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Introduction

The book in your hands deals with the literary pronunciations of three West Slavonic
languages — languages which, despite their genetic and geographic proximity, differ from each
other not only in phonic realisation of some phones and phone groups, but also in the manner
in which their respective linguistic circles perceive literariness and the meaning of the term
orthoepy! present in the title.

The authors of this text — one of the outputs of the project titled Orthoepy of West Slavonic
Languages, supported by the International Visegrad Fund, focused their attention on these
topics. This book is a joint effort of scholars from the Faculty of Education of the University of
Ostrava, Faculty of Arts of Constantine the Philosopher University in Nitra, and Institute of
Western and Southern Slavic Studies of the University of Warsaw, who possess experience not
only with teaching the phonetic aspects of their native languages for both native and foreign
students, but who also participate in improving the speech cultures in audial media, schools,
theatre, and among employees of state institutions and people from commercial practice. They
have applied their scholarly knowledge and practical skills in various activities carried out
within the project — in workshops for students of all three participating universities aimed at
practical pronunciation exercises (with a markedly positive response from students); in
preparation of an exercise book used in the workshops and further applied in education at these
facilities. In preparing this book, they also drew inspiration from the opinions of their colleagues
from partner universities presented in professional colloquia, which provided space for
discussions of the studied topic and resulted in valuable recommendations both for this text and
for practical teaching activities.

The published project outputs (this monograph and the previously published exercise
book?) touching on the contemporary orthoepic norm of Czech, Slovak and Polish languages
will be beneficial to all who wish to improve their pronunciation: foreigners learning these
languages, as well as native speakers. Publishing of pronunciation rules for these languages
within a single volume (in a wider context and with a comparative aspect) can help both

professionals dealing with this topic and university students, as well as public speakers in

! Differences in understanding of the term orthoepy (from Gr. orthos, i.e., correct, and epein, i.e., speak) in Polish
context as opposed to Czech and Slovak is explored in Chapter 1 Definitions of terms.

2 Kuldanova, Pavlina, Olsiak, Marcel, Hebal-Jezierska, Milena. Orthoepy of West Slavonic Languages — Practical
Exercises. Workbook for practising standard Czech, Slovak and Polish pronunciation [online]. Ostrava: University
of Ostrava, 2020. Available at: https://dokumenty.osu.cz/pdf/kcd/orthoepy/workbook-orthoepy-practical-

exercises.pdf.



https://dokumenty.osu.cz/pdf/kcd/orthoepy/workbook-orthoepy-practical-exercises.pdf
https://dokumenty.osu.cz/pdf/kcd/orthoepy/workbook-orthoepy-practical-exercises.pdf

various occupations (e.g., teachers, interpreters, television and radio hosts, etc.) and people
working in business and commerce.

In addition to the currently valid orthoepic rules of the studied languages — presented in
standalone chapters (3, 4, and 5), this monograph contains information on the history of
codification efforts in Czechia, Slovakia, and Poland (Ch. 2), points out the current issues in
contemporary Czech, Slovak and Polish pronunciation (Ch. 6), and, in the introduction (Ch. 1),
it illuminates the fundamental terminology used in this discipline and its understanding in the
individual cultures.

The readers can expand their knowledge by the conclusions drawn from the comparisons
of partial topics dealt with in individual chapters. Certain differences noted between the
languages are surprising, others well known, but all are interesting from a comparative
standpoint:

= differences can be identified in the semantic contents of the central terms, such as
orthoepy, norm, codification, and literary language, which are introduced in the contexts
of national theories of language culture;

= (differences can also be seen in the language policies of individual countries (in Czech
Republic, language use is not governed by a language law, as opposed to Slovakia and
Poland);

= codification of individual literary pronunciations took place under different political,
social, and cultural conditions;

= ages and contents of the codified pronunciation norms vary;

= comparison of segmental phenomena (phones) repertoire and the rules of their
articulation in stream of speech reveals both quantitative and qualitative differences — the
same is true for the sets of suprasegmental (prosodic) devices: Czech and Slovak have
aricher vocalic system than Polish, and, vice versa, Polish has a larger number of
consonant sounds at its disposal,

= differences are also evident in some changes that take place when combining phones into
syllables, words and collocations, e.g., assimilation and realisation of glottal stops;
discrepancies are observable also in stress systems;

= and, notably, certain variation can be observed directly in the fundamental descriptions
of the phonetic systems (i.e., in classification of certain phones) and in the need to use

a higher number of symbols for the transcription of Polish pronunciation.
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In the introductions of the three different language environments, the efforts to capture the
contemporary pronunciation norm are rooted in relevant scholarly sources and results of the
most up-to-date phonetic research. The last chapter reflects the authors’ individual approaches
to the research of the phonetic aspect of their native languages — and orthoepy in particular —
and also introduces their original educational activities in this area. The result is a presentation
of the most frequent deviations from orthoepic norm in each of the observed languages.

One further distinction needs to be noted — the chapters on Czech and Slovak
pronunciations are focused more on the orthoepy in itself, while the chapter on Polish
pronunciation is more “phonetic”, theoretical. This is due the fact that, in Poland, there exists
a large number of handbooks dealing with practical realisation of phones, authored primarily
by speech therapists and actors, however, no publication is available that would deal with
differences in descriptions of Polish phones and cover the results of contemporary research,
which is scattered across various journals. It is also not common in Poland for philological
study programmes to incorporate pronunciation practicing following orthoepic rules — as
opposed to the situation in Czechia and Slovakia; this can only be done as a part of lessons on
phonetics, requiring high-quality theoretical foundations. Conditions in Czechia and Slovakia
are different not only in regard of these foundations, but also in the number of available
scholarly phonetic works and practical orthoepic handbooks. Therefore, the different “national”
needs were taken into account in descriptions of individual language systems.

