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52

FORM AND MEANING—THEIR
INTERPLAY IN MORPHOLOGY

Ivan Poldauf

Source: Travaux linguistiques de Prague 4 (1971); 157-187.

We can assume that conditions underlying the ways in which linguistic units
take part in sentence structure are definable, in general or to a great extent,
with reference to the form and/or the meaning of the units. This definability
enables the speaker to manipulate the units in his performance without
having to have recourse, on every single occasion, to the “behaviour” of each
unit separately. We will illustrate this from the morphological units of the
Czech declension.

With a Czech noun, appurtenance to a paradigm appears to be a feature
closely connected with the simply denotative form (the nominative) and the
circumstance that the noun is or is not a plurale tantum (skamna f, sg, kamna
n, pl). The feature implies both the form and the type of its reference (to
males, females, and sexless), though there are forms which, with the same
kind of reference, can belong to one of two paradigms (e. g. nouns in -¢ with
sexless reference). The choice of grammatical morphological signals (case
forms) follows from the appurtenance to the paradigm.' There is no direct
connection of the choice with the appurtenance to a type in the category of
gender, since gender," morphologically, is hardly more than the bracketing
of several paradigms with which the phenomenon of agreement (concord)
is connected. Hence change of gender always entails change of paradigm
(chot” m *husband’, f ‘wife’), though not necessarily vice versa. Gender is
fundamentally of four types: masculine-animate, masculine-inanimate,
feminine, and neuter. It is practical, however, to admit another type (or a
subclass of masculine-inanimate), namely masculine semianimate, covering
in the respective paradigms certain sexless uniques and uncountables referred
to by what the language user still feels to be a form primarily suitable to
denote humans or animals (rak ‘cancer’ < ‘crayfish, crab’, Slovan “a club’ <
‘Slav’). They are followed by a few countables under similar conditions
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(persun ‘Turkey carpet’ < ‘Persian’). A few others vacillate between semi-
animate and inanimate (bacil, Saturn, biskup ‘parson’s nose’ < ‘bishop’),
between semianimate and animate (“animal” names of hotels, restaurants,
and periodicals), and between animate and inanimate (names of elevations
and constellations, devices and abstract terms in -fe/ and -ec, potentially,
when in the plural, figures with animal or human shape, such as dolls).” The
fact that a noun denotes what is of male or of female sex or is sexless (or
with sex irrelevant) has nothing to do with the gender-bracketing of para-
digms.” Both sirotek m and sirotu f denote a he or a she orphan. both dévée n
and divka f denote a girl, names of mushroom species (“hunted for™ by the
pickers), kozdk. modrdk, etc.. are masculine-animate. Nouns denoting a little
horse, a dragon, a seal, a cock, a turkey, Oscar or Hamlet are animate even if
they refer to a person’s hobby, a flying kite, sealskin, a toy cock. roasted
turkey, the prize or the play, respectively.

If he knows the paradigm of a noun, the speaker can select the required
case form (1. to 7. sg and/or pl) by referring to the pattern. In a number of
instances, however, he has to discard the form in favour of an isolate. Thus,
he must say dcefi for deefe (3.6. sg paradigm Zena). Some isolates are
optional. Thus, he may, but need not, say husi for hus (2. p. pl Zzena). There
may be a stylistic difference in the option. Thus, brat#i (adjectival p. with no
-ch in 2. pl) is bookish compared with bratri (p. pan). Some isolates cover
whole parts of a paradigm (bratii, the whole plural), perhaps only two case
forms (1.4. pl in muka, figle, handle, machle, pikle, optional perle, kordle),
some are limited to one sense of the word (rodi¢e and manZelé ‘parental and
married couple’, rodici, -Cové, maZelové ‘parents’, ‘husbands’). There are also
a few blanks, forms which the language user must not use, having to reach for
a synonym (letech for *rocich) or for a lexical doublet (studni 3.6. sg, studni 2.
pl for *studné, *studen; studné = studna).!

