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the author for: the first time. Among all the monographs and papers dealing with the
Slovene dialects of Carinthia, Karni¢ar’s description of the Obirsko dialect 1s not only the
most extensive, but also the most original.

Gerhard Neweklowsky, University of Klagenfurt.

NOTE

1. Titles of sections, chapters, etc. are here all translated into English.
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Heinz-Dieter Pohl’s Concise Carinthian Dialect Study with Dictionary 1s of interest to
scholars concerned with the Slovene language for three reasons. First, the historical
development of Slovene (as spoken in most of the Slovene lands) has necessarily, because
of the political and social circumstances, been a history involving contact with, influence
from and reaction to varieties of Germanic, and especially the Bavarian dialects which have
Kérntnerisch (Carinthian German) as one of their modern offshoots: the better we know
how these dialects’ history and structure, the better we can assess the contact, the influence
and the reaction. More important, second, linguists working in Carinthia must necessarily
face the complex results of the much more extreme forms of this linguistic contact that have
been imposed, especially in recent times, on the Slovene dialects there, and for this an
understanding of Kérntnerisch is essential; and the literature on this dialect has not been
extensive, and additions to it are welcome. Third, there are two sections in the book of
direct relevance to Slovene linguistics. This review will discuss those sections only.

In section 1.4 (pp. 16-22), “Exkurs: Zum Kérntner Slowenischen,” Pohl treats three
aspects of Carinthian Slovene.

First, he discusses the territorial extent of Slovene, both in former times and today, and
describes the extent to which German has replaced Slovene 1n the province. His presenta-
tion is clear, his data well-chosen, his map of the historical extent of Slovene striking (if
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far too small), and his formulations generally objective and beyond reproach. In one
nstance, however, issue must be taken with his choice of words. Having correctly!
described the development in Carinthia of the German term “Windisch” from the general
meaning ‘the Slavic language spoken by Slovenes’ to the more specific meaning ‘the
non-literary language-varieties spoken by Slovenes,” he states (17): “It is quite defensible
(vertretbar ) to use the term “Windisch” for the indigenous Carinthian Slovene dialects, but
18 mcorrect to wish to see in “Windisch” a language that is different from Slovene” [my
translations here and below, TMSP]. Of these two statements, the second is unexception-
able; but the first is unfortunate. However objective German-speakers may think they are
when they use the term “Windisch” for Carinthian Slovene dialects, indeed however
well-meaning they may be, the fact remains that nowadays very many Carinthian Slovenes
feel that the term is pejorative; and it is also sadly true that in the speech of some
Germanophones the term is indeed utilized in order to deliberately disparage. Given this
fact, all German-speakers who do not use the term derogatorily have no choice, in good
conscience, but to accept that it can be understood as derogatory, and hence to renounce
1ts use; this use may be logically, but is not morally, defensible. Elsewhere (e. g.., 1982,
1990), Pohl has shown commendable fairness in his writings on Carinthian Slovene and
the term “Windisch;” this lapse is uncharacteristic. —In another instance, Pohl reports as
a fact what 1s really unproven: having correctly pointed out that the diminution in Slovene
language-use has been caused by Slovene speakers’ conversion to German rather than by
any real reduction in their numbers, he states (21) that this conversion has been caused “less
by ‘assimilatory pressure,’ as is always asserted, than by the decline in the rural popula-
tion...” This remains, however, to the best of my knowledge, a hypothesis which remains
to be demonstrated; and, in any case, presupposes that the two factors are competing,
whereas, surely, assimilation affects urbanized Slovenophones as well as non-urbanized
ones. Also, the two maps that are included to show the extent of German vs. Slovene origin
of place-names in Carinthia (19-20) are not only confusingly captioned, but seem to be
identical.

Second, Pohl describes the major dialect divisions of Carinthian Slovene: the Z1ljsko,
Rozansko, Podjunsko and Remsenisko dialect-groups (this latter being represented by
Obirsko, see Neweklowksy’s review of Karnicar above), and sketches their antiquity and
some of their characteristic features. This section is very short and deserved a map in its
own right (rather than both of the two just mentioned).

Third, he lists eight instances of Slovene ‘direct or indirect’ influence on Kiirntnerisch
(21). Given the traditional insistence on the German influence on both dialectal and literary
Slovene, any presentation of data demonstrating that the centuries of language contact have
resulted also in Slovene influence on German, especially in a German-language textbook,
1s welcome. Pohl’s is however a not altogether satisfactory list: it includes two phenomena
which are (in my opinion) questionable; and it excludes some phenomena that are surely
much more probably to be ascribed to Slovene influence. The two questionable inclusions
are (a) the phonemic merger of /x/ and /h/, and (b) the loss of prepositions in expressions
of direction and location.