And to conclude, we would like to add one more (perhaps a little droll) explanation:
“Orthoepy is not orthopaedics!” This confusion of terms is something that the authors had to
deal with frequently during the project activities, explaining what it is they are dealing with.

The readers of this book should be entirely clear on this matter, though.
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Table of phonetic transcription symbols used in transcription

of Czech pronunciation

Pavlina Kuldanova

For the phonetic transcription of the Czech language, a simplified, so-called Czech phonetic
transcription, was chosen. It uses the common letters of the Czech alphabet (letters with

diacritical marks); for those phones that do not have corresponding graphemes, these

established symbols were selected:

Table 1: Phonetic transcription symbols used in transcription of Czech pronunciation

Symbol Transcription example Orthographic Phone
notation
Ou, au, eu [Zenou, auto, euro] Zenou, auto, euro diphthong
r,l,m [vrt, vik, osm] vrt, vlk, osm syllabic consonant
T [tri] tri voiceless 7
t,d, i [dit'e, fit] dité, nit soft ¢, d’, i
3 [pozim] podzim voiced variant of ¢
3 [1€3ba, 3em] lécha, dzem voiced variant of ¢
X [xata] chata voiceless ch
Y [abiy dal] abych dal voiced ch preceding
voiced paired
consonant
] [banka, tango] banka, tango n preceding k or g
m [tramvaj, komfort] tramvaj, komfort m preceding v or f
? [k?oknu] k oknu glottal stop
Other symbols used
['slovo] slovo main word stress
['Cesko slovenska] Ceskoslovenska secondary word
stress
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Table of phonetic transcription symbols used in transcription

of Slovak pronunciation

Patrik Petras

For the transcription of Slovak pronunciation, a system based on the use of regular letters of

Slovak alphabet (with diacritic marks) has been chosen. For the phones that do not have

corresponding graphemes, the following symbols are used:

Table 2: Phonetic transcription symbols used in transcription of Slovak pronunciation

Symbol Transcription example Orthographic Phone(s)
notation represented

ia, ie, iu, uo | [viac, viem, ¢iu, kuon] viac, viem, ciu, kon diphthongs ia, ie, iu,
0

u [prauda, zenou] pravda, Zenou v or uin syllable-
final position

w [wzduch, $éwdirigent] vzduch, séfdirigent v and f preceding a
voiced consonant

m [amfora, tamvon] amfora, tam von m preceding v or f

i [krai, medaila] kraj, medaila j or i in syllable-final
position

3 [mesa, prinz__vosiel] medza, princ vosiel dz

3 [3em, pun3_vonja] dzem, punc vonia dz

r, 1,1 [vit, viK, vitat, vica] vrt, vk, vitat, vica syllabic consonants r,
I, 7 [

t,d,n, I [taha, tiez, dasno, d’en, tahd, tiez, dasno, soft consonants ¢, d,

nuchat’, nit’, vel’a, I'es] den, nuchat, nit, n
vela, les

X [xata, drux _papiera] chata, druh papiera | voiceless ch

Y [druy__vina, vay__hu¢i] druh vina, Vah huci | voiced variant of ch,
variant of the phone h
preceding another h

n [banski] bansky n preceding s, z, §, Z

] [bapka] banka n preceding k, g

a [broachitida] bronchitida n preceding ch (both
voiceless and voiced)

>n, >C [d’e>ni, su>cu] denny, sudcu geminate consonants

? [?a__teraz] a teraz stop

13




The following symbols are also used:

= gyllable carrying main word stress: ‘slovo

= gyllable carrying secondary word stress: ‘polo vodic
= word carrying sentence stress: Zostal “doma.

= word carrying contrastive stress: Zostal ‘‘doma.

= falling melody, conclusive cadence, falling semicadence: N
= rising melody, anticadence, rising semicadence: 72

* non-rising semicadence: 2>

= raised non-rising semicadence: 2

= short pause (intra-sentential): |

= |onger pause (inter-sentential): ||

» symbol for linked pronunciation: __

= symbol for higher pronunciation style: *

14



Table of phonetic transcription symbols used in transcription

of Polish pronunciation

Milena Hebal-Jezierska
In this chapter, a more complex symbolic system is used to record sounds. A description of
each symbol is provided below. The symbol set does not represent a complete sum of the
phonemes of the Polish language, but rather a set used in those parts of this book devoted to
Polish pronunciation. In the table, apico-dental phones are described as dental and apico-
alveolar as alveolar (according to Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012). In case of the phones [3] and
[1], places of articulation according to Anita Lorenc (2018) are also provided. Examples of
words containing softened voiceless phones were taken from Agnieszka Rosinska-Mamej
(2014).

The author would like to express her gratitude for advice and recommendations to

professor Jolanta Tambor.

a) Vowel symbol modifiers
tilde over a vowel — nasalisation of the vowel, e.g., 3, &, 6,1, ¥, U;
single dot over a vowel — rise in articulation, e.g., &, 0;

two dots over a vowel — centralisation of articulation, e.g., 4, 0, U.

b) Semivowel and consonant symbols
cedilla under a phone — desonorisation;
apostrophe next to a phone — softening;
acute accent over a phone — softness;

dot under a phone — alveolarity;

tilde over a consonant/semivowel — nasality
circumflex under a phone - semivowel,

dot over a phone — laryngeality.

15



Table 3: Symbols denoting semivowels

Symbol Transcription Orthographic Phone properties
example notation

u [uafka] tawka semivowel, oral,
back, voiced

u [avaus] awans semivowel, nasal,
back, voiced

u [pomysu] pomyst semivowel, oral,

| | back, voiceless

u [u'ikent] weekend semivowel, oral,
back, voiced,
softened

I [1utro] jutro semivowel, oral,
front, voiced

i [koisk’i] konski semivowel, nasal,
front, voiced

Table 4: Symbols denoting consonants. The table is a set of symbols collected from the works of the authors
cited in this publication. In some cases, it contains multiple symbols for a sound occurring in the same phonetic
context. This is caused by the differences in sound classifications proposed by various researchers.