Some paradigms appear to be but modifications of other paradigms. They
arise through the entry of unusual forms, mostly borrowed from other
languages, into the nominative (accusative) of the nearest best applicable
paradigm.

Thus: marabu, Rousseau p. pan (also kuli, ubbé, Linde in the plural,
the singular using the consonantal skeletons of adjectival termi-
nations), pasa, paria, Kolaja p. pfedseda (4. pl also -¢), Dité p. soudce.
gejsa, Mdna (3.6. sg. also -i), idey pl (blank for 2. pl), Santoa (3.6. sg
only -/) p. zena. In order to fit such a word in the best paradigm, the
end of the nominative form may be treated as non-existent (1), or
as if it were a different one (2), or the stem may be exchanged for
one using a more tractable ending (3). A similar treatment is given
to names referring to Graeco-Roman antiquity, even though the
nominative form may be tractable. (1) gradus. kosmos p. hrad. dino-
saurus, Goethe, Jahve, Jonescu, dingo, Stvblo, Janko p. pan. Nietzsche
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p. muz, (2) Gorkij, Dostojevskij, Tolstoj as if -y, p. vratny, Oto as if
*Ota, p. pfedseda, Aeneas as if * Aenea or * Aeneus, Léthé, Sapfo as if
*Létha, *Sapfa p. zena, Sofia, Klio, Nemesis as if *Sofie, *Klie,
*Nemese p. nlise, idea as if *ideje (but 4. sg -u, 7. sg also -ou), sdja,
Levoca as if *soje, * Levoce (but 4, sg. -u, 7. sg. -ou), publikum, disti-
chon as if *publiko, *disticho p. mésto, stipendium, stadium, indi-
viduum as if *-io, *-uo, but pl (also for the type folio, embryo) as if
*-i(j)e, -*u(j)e p. mofe (1.4. pl also -a), (3) dodo, ion, Paris, Artemis,
Ceres, Juno, Salamis as if *dodon, *ioni, * Parid, * Artemida, * Cerera,
*Junona, *Salamina, cf. Jupiter—Jov-, Zeus —Dios. There are also a
few “ungrounded” indeclinables, which only signalize such cases as
may be signalized by mere consonantal skeletons of adjectival ter-
minations: findle, alibi, (svaty) JifilJilji ‘the fétes’, utery ‘Tuesday’
with 7. sg -m, also -m, -ch, -mi in the plural with findle.

With all the said provisos, the clue to the selection of the case ending is not
yet final. There are nine “weak spots” in the system where there are several
forms of endings to choose from: four (if not five) in one case (5. sg), three in
four cases (1.2.3.6. pl), two in four cases (2.3.6. sg, 2. pl). When there are two
alternatives we may speak of doublets.

I. The vocative singular, m and f paradigms: e, i, 0, u
I[I. The nominative plural, m-anim. and semianim.: 7, ové, é
III. The dative singular, ib.: ovi, u
IV. The genitive singular, m-inanim.: u, a
V. The locative singular, m and n except m-anim.: u, é
V1. The genitive plural, f: i, &; m-inanim.: 4, i, &
VII. The dative plural, m-inanim.: ém, im, dm
VIIL. The locative plural, m and n paradigms: ech, ich, ach
IX. The instrumental plural, m-inanim.: emi, i

B. HAVRANEK — A. JEDLICKA® say: “The choice ... depends on different
factors mutually complementary or antagonistic and ascertaining themselves
to a different extent.” We will try to show that the factors are paradigmatic,
metalinguistic, formal, semantic, and syntactic.

