stir is that the Slovaks are a tribe (i.e.
a nation) and as a tribe they have their own dialect (i.e. language), which is different and
distinct from Czech.” When Blandr (1993) summarized Stur’s belief that “the spiritual
form of a nation is its dialect (which means language in Stir’s terminology),” he justified
only his linguistic terminological substitution, not his ethnographic substitution. Cambel
(1987, 2: 721) claimed that Stdr tried “to emphasize the main idea of his work, that
Slovaks are a distinct nation and as a nation have their own language (in the terminology
of the day ‘tribe’ and ‘dialect’)” [Slovdci si osobitny ndrod a ako ndrod maji svoj
viastny jazyk (v dobovej terminoldgii “kmen” a “nare¢ie”)]. How can contemporary scho-
lars analyze Stir’s Panslavism if contemporary “terminology” prevents the concept from
being articulated?

Even scholars who cite the passage accurately seem unable to digest its contents. Tibor
Pichler’s chapter on “the idea of Slovak language-based nationalism” (1994, 40) cited cor-
rectly, then commented that Stir, “the theoretician of language and nation,” argued from
“one fundamental motive, namely, the will to be a nation.” Why, then, did Stir describe
Slovaks as a “tribe”? Horak (2003, 102) cited the key passage from Stir’s book without
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any lexical substitution, though he did modernize the orthography. In the immediately fol-
lowing sentence, however, Hordk described Stir’s passage as a “declaration of an indepen-
dent Slovak language.” Horak offers no explanation why Stir would have chosen to declare
the independent Slovak language as a “dialect.” Perhaps Pichler and Hordk implicitly
accepted Cambel’s theory of terminological transformation?

Surprisingly, the theory of terminological transformation has attracted serious scholarly
attention. Slovak linguist Vincent Blandr, in a specialist study for the “Czechoslovak
Journal of Terminology,” proposed a chronology for this supposed semantic shift, at
least in linguistic contexts. In the 1860s and 1870s, Blanar declared:

the semantic meaning of the word ndrecie was simplified. While in Stir’s era the meaning
“language [jazyk, Sprache]” dominated, in the 1860s and 1870s this meaning decreased to
an archaism. The basic meaning of the word became “dialect” [Dialekt, Mundart], which cor-
responds to the present state of affairs. (Blanar 1963, 265)

Rather than use modern terminology to express an archaic Panslav nationalism, Blandr
argued, Stir used archaic terminology to express modern Slovak nationalism. Stir’s
beliefs supposedly conform to twentieth and twenty-first century notions, only his vocabu-
lary was unfamiliar.

Blanar’s theory of terminological transformation has the virtue of falsifiability. If the
meaning of the word ndrecja had actually changed relative to the Latin and German, that
change would have left traces in the historical record. Blanar’s hypothesis implies, for
example, that Stir would have described French, Italian, and Spanish as ndrecja. In
Ndredja slovenskuo, however, Stir (1846b, 44) insisted that the Romance languages
are “proper languages and not dialects [ndrecja], just as e.g. the French, Spanish and
Italian nations are proper nations [ndrodi].” Discussing Italian, he spoke of “Genoan,
Paduan, and Bolonan dialects [genuézko, Padudnko, Boloriézko ndrecja]” (1846b, 43).
Stiir used similar terminology discussing Germanic languages: “The Scandinavians
and the English [...] are not Germanic tribes [germanskje kmeni], but Germanic
nations [germanskje ndrodi]” (1846b, 37) Stir claimed, “therefore, a Germanic nation
[ndrod Germanski] neither is nor will be developed into tribes, since it has not
divided itself into dialects” (1846b, 39). When discussing England, France, Germany,
and Italy, therefore, Stir used the words narece and kmen in conformity with modern
usage.

Dictionary definitions also suggest Stiir’s contemporaries used the term ndrecje with its
familiar modern meaning. Blanar argued that the meaning “Dialekt, Mundart” appeared
only in the 1860s, but a multilingual dictionary by Juraj Palkovic, Stir’s teacher and
mentor at the Lutheran school in Bratislava, defined Ndrecj as “Mundart” and “dialectus”
(1820, 1: 1036). Kollar’s works, appearing in both Slavic and German, also spectacularly
contradict Blandr’s hypothesis of semantic change. Most damagingly, however, Stir
himself (1846b, 10) translated ndrecja into Latin and German as “dialectus, Mundart.”
§t1’1r, therefore, did not use familiar words with archaic meanings, he used familiar words
with familiar meanings to express a Panslavic nationalism that, however archaic,
however unfamiliar or unpalatable to contemporary scholars, enjoyed great currency
among nineteenth-century Slavic intellectuals.

In short, scholars of Slovak history and language, even those familiar with nineteenth-
century Panslavism, appear unwilling to acknowledge Stir’s Slavism. Scholars prepared to
substitute key words in a direct quotation, of course, can attribute any opinion to any his-
torical figure. Conceptual and lexical substitution has thus let scholars attribute to Stdr a
more recognizable Slovak particularist nationalism, concealing his Panslavism.
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Explaining consistent mistranslations

What does this shameful parade of scholarly mistranslations signify? Scholars are human, and
make mistakes. Several readers, both friendly and hostile, have pointed out errors in my own
published works. Nevertheless, the mistranslations discussed above follow a pattern. Scholars
use the word “language” to translate Kollar’s ndrecj / Dialekt / Mundart, Gaj’s narecje / nar-
echje / Dialekt / Mundart, and Stir's ndredja / dialectus / Mundart, but do not use the word
“dialect” in place of jazyk / jezik / Sprache. Scholars use the word “nation” to translate
Kollar’s kmen / ndrodni kmen / Stamm, Gaj’s plemen, and Star’s kmen / Stamm, but do not
use the word “tribe” in place of ndrod /narod/ Volk / Nation. Scholars are evidently unwilling
to acknowledge that historical actors believed in a single Slavic nation, or in a single Slavic
language. In short, scholarly mistranslations, both ethnographic and linguistic, efface
Panslavism.