Symbol Transcription Orthographic Phone properties
example notation

b [butka] budka voiced, bilabial,
occlusive, hard

b’ [b’iskup] biskup voiced, bilabial,
occlusive, softened

c [car] car voiceless, dental,
semiocclusive, hard

c’ [c’is] cis voiceless, dental,
semiocclusive,
softened

¢ [capka] czapka voiceless, alveolar,
semiocclusive, hard

¢ [¢’ip] czip voiceless, alveolar,
semiocclusive,
softened

¢ [¢astko] ciastko voiceless, prepalatal,
semiocclusive, soft

d [dar] dar voiced, dental,
occlusive, hard

16




d’

[d’inozayr]

dinozaur

voiced, dental,
occlusive, softened

[dZzevo]

drzewo

voiced, alveolar,
occlusive, hard

[3ban]

dzban

voiced, dental,
semiocclusive, hard

[noz’ _i__ 3én]

noc i dzien

voiced, dental,
semiocclusive,
softened

[3is]

dzis

voiced, prepalatal,
semiocclusive, soft

N<

[3uma]

dzuma

voiced, alveolar/
postalveolar,
semiocclusive, hard

[5ip]

dzip

voiced, alveolar,
semiocclusive,
softened

[fama]

fama

voiceless,
labiodental,
constrictive, hard

[film]

film

voiceless,
labiodental,
constrictive, softened

[qus]

guz

voiced, velar,
occlusive, hard

[gigant]

gigant

voiced, postpalatal,
occlusive, soft

[g’igant]

gigant

voiced, velar,
occlusive, softened

[xata]

chata

voiceless, velar,
constrictive, hard

[xiny]

Chiny

voiceless,
postpalatal,
constrictive, soft

[x’iny]

Chiny

voiceless, velar,
constrictive, softened

[boydan]

Bohdan

voiced, velar,
constrictive, hard

[day__ 1ana]

dach jana

voiced, postpalatal,
constrictive, soft

[day’ _ rana]

dach jana

voiced, velar,
constrictive, softened

17




[kot]

kot

voiceless, velar,
occlusive, hard

[ki§¢]

kis¢

voiceless,
postpalatal,
occlusive, soft

[k’i8¢]

kis¢

voiceless, velar,
occlusive, softened

[las]

las

voiced, semiopen
consonant, lateral,
alveolar/postalveolar,
hard

1’

[1’is]

lis

voiced, semiopen
consonant, lateral,
alveolar, softened

p—

[mysl]

mysl

desonorised,
semiopen consonant,
lateral, alveolar, hard

[vymys]’¢e]

wymyslcie

desonorised,
semiopen consonant,
lateral, alveolar,
softened

[mama]

mama

voiced, semiopen
consonant, nasal,
bilabial, hard

[m’ila]

mila

voiced, semiopen
consonant, nasal,
bilabial, softened

[pasm]

pasm

desonorised,
semiopen consonant,
nasal, bilabial, hard

[m’scicel]

msciciel

desonorised,
semiopen consonant,
nasal, bilabial,
softened

[noga]

noga

voiced, semiopen
consonant, nasal,
dental, hard

[poncek]

paczek

voiced, semiopen
consonant, nasal,
alveolar, hard

[p’6snka]

piosnka

desonorised,
semiopen consonant,
nasal, dental, hard
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[nitka]

nitka

voiced, semiopen
consonant, nasal,
prepalatal, soft

[plesn]

plesn

desonorised,
semiopen consonant,
nasal, prepalatal, soft

[bapk]

bank

voiced, semiopen
consonant, nasal,
velar, hard

[p*Gspka]

piosnka

desonorised,
semiopen consonant,
nasal, velar, hard

[banki]

banki

voiced, semiopen
consonant, nasal,
postpalatal, soft

[ban’ki]

banki

voiced, semiopen
consonant, nasal,
velar, softened

S

[Cosnykém]

czosnkiem

desonorised,
semiopen consonant,
nasal, postpalatal,
soft

[p*6spki]

piosnKi

desonorised,
semiopen consonant,
nasal, velar, softened

[pole]

pole

voiceless, bilabial,
occlusive, hard

[p’ik]

pik

voiceless, bilabial,
occlusive, softened

[rak]

rak

voiced, semiopen
consonant, trill,
alveolar, hard

[r’iksa]

riksza

voiced, semiopen
consonant, trill,
alveolar, softened

o

[v’réitr]

wiatr

desonorised,
semiopen consonant,
trill, alveolar, hard

e

[p’16tr’kem]

piotrkiem

desonorised,
semiopen consonant,
trill, alveolar,
softened
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o

voiced, semiopen
consonant, trill,
laryngeal, hard

-=o

desonorised,
semiopen consonant,
trill, laryngeal, hard

desonorised,
semiopen consonant,

trill, laryngeal,
softened

S [sul] s6l voiceless, dental,
constrictive, hard

s’ [s’inus] sinus voiceless, dental,
constrictive, softened

§ [sal] szal voiceless, alveolar,
constrictive, hard

§’ [§’18a] szisza voiceless, alveolar,
constrictive, softened

$ [SI’imak, Sostra] $limak, siostra voiceless, prepalatal,
constrictive, soft

t [tom] tom voiceless, dental,
occlusive, hard

t’ [t’ik] tik voiceless, dental,
occlusive, softened

t [tseba] trzeba voiceless, alveolar,
occlusive, hard

% [vata] wata voiced, labiodental,
constrictive, hard

\4 [v’ixer] wicher voiced, labiodental,
constrictive, softened

z [zux] zuch voiced, dental,
constrictive, hard

7’ [z’imbabve] Zimbabwe voiced, dental,
constrictive, softened

zZ [Zzarno] ziarno voiced, prepalatal,
constrictive, soft

zZ [zuk] zuk voiced, alveolar,
constrictive, hard

A [z’igolo] zigolo voiced, alveolar,

constrictive, softened
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Certain phones that are articulated in approximately the same position in the oral cavity, e.g.,
k, and g, are labelled differently in Polish and Slovak, for example, the name “dorsal phones”
corresponds to the Slovak label “velar phones”.