I. The choice is the least complicated in the vocative. (There is no vocative
in the substantivized-adjectives paradigms, with neuters, ¢. g. publikum, such
intractables as marabu or Rousseau, and in the plural.) The rule, i. e. the
formulation of the conditions of choice, is metalinguistic and formal. Firstly,
it dismisses the stable factors — form of stem and lexical meaning. What
matters is the denotative form, known or presupposed: the nominative. The
choice of -/ is conditioned by “soft-consonantal nominative”, regardless of
gender or paradigm. Lexical doublets, such as hdj p. pisen and bdje p. nise,
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though inflectionally identical, differ in the vocative, because they differ in
their nominatives. Both chot’ ‘spouse’ and neposedu ‘fidgety creature’ repre-
sent each two different words, masculine and feminine respectively, each with
a distinct paradigm. But there are identical vocatives, choti and neposedo.
Secondly, the speaker has to know the nominative form in its relation to the
paradigm. Thus, with a nominative which ends in an ambivalent consonant,’
only its place in the system tells him whether he has to do with a hard
or a soft type of end: generdl (2. sg -a) -e—kral (2. sg -e) -i. Also between
cirku and cirkuse (cirkus, p. hrad) he decides on the basis of this knowledge.
In other respects, the rules are formal: -0 with nominatives in -¢ and -0,
-¢ with nominatives in -e or in a consonant whose value is hard but which
is not velar, -u with nominatives in a velar consonant, -i with nominatives
in a consonant whose value is soft (hence also kost, kamen, loket, den)’,
but -¢c¢ changes to -ée. A subsidiary rule states that final cons.+r changes
to cons.+r before -¢. There are also a few isolates: ¢lovék -Ce, bith boZe, stric¢
-Ce, knéz -Ze, pan pane, syn -u (but zlosyn-e), manzel -i, andél -i or -e.
Selection by the nominative makes the vocative variants perfectly comple-
mentary and it is easy to imagine the generation of the apposite form. This
special position of the set (of variants) seems to favour the view that in
Czech the vocative is only a functional variant of the nominative singular
(non-neuter).

II. We will pass now to the choice in the nominative plural (1. pl) of the
masculine-animate paradigms (pan, muz, pfedseda, soudce): -i, -ové, -é
(the last after dentals only — i, d, n, /).*¥ “Human-speaking” semianimates
may and mostly do join the animates here: spartacilky ‘vehicles’, pionyri
‘motorcycles’, modrdci ‘blue boletus’ (cf. mopedy). As -i calls for a radical
change of the place of articulation of certain preceding consonants (e.g.
velar to front) and also a change in the manner of articulation (except for ¢, d
and n), while leaving the labials and other ambivalent consonants unaffected,
it is understandable that these distinctions crop up in the formal rules,
especially since there is an unmistakable tendency to have the case (nomina-
tive) as well as the number (plural) clearly signalled. The form of the
nominative singular does not make itself felt here directly, it merely partici-
pates in the paradigm. The strongest presence of this metalinguistic factor
(regard to a particular case) is felt with what might be called the modified
or “deformed” paradigms. These are such as have embraced in their system
nominatives actually foreign to their pattern: marabu, Bantu, cauéau, abbé,
pekari, Janko, etc. These take -ové as the most easily attachable variant.”

1. In the unmodified paradigms, one semantic condition ranks highest.
The head rule states that a word denoting “the bearer of the name .. .”,
i.e. a personal proper name, takes -ové: Novak, Tomas, Pritel, Sladek, Ptak.
Spravee, Vancura, Janota. Naturally, the same holds true for names of
individual animals.
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2. Next comes the paradigmatic rule, stating that words of the paradigm
soudce have -i or -ové indiscriminately: spravce.

3. There is further a paradigmatic and a formal rule combined. Words of
the pfedseda paradigm can be subcategorized into (a) those in unaccented
-isla, -ita and -asta and felt as loanwords' — basista, husita, gymnasta, (b)
those in unaccented -¢ta, -ota and felt as loanwords — asketa, despota, (c)
the rest. There is -i in (a) and (b), but -é in (2)"" and -ové in (b) in a more
elevated style. There is only -ové in (c). Invalidu -dé" is isolated and restricted
to the literary style.

4. The last paradigmatic rule is likewise combined with a formal con-
dition. It states that words of the paradigm pan having a stem ending
in -e/- (not mere / as in d’abel d'abl-) require -ové or -é (with an occasional
stylistic differentiation, as in manZelové *husbands’, Spanélové ‘individual
Spaniards’). These are isolates: Karel ‘Karelian’ -ové only, andél -é (-ové very
rare), kokrspanélové or -i (for -é only goes with humans).