Significantly, scholars demonstrably impose contemporary national categories not
merely to describe the putative ethnographic or linguistic reality, but when summarizing
the beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions of historical actors. Stan¢i¢ and Haraksim, for
example, replaced “tribes” with “nations” when discussing Kollar’s “ideas” and “pro-
gramme,” Jonke and Greenberg replaced “dialect” with “language” when discussing
Gaj’s “notions” and “thesis,” and Cambel and Pichler replaced “dialect” with “language”
when discussing Stir’s “main idea” and “fundamental motive.” Even scholars persuaded
about the objective reality of the Croatian language and Slovak languages must, I
suggest, acknowledge that Kollar, Gaj, and Stdr articulated other ideas.

Why has recent scholarship been so reluctant to acknowledge Panslavism? Part of the
problem may lie in the habit of modernizing texts for contemporary readers. Central Euro-
pean scholars routinely “correct” or “modernize” archaic spellings; the style guide of at
least one Central European journal advises “lexical change” if old texts use “inappropriate
words” (Klime§ 1954). Some changes indeed seem relatively harmless. Kolldr’s epic poem
Slawy dcera, for example, is routinely reprinted and described in the secondary literature as
Sldvy dcera (with v). Goldstein, as noted above, transformed Gaj’s pravopisaria into pra-
vopisa, and Hordk changed Stir’s viastnuo ndredj to viastné ndrecie. Perhaps the habit of
“correcting” or “modernizing” archaic orthography trains scholars to take similar liberties
with archaic ideas? Thus scholars “correct” or “modernize” Horvatsko-slavenskoga into
hrvatskog, ndrecj into jazyk, and kmen into ndrod.

Modern nationalism presumably plays a role as well. Rewriting documents to make his-
torical figures anachronistically conform to modern national concepts obviously helps legit-
imize contemporary political structures. Stir’s Panslavism, for example, may embarrass
Slovak patriots who wish to claim him as a national hero. How can the linguistic division
of the Slovak Academy of Sciences bear the name of a man who did not believe in a Slovak
language? Slovak nationalists thus have obvious motives for replacing Stir’s Panslavism
with Slovak particularism. Croatian nationalists have similar motives for replacing Gaj’s
Panslavism with Croatian particularism.

Nevertheless, nationalist agendas provide only a partial explanation for the parade of
mistranslations. Modern nationalists, in central Europe or in a diaspora, might wish to
ignore nineteenth-century Panslavism, and ascribe other national ideologies to Panslav
authors. Neither consideration, however, explains mistranslations in the work of Ivan
Berend, a Hungarian scholar who moved to Los Angeles after the collapse of Communism,
or Peter Brock, an English-Canadian scholar who studied in Poland before settling in
Toronto. Scholars based in Central Europe, furthermore, might find it professionally
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expedient to leave institutional nationalism unchallenged without espousing that national-
ism themselves.

Anachronism provides a more general explanation for mistranslations: scholars are ret-
roactively imposing contemporary national categories onto historical figures. Modern scho-
lars no longer see Slovaks and Croats as tribes of a Slavic nation, nor Slovak and Croat as
dialects of a single Slavic language. Historical figures born in what is now Slovakia or
Croatia are retroactively ascribed to Slovak or Croatian history, thus their linguistic nation-
alism, even if Panslav in content, retroactively becomes “Slovak” or “Croatian” linguistic
nationalism. Unproblematized belief in modern taxonomies of nationhood and language-
hood thus apparently prevents scholars from acknowledging contrary taxonomies, even
as reported speech. A similar tendency toward anachronistic classification perhaps also
explains why scholars transformed Kolldr’s adjective Ceskoslowenské / bohmischslowa-
kische into the significantly different ethnonym “Czech.”

A new look at nineteenth-century Slavic thought is necessary. Scholars must restore
Panslavism to its proper place in the history of Slavic nationalisms. Rethinking the
history of Slavic linguistic thought offers particularly rich possibilities for intellectual
history, if only because social scientists and historians have until now mostly abandoned
the field to linguists. Linguists are trained to evaluate linguistic ideas in terms of correct-
ness, an irrelevant yardstick for studying ideologies of linguistic nationalism. Historians,
I suggest, are better suited to analyze Panslavism as an instance of unsuccessful nationalist
mobilization. Nevertheless, both linguists and historians apparently have difficulty analyz-
ing failed linguistic concepts, which has harmed the scholarly literature. Scholars re-exam-
ining Panslavism should, therefore, base their accounts on primary sources as much as
possible. The extant literature, prone to interpret Panslav scholars in light of subsequent
national categories, has misrepresented their thought, routinely falsifying quotations from
primary sources. The scholarly literature on Panslavism, and particularly the linguistic
aspects of Panslavism, is demonstrably unreliable.
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