Label “prepalatal” refers to a phone articulated with participation of anterior palate. Label
“postpalatal” refers to a phone articulated with participation of posterior palate.
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1 Definitions of terms

In order to provide a solid footing in the discussed topic, we need to explain the understandings
of the fundamental terms, which may differ across the subject languages: literary language
and the terms related to its delimitation (usage — norm — codification), which are discussed
within the theory of language culture and which reflect the current language policies of our

countries.

1.1 Basic terminology in Czech linguistic context

Pavilina Kuldanova
Defining some of the fundamental — and contextually important —terms used in Czech linguistic
landscape is not a simple task — this is due to isolectal stratification of the Czech national
language (with functional and regional varieties, its variability), as well as to terminological
ambiguity. This intricacy and the situation in Czech sociolinguistics and theory of language
culture, which reflect the complexity of the Czech language situation, were addressed by e.g.,
Olga Miillerova and Jana Hoffmannova on the pages of the journal Slovo a slovesnost [Word
and literature] (1997, p. 47): “In the space between literary Czech and territorial dialects (...)
vaguely move the concepts of colloquial Czech (potentially also colloquial style), common
Czech, common spoken language, potentially also ‘middle class’. The concepts of the standard
and non-standard are perceived differently (...)”;® some linguists equate the standard with
literariness, others with colloquiality, still others include substandard phenomenain it; it merges
with the common communication usage (cf. also Nekula, Sichova, 2017; Svobodova et al.,
2011; and many others).

Iva Nebeska (2017a) also discusses the gradual blurring of varietal stratification: “The
thresholds of literary Czech are unclear, there is a wide transitory zone between devices
perceived as literary and those perceived as substandard. Literariness criteria have not been
clearly delimited in the classical theory of literary language [i.e., in the theory of the Prague
Linguistic Circle; P.K.], nor later; this deficiency has long been causing theoretical (and

occasionally practical) issues. In different periods, it was bypassed most notably with the use

3 In original: “V prostoru mezi spisovnou &estinou a teritorialnimi dialekty (...) se vagné pohybuji koncepty
hovorova cestina (ev. i hovorovy styl), obecna Cestina, bézné mluveny jazyk, ev. i ,stfedni vrstva‘. Rizné se
zachazi s koncepty standardu a nestandardu (...)”.
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of terms colloquial Czech, democratization of literary Czech, literary norm range, and the
standard.”
In the following lines, we try to illuminate the understandings of some of these concepts

through the prism of scientific theory of literary language.

1.1.1  Literary Czech. Usage — norm — codification

The very first problem arises immediately — in defining what is literary, i.e., what is literary
Czech. It is usually defined as a system of language means (richly stratified stylistically,
functionally, and regionally) used nation-wide, primarily in written and spoken official
communication, as a main and regulated variety of the national language, a cultural variety with
a higher social prestige, which “fulfils also the integrative, national-representative, and culture-
creating roles. It is codified in grammar books, dictionaries, spelling and pronunciation
handbooks™® (Nebeska, 2017a). The most frequent controversies in characterizing this national
language variety, which stands above all other forms, are linked to its regulation, i.e.,
interventions, theoretical intercession on the language by professional authorities, institutional
codification (Nebeska, 2017c¢).

Codification therefore represents the knowledge of the existing form of literary language,
i.e., norm, and its recording in codification handbooks.

The norm of literary language (literary norm) has long been the pivotal term of the theory
and practice of language culture (standing between usage, i.e., the set of language means used
by the language community regardless of their being suitable or unsuitable, correct or incorrect,
and codification). Literary norm includes the set of literary language means, which are
perceived by most users as obligatory for particular communication situations; it is considered
the criterion of language correctness, some phenomena are codified (recorded) in authoritative
handbooks — codification thus reinforces the literary norm. “The norm is under the professional
care of linguists, who can intervene in it by means of codification, support its stability,
systemicity, and decide which variants belong in it and which do not”® (Nebesk4, 2017d).
Codification handbooks are penned by collectives of academics (primarily tied to the Institute

4 In original: “Hranice spisovné &estiny jsou neostré, mezi prosttedky pocitovanymi jako spisovné a prostiedky
pocitovanymi jako nespisovné je Siroké prechodné pasmo. Kritéria spisovnosti nebyla v klasické teorii spisovného
jazyka ani pozd¢ji zieteln¢ vymezena; tento nedostatek dlouhodobé plisobi teoretické (a nékdy i uzivatelské)
problémy. V rtiznych dobach se pieklenoval zejména pomoci termind hovorova cestina, demokratizace spisovné
Cestiny, rozpéti spisovné normy a standard.”

5 In original: “plni i funkci integracni, narodné reprezentativni a kulturotvornou. Je kodifikovana v mluvnicich,
slovnicich, pravidlech pravopisu a vyslovnosti”.