5. Next comes a set of purely formal conditions. Words ending in -te/ (not
t! as in datel datl-) take -é; in unaccented -af and -it, -i and, in a more elevated
style, -¢: in -ik" or cons. +k, -i or -ové; in -j and -g. -ové. E. g. kazatel,
diplomat, Hetit, Chorvat,"” demokrat, alkoholik, heftlink, fenek, -cek., carodéj,
psycholog. Zlodéj -i by the side of -ové is an isolate.”

6. The least formally conditioned rule is the second-highest semantic rule.
Words denoting “mythological creatures and ghosts, and highly placed
persons” take -ové, unless, in a polysyllabic form, the end is a very common
derivative element (or looks like one). The latter case makes both -ové and
-i possible, as in skFitek, cisaf, viadar, viadce, carevi¢, kralevic, -ic, mandarin.
Designations of functionaries do not enter this set: president, rektor, dékan,
not even magndat, potentat. Cf. for -ové: duch ghost, dzin, elf, gnéom, gryf —
noh, lar, manové; belzebub, cerber(us), fénix, kolos, luciper, moloch, satyr; ban,
bonz., boss, car, don, earl, grof. chan, jarl, kral, lord, pair, princ, sir, Sach, $éf,
also manové:'® barin, cézar, diadoch, doyen, emir, gosudar, negus, pontifex
~fik-. There is a relatedness of this rule to Rule 1. What is here denoted also
appears in most situations as a unique individual."

7. Monosyllabic words denoting members of a unique human collective
take -ové. A word of this kind may denote member of an ethnic group,
an inhabitant, a state’s national, member of a sect. a society or a family."
E. g. Brit, Fin, Friz, Jon,"” Svéd: hind. géz. guelf. orel orl- *‘member of the
Orel’; déd, chot’, svak, svat, syn, tchan, zet’, also muZ ‘husband’ and druh
‘common-law husband’. Isolated instances are: Zid -i, literary -¢, Cech,
Lach, Lech, Viach with -$i besides -chové (Lasi is the regional use), stryc¢ -ové
and -i.

8. All the remaining monosyllabic words can be comprised under this rule
or rather set of rules: if the stem ends in an ambivalent consonant both
-i and -ové are used, perhaps -ové more frequently for persons and -/ for
animals; if it ends in another consonant, -i is used unless ¢ or o precedes a
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single consonant, in which case -ové is used for persons and -i is preferred
for animals. E. g. bés, cham, pop, posel posl-, snob, streje, Zrec -ové or -i, datel,
datl-, daxl, fox!, kos, krab, osel osl-, pav, plaz, sup, viil vol- -i or -ové, brach,
Jort, grand, hrdé, klaun, kluk, mle¢, muz, my¢, pan, rvac, skaut, Zak, Zrout —
cert, drak — brouk, byk, drozd, had, chrt, lin, Ivoun, mlz, mnik, pl=, psoun,
pstruh, plak, rak, piné, sye, svist', stir, tloust’, vik, vir -i; bih boh-, ¢len, chot’,
kmet, coach [ko€], rek, sok, speh, tvor, zbéh, zvéd -ové, also otec otc- [oc] -0vé,
hroch, mroZ, snek, tchor -i (less freq. -ové). The only two asyllabic stems also
belong here: lev iv-, pes ps- -i. The -e/o-x-ové rule may be called the mid-level
vowel harmony rule.” The preference for -i in $vec- and Znec Zenc- is due to
the association with polysyllabic derivatives ending in -¢c. Isolate instances
are hoch hosi, kmoch kmosi, plch plchové, chlap -i.