Ascription of the former to Slovene influence may seem superficially plausible, given
that some Carinthian Slovene dialects have only the fricative /x/ and not the aspirate /h/,
and that in many of these and other dialects /x/ has [x] and [h] as allophonic variants in
similar environments to Kérntnerisch [x]/[h] = /x/. Neweklowsky (1989: 207-08), howev-
er, ascribes the allophonic distribution in Carinthian Slovene to the influence of Kirntner-
1sch, 1.e., to an effect in the opposite direction, and further states that Slovene influence
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on the Kérntnerisch merger 1s possible (“... kann ... iibernommen worden sein”) but no
more. The question 1S a tricky one, especially because the precise disribution of these
sounds 1n many of the Carinthian Slovene dialects remains to be properly described. Most
important here 1s the fact that central (Roz) dialects also have a /h/-phoneme, and that they
developed 1t (from */g/) early in the Middle Ages, probably not long after the main
Germanic population influx into Carinthia; even though some of these dialects show
neutralization of the /h/ : /X/ opposition, they could hardly have exerted enough influence
on Kérnterisch to effect a merger between these two phonemes; and note that Celovec/Kla-
genfurt, a probable centre for mnnovations, was formerly surrounded by RoZ dialects. All
in all, this particular (and typologically improbable?) instance of Slovene influence re-
quires further demonstration, and should have been included in Pohl’s list (if at all) with
a qualifier such as “perhaps.”

The second-named phenomenon, which is described in more detail on p. 64, also seems
unlikely: granted, some early Slavic dialects/languages did have a prepositionless expres-
sion of location; but not only does there seem to have been no early Slavic prepositionless
expression of direction, but the development of the contemporary system, whereby
prepositions are obligatory with the locative case, was extremely early, especially in
South-West Slavic.? On the other hand, later developments of prepositionless expressions
of both location and direction have been noted, particularly in Sorbian (where some
German/Slavic ‘interference’ may also be assumed).’ Nevertheless, the loss of preposi-
tions 1n specific types of phrase in Germanic dialects under the influence of Slavic dialects
which were presumably accruing prepositions in similar, but semantically non-identical
types of phrase, 1s improbable and hence requires demonstration.

As for important omissions from the list: Pohl quotes Neweklowsky (1985), but Pohl’s
list of Slovene elements in Kérntnerisch is much shorter than Neweklowsky’s. Three items,
in particular, might have been added by Pohl: the masculinization of neuters; the use of
the verb ‘to be” with certain verbs in the preterite, e.g., i’ pin k’slafn; and the use of niks
rather than nit to mean ‘not.” Further items could have been mentioned, cf. Neweklowsky
(1985), Prun¢ (1979). Also of interest here are ‘convergent developments’, among which
Pohl mentions the development of the interrogative particle a (but note that whereas on p.
21 thas 18 listed as a result of Slovene influence, on p. 67 the Romance origin of the particle
1S g1ven precedence).

The second section of interest to the Slovene linguist 1s the lexical one. Preceding the
71-page dictionary (84-155), which in itself i1s of much value for lexical stocktaking in
Slovene dialects, Pohl has two smaller sections, one on Romance borrowings into Kérnt-
nerisch (66-77), the second on Slavic ones (77-82); note that the former list is the longer
one. The borrowings from Slavic are categorized into those from Slovene, those from
Pre-Slovene and from other Slavic languages, and German-Slovene lexical hybrids. Fur-
ther, each entry 1s furnished with symbols if it is archaic, not now understood, or in general
use. This 1s an extremely informative and useful list.

The book 1s extremely clearly laid out: phonology, morphophonology, morphology,
syntax and lexis are in turn described lucidly and furnished with very useful examples and,
where necessary, tables. Cross-references to relevant sections, and references to detailed
descriptions of individual sections, are provided. Furthermore, following the dictionary
Pohl provides a very interesting selection of texts (156-67), including the sentences and
phrases that correspond to the so-called “Wenker-Sitze und -Phrasen”, which were collect-
ed in Carinthia in the interwar years for the Deutscher Sprachatlas .* In general, and if the
German data are reliable (which I cannot judge), Pohl’s book can be warmly recommended
to any linguist who needs to know something about Kéarntnerisch.

Tom Priestly, University of Alberta
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NOTES

1. See Lencek (1990).

2. The prepositionless locative of location occurs in Old Church Slavic, Old Russian and Old
Czech, mostly with toponyms (which 1s, indeed, identical to the usage in Kérnterisch; but this
18 surely a coincidence, ascribable to independent ‘local marking’ perhaps) and very occasionally
with nouns such as mésto "place’ (see Bauer 1963); I can find no reference to any early Slavic
prepositionless accusative of direction. Of the earliest texts from South-West Slavic, the Codex
Marianus has one dubious example of prepositionless locatives and the Glagolita Clozianus has
no examples. As for the Freising Fragments, they contain no toponyms; there are three expres-
sions of location in physical places, all in Fragment No. 2, namely “u circuvah” (in churches,
35), “utimnizah” (in prisons, 52) and “v vosich” (in chains, 54), all with the preposition /w/
(PogaCnik 1968).

3. Stone (1987) reviews the available evidence and concludes that a prepositionless locative, as a
distinct morphological category, obtains extensively in both Upper and Lower Sorbian.

4. Questionnaires were sent out to schools with the request that the forty Wenkersditze be translated
into the local dialect. The prime objective was to collect German data, but it happens that in a
few cases the words and sentences were translated into local dialects of other languages. The
materials in Slovene dialect collected in this way from twelve Carinthian-Slovene villages are
now being prepared for publication, with commentary, by Stone & Priestly (in prep.).
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