® In original: “Norma je pfedmétem odborné péce lingvisti, ktefi do ni mohou pomoci kodifikace zasahovat,
podporovat jeji ustalenost, systémovost a rozhodovat o tom, které varianty do ni patfi a které nikoli”.
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of the Czech Language of the Czech Academy of Sciences), who either only record the norm
in these, or regulate the norm by them — this was addressed in greater detail by Jifi Kraus (2017):
“Codification handbooks differ in whether their authors aim to describe the literary language
(as is the case with higher language levels, in dictionaries and grammar books), or whether they
intend to precisely regulate its use by means of these handbooks (particularly in orthography
and pronunciation). The highest degree of codification obligatoriness in the Czech context is
traditionally attributed to the Pravidla ceského pravopisu [Rules of Czech orthography], the
rules codified by this publication are made obligatory for the sphere of education and more
generally also the public written communication by an annex of the Ministry of Education,
Youth and Sport. Their upholding is usually understood as mandatory also in official
administrative and legal documents, in mass media, publishing, etc. Conversely, those Czech
linguists that adhere to the principle of so-called minimal intervention call for reduction and
relaxation of language regulations, basing their stance on the fact that the phenomena seen as
un-literary are entering the area of public communication and gaining prominence also in
written communication, particularly under the influence of modern communication
technologies.”’

The contemporary concept of literary Czech is thus based in the theory of literary
language (theory of literariness), “the programme of professional care for the culture of literary
language and the culture of expression”®, postulated by the Prague Linguistic Circle (Nebeska,

2017b). This concept is the topic in the following section.

1.1.2  Development of scientific theory of literary language and its culture

The theory of language culture was formulated by the members of the Prague Linguistic Circle
(PLC) in the 1920s and 1930s and rooted itself in linguistics so firmly that we refer to it to this
day — not only in Czech and neighbouring Slavic environments (including Slovak and Polish,
see Subchapters 1.2 and 1.3), but throughout the world.

" In original: “Kodifikaéni ptirucky se 1i3i podle toho, zdali si jejich autoti kladou za cil spisovny jazyk popisovat
(tak je tomu u vyssich jazykovych rovin, ve slovnicich a gramatikach), nebo zplsob jeho uziti pomoci pravidel
pfesné regulovat (zejména v pravopisu a vyslovnosti). Nejvétsim stupném kodifikacni zavaznosti se v ceském
prostiedi tradi¢n€ vyznacuji Pravidla Ceského pravopisu, jejichz zavaznost pro oblast Skolstvi a obecnéji
i vefejného pisemného projevu je vyjadiena dolozkou Ministerstva Skolstvi, mladeze a t€lovychovy. Jejich
dodrzovani se obecné chape jako zavazné i v oficidlnich textech administrativné pravnich, v masovych médiich,
nakladatelstvich apod. Naproti tomu Cesti lingvisté, ktefi jsou stoupenci tzv. minimalni intervence, vyzaduji
oslabeni a uvolnéni jazykové regulace a zdivodiuji sviij postoj pronikanim jevii povazovanych za nespisovné do
oblasti vefejné komunikace, které sili iV jazyce psaném, zejména pod vlivem modernich komunikacnich
technologii.”

8 In original: “programu odborné péée o kulturu spisovného jazyka a kulturu vyjadfovani”.
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Language culture was first introduced as relevant area of interest for linguistics by the
PLC within the collective work Teze predlozené 1. sjezdu slovanskych filologii v Praze r. 1929
[Theses presented on the occasion of the First International Congress of Slavists held in Prague
in 19291, which were — in the words of Josef Vachek — “the first collective codification of the
tenets of the Prague school™® (Vachek, 1970, p. 67), the presentation of their functional-
structural understanding of language. The topic of language culture makes up the contents of
the ninth thesis, labelled Vyznam funkcni lingvistiky pro kulturu a kritiku jazyki slovanskych
[Importance of functional linguistics for culture and criticism of Slavic languages], which starts
with a definition: “Language culture is care that, in literary language — both written and
spoken — those attributes are reinforced which are necessary for the special functions of such”
(Vachek, 1970, pp. 57 — 58). Further on, these special functions are discussed in greater detail,
including stability, aptness, and distinctiveness, and it is demanded that these be applied in
pronunciation, orthography, vocabulary, syntax, and morphology; the thesis also touches upon
colloquial language and care for language purity.

These initial formulations were elaborated in the anthology Spisovna cestina a jazykova
kultura [Literary Czech and Language Culture], published in 1932, shortly after the influential
lecture and debate cycle on these topics, by which the members of the Circle reacted to the
language cultivation practice in the journal Nase rec [Our Speech], namely its editor in chief
Jiti Haller. In addition to Vilém Mathesius’ treatise O pozadavku stability ve spisovném jazyce
[On the necessity of stability in literary language], Bohumil Havranek’s text Ukoly spisovného
jazyka a jeho kultury [The tasks of literary language and its culture], Roman Jakobson’s paper
O dnesnim brusicstvi ceskem [On contemporary Czech purism], Milo§ Weingart’s contribution
Zvukova kultura ceského jazyka [Sound culture of the Czech language], and a treatise on literary
and poetic language by Jan Mukatovsky, the anthology also contains the Obecné zdsady pro
kulturu jazyka [General principles of language culture], which represent the core foundation of
the introduced theory.

In the introduction of the General principles..., it is written: “The culture of literary
language is understood as the conscious cultivation of literary language; this can take place:
1. by theoretical linguistic work, 2. language schooling, and 3. writer praxis”!* (Havranek,

Weingart, 1932, p. 245). The authors then state that the proposed principles pertain to point

% In original: “prvou soubornou kodifikaci z4sad prazské $koly”.

10 In original: “Kultura jazykova je péce o to, aby byly v jazyce spisovném, a to jak v kniznim, tak i hovorovém,
posilovany ty vlastnosti, kterych vyzaduje specialni funkce spisovného jazyka.”