9. All the remaining polysyllabic words come under a similar set of rules.
Firstly, there are three minor purely formal rules: words in cons. + r take -i
(bratr, filistr, fotogrammetr, frajtr, kmotr, lotr, obr, $vagr™); -i or -ové avoid
cacophony (kozoroh, lodivod, moufenin, Zivocich, sejch -ové, Hotentot -i);
words in -ec and -ic take -i or -ové (for such as may also be used as titles -ové
is preferred).

10. Further, there are two rules which are at the same time formal and
semantic. According to one, words denoting members of a human collective
belonging to what is expressed in the head component (American —
Amerika, mé§t'an — mésto, svatebéan ‘member of a wedding party’ — svatba)
and ending in -an take -i or, in the literary style, -6.” The semantic condition
is blurred or deleted in pohan, kfest’an and katan. According to the other rule,
words in -al and -4l tak -ové (with -i rather rare by the side of -ové to denote
animals): patolizal, rypal, Sibal, tlachal, vazal, feudal, general — karakal,
maral, myval, narval, kordl, nosdl, pardal.

11. The remaining polysyllables take -/, but if their stem ends in an
ambivalent consonant, -ové is used with persons and it may be also used
if the word denotes an animal. E. g. (arci)biskup, déldop, filantrop. Arab,
Doudleb, eféb, -fob, cherub, Kasub, nabob, agronom, anatom, anonym, bohém,
muslim, otéim, pseudonym, generalissimus, -graf. kalif, -sof, Serif, derektiv,
elév, chediv, fiskus, morous. Sioux, Kirgiz, markyz, matréz, apostol, debil,
Hucul, imbecil, Ital, Kabyl, Karel, Kreol, -mil, mogul, sokol ‘member of the
Sokol’, vseumél, homunkulus -ové; polvp, jerdab, jestiab, -orav, ibis, kalous,
karas, pilous, rorys, dikobraz, bacil, kokrspanél, krokodyl, motvl, sokol -i
or -ové. Dabli and d’ablové is on the borderline between the personal and
the animal interpretation, vodomilové follows the former. Francouzi, more
common than -ové, is an isolate.

In compounds, the last element may assert what would be the ending used
with it. E. g. Ostrogoti -ové (Gét-ové), nohsledové, lenochodi -ové (as if
*sledové, *chodové). There is only Ugrofinové (Fin-ové). Especially -kazi,
-muczi and -pasi is frequent (stavkokaz, dfevokaz, husopas, konipas, hlinomarz).
Most frequently, however, the compounds behave quite independently:
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Mladocesi, Jihocesi, dobrodruzi, soudruzi, bratrovrazi, zlosvni, polobo:i,
neznabozi, lapidusi, vydridusi, kolohnati, knihomolové ‘bookworm (person)’,
krutihluv -i or -ové ‘wryneck (bird)’. This isparaliel to the independent
behaviour of proper names “degraded™ to common nouns: jidasi, ¢erni petfi,
[ridolini, augusti, dZingischani, neslofi, etc.

The hierarchy of rules can be overridden by what may be called re-
evaluation. The expected ending is not used if there is a gain in using the
other ending.

In our case, -ové may well preserve the shape of the stem of a low-
frequency loanword, esp. of one of rather “exotic” reference, where the
expected -7 would change its final consonant and thus blur the shape: augur,
dinosaurus, eunuch, fakir, felah, haruspex -spik-, jak, pandur. This is par-
ticularly common with words denoting members of ethnic groups: A-ték,
Baskir, Durvnk, Etrusk, Fajak, Hyr, Kalmyk, Kazach, TadZik, U:zbek, etc.
Sometimes, however, the exoticism seems to be a sufficient reason: hybern,
nomdad, adlatus, alumns, antipod, etc.