11 In original: “Kulturou spisovného jazyka rozumime védomé pésténi spisovného jazyka; to se mize diti:
1. teoretickou praci jazykovédnou, 2. skolskou vychovou jazykovou a 3. spisovatelskou praksi.”
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no. 1, i.e., theoretical linguistic work, which efficiently influences the literary language and can
help or hinder it. It can help by contributing to the literary language being suited to its functions
as well as possible. This can be done by “1. supporting the constancy (stability) of the literary
language, and 2. supporting its functional contrasts (differentiation) and stylistic richness;
a necessary condition for both is perfecting the theoretical knowledge of the contemporary
literary language, i.e., its existing norm”!? (Havranek, Weingart, 1932, p. 245). On
approximately twelve small format pages, the individual aspects of this basic delimitation are
elaborated; the foundation for knowledge of the contemporary literary language norm is
primarily the “average literary practice of the preceding fifty years”,® supplemented by
“language awareness” of the intellectual circles on the literary language and their “verbal
language practice”'* (Havranek, Weingart, 1932, pp. 246 — 247). Principles of normative
theoretical interventions in the areas of orthography, pronunciation, morphology, syntax, and
vocabulary are set out, intended to lead to stabilization of language; the principles supporting
functional and stylistic richness of the literary language are also proposed. In the treatise Ukoly
spisovného jazyka a jeho Kultura [The tasks of literary language and its culture] by Bohuslav
Havranek, who is perceived as the main creator of the theory of language culture alongside
Vilém Mathesius, the general principles pertaining to the literary language and its culture are
elaborated in detail; Havranek’s text begins with a definition of culture of a literary language
(in a similar vein as in the General principles...), ending in a note on the aim of “this conscious
cultivation of the literary language”, which “cultivates the language and language culture in
those, who use such in practice”'® (Havranek, Weingart, 1932, p. 32); Havranek also concludes
the treatise with a comment on the importance of language users: “Language theoretician can
merely support the language culture (...), only those who speak and write in the literary language
can realise language culture and cultivated language'® (Havranek, Weingart, 1932, p. 84).
From the primary sources provided, it can be concluded that the classical (original) idea
of language culture pertained only to the literary language, since it was the literary language
that was reserved for fulfilling tasks related to cultural and organisational social life; the terms

usage — norm — codification were set out; literary practice of the last five decades, and the

2 In original: “1. podporou ustalenosti (stability) spisovného jazyka a 2. podporou jeho funkéniho rozli$eni
(diferenciace) a jeho stylistické bohatosti; nezbytnou podminkou pro oboji je co nejdokonalejsi teoretické poznani
soucasného spisovného jazyka, totiz existujici jeho normy”.

13 In original: “primérna literarni prakse jazykova za poslednich padesat let”.

14 In original: “jazykovou praksi Gistni”.

15 In original: “tohoto védomého pé&sténi spisovného jazyka” (...) “kultivovany jazyk a jazykova kultura u téch,
ktefi jazyka spisovného v praksi uzivaji”.

1% In original: “Kulturu jazykovou (...) miZe teoretik jazyka jen podporovat; realizovat kulturu jazykovou
a kultivovany jazyk mohou jenom ti, kdoz spisovnym jazykem pisi a mluvi.”
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language awareness of the literary norm among the intellectual circles and their speech practice
were chosen as the basis for the norm; codification, popularization, curricular and
extracurricular language education were considered important tools of language cultivation.

In the following years (particularly after WWII), the theory of language culture extended
beyond the literary language, language system and the resulting state of language — the process
of communication entered the limelight; speech culture (culture of language communication,
expression) was delimited alongside language culture. The difference between these is given
not only by the opposition of langue and parole, but also by the fact that the character of
language culture is mostly institutional (language dictionaries and codification handbooks are
approved and published by prestigious institutions), while culture of communication is partaken
in by essentially all language users, chiefly those whose public speeches influence the most the
contemporary language use and the users’ stances on language — teachers, media workers,
editors, publishers, writers, translators, politicians, etc. (Kraus, 2004, pp. 128 — 129).

The tasks of the contemporary theory of language culture were neatly formulated by
Jifi Kraus, who delimited four areas of its interest (in Karlik, Nekula, Pleskalova, 2002, p. 238;
cf. also Kraus, 2004, p. 139):

1. The state of the national language means, particularly of its functionally and
stylistically most developed, literary variety.

2. Development and cultivation of expressive means of the literary language through
dictionaries, textbooks, orthographic and pronunciation rules and recommendations, etc.

(The success of this activity is dependent on good proficiency and respect for the
contemporary language usage and stances that the users hold towards the language, its real
developmental changes. In these stances, conservative and progressive viewpoints, openness
and closedness to foreign-language influence, different degrees of tolerance, etc. frequently
meet in a conflicting manner.)

1. State and quality of speech in various areas of public and private communication in
written form.

2. Cultivation and development of expressive abilities and habits that users apply in

various areas of public and private communication.

On the basis of the list provided, it is evident that the emphasis is placed not only on the
cultivation of language as a system (in spirit of opinion that the quality of language is
a reflection of the cultural level of the society using it), but also on the cultivation of its speech

realisation, practical manifestations both spoken and written.
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A shift in understanding the theory can be illustrated even more pointedly by naming

the basic characteristics deemed the most important in the classical period and today.

Classical theory accentuated (according to Havranek, Weingart, 1932):
= literary language; langue; it delimited the terms usage — norm — codification (with the
norm of literary language being the focus of attention); literary practice of the last fifty
years, and the literary language awareness among the intellectual circles and their speech
practice were considered to form the basis for the norm; literary language used in speech —
functional colloquial language; codification and popularisation activities, and curricular
and extracurricular education are important tools for language cultivation; rational,
economical-instrumental approach to language was employed; efforts to strengthen the
prestige of the literary language (within the national cultivational programme), creation

of conversational style (the style of social conversation).

On the other hand, contemporary theory deals with:
= not only the literary language, but also other national language varieties (relation of
standard and substandards); parole; culture of language and culture of expression;
contemporary (“postmodern”) rejection of norms, critical perception of codification
(prescriptivism) can be observed; changes in understanding of verbal practice
(communication substandardisation); focus on common Czech (promoting of common
Czech at the expense of the literary form); important role is played by the “language
survival” — stances of people towards language, they are not indifferent to it, their
abilities, habits and emotional states are reflected in their language use; interdisciplinary
perception of language culture, development of new disciplines (sociolinguistics,
psycholinguistics), formation of text linguistics — interest in higher levels of text

formation.

An important factor here is the period context — in both cases, theory is developed in the

context of newly formed countries, with different social and ideal backgrounds.
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The original theory of the PLC:
= emerges after the breakup of Austria-Hungary and formation of the new Czechoslovak
state (1918), in the period of “overcoming the feeling of national minusculity”’” (Danes,
2009, p. 10); a purely rational approach to language is cultivated as a reflection of
“disinclination to an emotionally lofty nationalistic ardour”'® (Danes, 1996, p. 21) among
the members of the Circle; the theory was a reaction to purism and its evaluation of
language means correctness based on the principle of historical purity and folkishness —
the new approach to language — synchronic and functional — was applied in opposition to
this; it tied into the contemporary domestic and global intellectual movements and
influences, notably to Josef Zubaty, Vaclav Ertl and his theory of a good author, Grigoriy

Vinokur, Masaryk’s realism.

Current theory:
= develops after a change in political-economic and social circumstances following
November 1989, dissolution of Czechoslovakia, and formation of independent Czech
Republic (1993); since 1990s, period disrespect for norms, dislike of norms and
authorities are evident; prescriptive and descriptive efforts take contradictory positions;*
expectations of literary Czech awareness and of expansion of its functional application to
the entire language area fail to come to fruition (in the shifted social climate, spontaneity
is preferred to the conscious use of literary Czech); a gap between codification tools and

language practice is slowly being reduced (Karlik, Nekula, Pleskalova, 2002, p. 486).

" In original: “pfekonavéani pocitu narodni malosti”.

18 In original: “nechuti k citové nadnesenému vlasteneckému horovéni”.

19 Dismissive stances towards the theory of language culture and prescriptive character of codification started to
manifest with greater intensity in 1960s and 1980s —1990s and are still alive today (including the efforts to promote
common Czech ever since 1960s, which became successful only after the regime change in 1990s, in the period
of a shift away from norms). These tendencies are represented by e.g. Sgall, Cermak, Hronek, Cvréek and Vyberal
and culminated in the Cvréek’s “concept of minimal intervention” — who also published the book Mluvnice
soucasnée cestiny [Grammar of contemporary Czech language] (Cvréek, V. et al. Mluvnice soucasné cestiny 1. Jak
se pise a jak se mluvi. Prague: Karolinum, 2010) in this spirit, describing language not “as it should be, but as it
really is”, i.e., the contemporary usage; scholarly discussions that started after publishing of Cvréek’s works in
2008 and 2010 clearly showed weak points of this concept (primarily resulting from the failure to apply
a premeditated scientific approach to the description of Czech in Mluvnice... and the lack of representativeness of
the corpus material — particularly the spoken communication corpora used that do not represent the entire language
area of Czechia and Moravia).
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1.1.3  Sound culture. Orthoepy

The previously mentioned social, cultural, and language development is, naturally, reflected
also in one of the aspects of language culture — sound culture. It is an area more closely dealt
with in a scientific manner and described in greater detail since the end of WWI1I (with the rules
of literary pronunciation also codified later, in the latter half of the 20th century). As a result of
the technological and scientific development, a boom in audio media took place, research
options were perfected, but the basic requirements for cultivated speech sound in public spaces
stayed the same. This is well testified by the look at the understanding of sound culture of the
literary language among the Prague Linguistic Circle.

Their views on sound culture as an inseparable part of language culture were mentioned
in passing in the paper Obecné zdsady pro kulturu jazyka®® [General principles of language
culture] and elaborated in greater detail in Milo§ Weingart’s thesis Zvukovad kultura ceského
jazyka [Sound culture of the Czech language] in the anthology Spisovnd cestina a jazykova
kultura [Literary Czech and Language Culture]. It is the most extensive text of the entire
anthology, in which the author minutely analyses different aspects of the sound system of
language; in our opinion, his approach to the requirements of this constituent of language
culture has not lost a bit of its topicality.

In the thesis’ introduction, Weingart lists the uses of literary language perceived not by
sight but by hearing, i.e., use of spoken language in special functions, within which he mentions
the following: reading aloud any literary text, speech of teachers and pupils in schools, public
lectures, judicial and administrative proceedings, public speeches in political and economic life,
official military speeches, religious speeches, reading of works of literature, theatre, sound film,
literary speech reproduced via radio broadcasts and gramophone records.

Weingart then briefly formulates the general characteristics of the contemporary “new
culture period” and compares it with the culture period of the 19th century, which his period
follows up on. Subsequently, in standalone chapters, he explains his understanding of the term
sound culture,? elucidates the history of scholarly interest in this area of language (from Jan

20 “The basis of the literary pronunciation is to be found in the pronunciation of the intellectual circles speaking
the literary language, not the folk pronunciation of any of the dialectical wholes, not excluding the folk
pronunciation of any of the prominent centres, such as that of Prague; (...) Literary pronunciation needs a developed
functional stratification on the basis of various purposes of language communication (...). Alongside a normalised,
correct pronunciation of a literary language, it is, however, also necessary to consistently take care of its sound
refinement (euphony, callilogy)” (Havranek, Weingart, 1932, p. 251).

2L Here he includes three aspects: 1. correct pronunciation (at that time without distinguishing between orthoepy
and orthophony), 2. Perfecting of the sound component of language use (using the terms “euphony” and also older
Durdik’s term “callilogy”, to which he gives new meaning contents), 3. voice technique of voice and art of
elocution (cf. Weingart, 1932, pp. 168 — 170).
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Hus to his day); most importantly, however, he provides detailed orthoepic rules and principles
of correct voice techniques and elocution.