Re-evaluation may also help bring about a stylistic differentiation. By
choosing the other ending, the speaker signals his positive or his negative
assessment of the word in the particular context. Whether this is positive
(appreciative, admiratory, rhetorical, historical) or negative (depreciative,
familiarizing, profaning) depends on the socially accepted value of the mean-
ing. E. g. positive in druh ‘good friend,” grand, lev (jak lvové bijem o miize),
mnich, pan (Damy a panové), historical fojt, hajduk.™* hélét with -ové for -i,
Doudleb, Kasub, grof. with -i for -ové, negative in dobrodruh *adventurer’,
elegan “fop’, hrdopych, kat, lapiduch, nedouk, Sprt, vrah with -ové for -i, bith
boh- (to védi bozi!), demagog, Habsburk, Moskal, nenasyta, pecival, Svab (oj
vy Némci -i) with -/ for -ové.” Where both -i and -ové are the norm, -ové may
be required by positive approach: cynik ‘philosopher,” klasik, magnificus,
predek., svédek slavy, statecny borec, dédic Bilé Hory, kralovsky milec. Cechové
is more frequent in elevated use than Cesi. Conversely, -ové is practically
ruled out where vermin is denoted: ¢erv, mol, rus, §vab.”® The re-evaluating
alteration is common with elevated synonyms: jun, bard, of, martyr, Helén
-0vé (syn. of jundk, pévec, ki, mucednik, Rek), rek, kmet, Slav, Zrec -i (syn.
of hrdina, starec, Slovan, knéz). It is also common with slurs using reference
to animals: vy koriové, oslové, volové. Though this “overused” -ové may be
“trumped” by an ordinary ending: osli, voli, even koni (though the norm
is koné). Personification mostly implies a strongly positive (duch ‘master-
mind’ < ‘spirit’, and cf. dnové, etc. in poetry) or negative (mékkys ‘softie’ <
‘mollusc’, bidny lidsky cerv, zIy juzyk) assessment (-ové). Changing uncount-
able to countable is, however, a sufficient signal: vy kFeni, smradi. Naturally,
the expression of positive assessment may be ironical.

The negative assessment can be implied in the type of word-formation:
-ach, -oun, -on, -ouch, -our and quasi-foreign formations, as in harant, hulvat,
mezulan. Then there is no use for the re-evaluation of the case ending. Some
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derivations are expressive, but not necessarily negative: -ous, -ous, -as, -us.
With them, re-evaluation of the given type has free play: bélous, milous —
teplous, chud’as, klid'as — ket as, lotras, mamlas; divous — mrrous, morous,
bachus, fiskus fly fellow’ — kakabus, kritikus, milius. There is similarly, in
fizl, grazl, hajzl, chromajzl, mukl, etc., -i for -ové to underline the strongly
negative assessment.

It is clear that the hierarchy of rules underlying the selection cannot be
presented on the formal and the semantic levels only without setting apart
paradigm and form on the one hand and meaning and the metalinguistic
approach on the other. Although it is introduced by an all-comprising
semantic rule (1) which has a reflex on a lower rule (6), the chief burden of
factors is combined paradigmatic and formal (2,3,4) and combined formal
and semantic (7,8,10,11). Purely formal rules are in the minority (5.9).
The second rule is not barely paradigmatic, since the soudce paradigm is
nowadays only represented by one derivative type (-ce). Among the formal
factors, the phonemic end of the stem plays the chief role, whereas the
number of syllables in the stem and what we have called mid-level vowel
harmony recede in importance. In the lower parts of the hierarchy the
semantic factor boils down to the difference £Human, revealing the
tendency to secure a distinction between the nominative and the accusative
for +Human (phonetically *i:i, i:e, ové:i), while leaving it less pronounced
for —Human (*i:i, i:e, i:i). In the hierarchy there are only reflexes of the
metalinguistic approach, as in the relation of -an to the preceding element
(Americ-an: kameraman) or in the re-evaluation taking into account the
loanword and “generally exotic” character of the word. The fact that re-
evaluation plays an important role with this hierarchy, though lying outside
it, is likewise characteristic of the hierarchy.

III. We will pass now to the choice between the doublets -ovi and -u or -i in
the dative and locative singular (3.6. sg) of the masculine-animate paradigms
(same as in 1I).”” Masculine-semianimate paradigms, like inanimate, have
only -u or -i. The pair -u and -i is complementary, the former belonging
to the “hard stems” (pan), the latter to the “soft stems” (muz, soudce). Thus
also in the semianimate version (spartak : bézec).

At first sight, the hierarchy seems to be parallel to that in II. There is
-ovi in “deformed™ paradigms, (1) with “personal” proper names (Srdce,
Purkyné, Dité — Ditétovi, Dit’ovi, Zeus — Diovi),”® (2) there is both - and -ovi
in the soudce paradigm, and (3) there is -ovi in the pfedseda paradigm. There
is both -ovi and -u/-i in the other paradigms. Still, here already there
are minor differences. “Deformed” nominatives like abbé, pekari follow
the adjectivized pattern in the singular: abbému, pekarimu (cf. abbéové,
pekariové). The notion of proper names is extended to any words used by
man in reference to unique persons and animals in his narrow sphere of
life, such as domestic animals and persons addressed or referred to in
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conversation by that word (as title, etc.).”” Understandably, the same holds
for words denoting individual animals in fables. We will hear in a family:
Dalas’ psovi Zrat? (cf. pes — psi) Dovedli ji k bykovi. (cf. byk — byci) Posli to
(panu) stavitelovi. To se fardrovi nelibilo. And in a fable: Pristoupila k vikovi.™
Still, -7 is possible even here, that is with words of the muz paradigm. By way
of contrast to this, -ovi is avoided with reference to the place of business
rather than the person pursuing it, if the word is of the muz paradigm: Sla k
zelinari. Zajdu k holici. But Sla k doktorovi. Zajdu k =zlatnikovi. (the pan
paradigm) — Pristoupil k holicovi (or k holi¢i) (the person, not the place).”
Similarly, -ovi is sometimes avoided in the zoologist’s parlance with reference
to animals remote to house or farm life; here, however, if the word is of the
pan paradigm: Co uZ vime o havranu? Dnes pohovorime o hrochu, o datlu . . .
(the rook, the rhino, the woodpecker). But Mluvili jsime o tchorovi. (the muz
paradigm).

The only isolates with -u/-i are of biblical origin: bith boh- (now any
monotheistic God), Pan Biih, v Pdnu, v Kristu, po Kristu, jit k ¢ertu. With a
number of others, -ovi is at least very rare: ¢lovék ‘man’ ([¢(o)ekavi] is heard
in low colloquial speech in the sense of ‘one’, German man), kral, Duch svary
or svaty Duch, Syn i Duch, Pan JeZis, ¢ifi éertu (or d'ablu)y dob¥Fe, bratru -a
(stovku, etc.). Biblical names in -d§ have both -ovi and -i. With the following
animal names -u/-i is the rule: lev, pes, vik, kit kon- (yet, see above).

Apparently, the described hierarchy leaves either -ovi or -u/-i applicable to
an enormous number of nouns (the pan, muz, and soudce paradigms). Still,
there is a difference in distribution which is conditioned paradigmatically:
with words of the pan paradigm, -ovi is the rule and -u the exception, with
words of the muz and the soudce paradigms, -/ is the rule and -ovi is the
exception: Postavil se proti Feznikovi, proti pekafi (-ovi to bring out the unique
individuality in the situation). Ddvejte vidy uchazeli jednoznacné otdzky.
Davejte vidy Zdkovi jednoznacné otazky (Zdk-u to bring out the non-
individuality). -o0vi may also be given up where the case is sufficiently
signalized by a preceding attribute: Nedal proto tomu Zdakovi (or Zdku) Zddnou
tlohu. On the other hand, -ovi is kept in rhematic (final) position. Tukové
otazky prece nelze klast Zdakovi — Takové otdzky nelze Zdkovi (or Zdku, to
bring out the non-individuality) takhle klast. If rhematic position combines
with reference to an individual, then even -i can be found replaced by
-ovi: Proc¢ se nemd odmlouvat panu uciteli (-ovi)? — Proc se nemd odporovat
vefejnému Ciniteli? This is a new type of condition in the choice. It is
syntactic, as it concerns both major and minor syntax, both actual and
grammatical syntax. The best known example in the field of minor syntax is
the surrender of -ovi in a group consisting of two or more nouns: pan Novdk,
soudruh ministr, panlsoudruh vedouci, bratr nacelnik, Anton Pavlovié¢ Cechov,
soudruh topi¢ — soudruh Topi¢. Only the last word follows the general rules:
soudruhu topici (-ovi, unique individual), soudruhu Topicovi (rule 1.), Tondovi
Novdkovi (T. rule 3., N. rule 1.)* If not initial, the prefinal noun behaves like
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a common noun with non-individual reference: panu Frantiskovi (or -u)
Novdkovi, soudruhu architektovi (or -u) Topicovi, Antonu Pavlovici Cechovovi.
The nouns in the other positions may be said to as good as refuse -ovi: Capku
Chodovi, Karlu Matéji Capku (-ovi) Chodovi, nasemu bratru nacelnikovi.

A distant reflex of the re-evaluation found in II is the preference for -ovi
with expressively coloured words (e. g. diminutives and slur words):
nasypeme vrabeckovi =rni;, dej tomu volovi, co chee.

The hierarchy of rules in the case under inspection is introduced by an
all-comprising, but not inviolable, semantic rule (1), proceeds through a set
of paradigmatic rules (2.3), leaving the burden to semantic (“individual —
non-individual”) and especially syntactic factors within a formal frame (pan
— muz, soudce). This hierarchy is a few removes from the complementary
hierarchy which we learnt in the vocative (I) and also rather different from
that of the nominative plural (II).

IV. Another case of doublets is that of -u and -a in the genitive singular of
the masculine-inanimate paradigm hrad.” The narrow circumscription
relieves paradigmatic rules from any part in the hierarchy of rules for the
double-barrelled metalinguistic rule.

1. If a noun is felt to be a loanword or a conversion from a verbal stem,
“a verbid”, the ending is -u: bunkr, hotel, kvddr, dom; kryt, obvod, soumrak,
srub, tok, vychod, zdahon, zachod (cf. kryt, vod-it, s-mrdk-at se, s-roub-it, téci
— tek-1, hon-it, chod-it). Zakon, an isolate, is no longer connected with
kon-at. Prijezd ‘gateway passage of a house’ with both -u and -« is an isolate
(diff. from prijezd-u ‘passing-through’).

We will see later that place-names, Pl.-Nn., take - very frequently. Rule 1.
excludes names of towns, villages, hamlets, mountains, hills, lakes, rivers and
brooks outside the Czech-speaking territory, unless they belong to a narrow
sphere of contacts, i. e. are “next door”, and/or show certain formal charac-
teristics shared with the home stock. Either of these circumstances cancels
the “loanword character”. The chief formal characteristic is the stem ending
in -ov or -in: Presov, Krakov, Lvov, Mnichov, Janov, Glasgow, Teltow, Trencin,
Berlin, Kolin (n./R.), Londyn, Turin; Halstrov ‘river’, Ryn ‘Rhine".” Another
characteristic is the ending -berk. The genitive -¢ is only found with names
of towns outside the Czech-speaking territory within the “narrow sphere of
contacts” {confirmed by the change of berg to berk). Bamberk, Heidelberk,
Norimberk, also RuZomberok -rka in Slovakia (-u always also possible). A
similar phenomenon with -burk is receding: Augspurk, Hamburk, Magdeburk
(-u rather than -¢). With -ev and -sk the cancellation of the “loanword
character” results from the notion that the reference is Slavic: Kyjev,
Kujbysev, Kisinév, RzZev, Gdarisk, Jakutsk, Minsk, Norilsk (though -evu and
esp. -sku are also met with). In Zdhreb ‘Zagreb’ and OstFihom ‘Esztergom’
(German Gran, archprimacy) the very Czech look of the PL-Nn. seems to
make -a possible besides -u. In Martin and Zvolen, the proximity, the
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