He also attempts to answer the question “what is today’s state of sound culture of the
Czech language”, stating that “sound culture of literary Czech is imperfect, to wit, we can talk
of such only in extraordinary cases?? (Weingart, 1932, p. 160) and he illustrates this statement
with an evaluation of speech of selected speaker types in various environments: rhetoric in the
Parliament and in public life in general, school environment (students and teachers), radio
(speakers of various professions, writers, and other intellectuals), actors (in theatres, in sound
film, and in radio).

Today’s understanding of orthoepy as an inseparable part of a complex language culture
can be introduced along the views of Marie Krémova (2017) as follows: orthophony — that is,
a study of proper forming and sound of phones — is also a part of orthoepy (i.e., literary
pronunciation); orthophonic principles delimit the stance towards regional, dialectal, and social
variations in phones and individual realisations.

Orthoepy sensu stricto incorporates in it the rules for proper use of orthophonically
formed phones in the stream of speech (in phone combinations, words), as well as the principles
of proper stressing (in words and sentences), logical segmentation and modulation of
continuous speech. The rules of literary pronunciation have a codification status in Czech
language, that is, they serve as a generally accepted and binding norm. In setting out the
orthoepic rules, it is at first necessary to “as fully as possible know the real norm, i.e., the
existing state of pronunciation in public speeches, including the awareness of such. The norm
among the users of literary language in the cultural centre is to be taken as the basis, the norms
of other centres is to be taken into account in pronunciation doublets.”? This norm crystalized
in the Czech environment only in the 20th century; “only the formation of the society-wide
sphere of cultivated spoken communication, which takes place with the development of the
communication technologies, gradually created a situation in which it was necessary to describe
and codify this norm, so that it would serve as a guidepost for future users of this variety of the
national language. In earlier periods (since 19th century), a similar need appeared in stage

speech, but the result had not had a national status”?* (Krémova, 2017).

22 In original: “zvukova kultura spisovné &estiny je nedokonald, ba Ze o ni miZzeme mluviti vlastn& jen ve
vyjimecnych ptipadech”.

23 In original: “co nejupln&ji poznat redlnou normu, tj. existujici stav vyslovnosti ve vefejnych projevech véetné
povédomi o ném. Za zéklad se bere norma nositell spisovného jazyka v kulturnim centru, k normé dalSich center
se ptihlizi ve formé vyslovnostnich dublet.”

24 In original: “teprve vznik celospolecenské sféry kultivovanych mluvenych projevil, ktery nastava s rozvojem
sdélovaci techniky, vytvofil totiz postupné i situaci, v nizZ tuto normu bylo nutno popsat a kodifikovat, aby byla
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For Czech language, a resolution to the relation of pronunciation and spelling norms is
also important, since these influence each other. In case of domestic words, it is possible to,
without much trouble, “link a proper pronunciation to a written form (of course, this does not
work in the reverse direction), in case of loanwords, however, this is possible only occasionally;
and finding and formulating rules is difficult in this area. Therefore, explanations of the two
groups tend to be divided into individual works, or at least into individual sections of a work”?®
(ibid.; this solution was chosen also for this publication in the Subchapter 3.5). At the same
time, it is important to be aware of what message types require observing the codified
pronunciation — Czech orthoepic rules are valid for “literary speeches prepared beforehand and
emotionally neutral; in spontaneous, albeit public, speeches, these rules are to be applied less
strictly. Additionally, literary pronunciation is stylistically differentiated, recognized are the
basic (neutral) pronunciation style, select (careful, ceremonial, explicit), and perfunctory
(common, implicit). Beyond the threshold of the literary language, there is negligent
pronunciation, significative, or dialectal; all of these are considered cases of substandard

pronunciation”?® (ibid.).

1.1.4  Language policy in Czechia

To conclude this section, it is appropriate to mention that, when comparing period-dependent
approaches to the theory of language culture, a comparison of period language policies is also
on the table. After its formation in 1918, the Czechoslovak Republic had to deal with the issues
of co-existence of at least two languages — Czech and Slovak, which was also reflected in its
legislature. In the constitution of February 1920 (in force until 1948) and in the language law,
the denominators Czechoslovak nation and Czechoslovak language were used and the so-called
Czechoslovak was defined as the state majority language, which comprises two languages —
Czech and Slovak. The position of Czech was stronger than that of Slovak; even weaker were
those of languages of large German and Hungarian minorities, not to mention languages of

smaller minorities. These questions (along the stratification of the national language and the

orientaci pro dalsi uzivatele této podoby narodniho jazyka. Ve starSich dobach (od 19. stol.) se podobna potieba
jevila u jevistni feci, ale vysledek celondrodni postaveni nemél.”

%5 In original: “k psané podobé ptifadit spravnou vyslovnost (naopak to ovem neplati), u slov prejatych to vak je
mozné jen nekdy a nalezeni pravidel a jejich formulace jsou obtizné. Proto se vyklady o obou skupinédch slov
odd¢luji do samostatnych praci, nebo alespont do samostatnych oddilt prace jediné.”

% In original: “spisovné projevy piedem piipravené a citové neutralni, ve spontdnnim, byt vefejném projevu se
dodrzuji méné striktn€. Navic je spisovna vyslovnost stylove diferencovana, rozlisuje se styl vyslovnosti zakladni
(neutralni), vybrany (peclivy, slavnostni, explicitni) a zbézny (b&ézny, implicitni). Za hranicemi spisovného jazyka
je vyslovnost nedbala, naznakova nebo vyslovnost nafecni; ve vSech takovych pfipadech jde jiz o vyslovnost
substandardni.”
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theory of functional systems) were among those that interested the linguists in the interbellum
period. Following WWII, national composition of the society changed, there was a significant
decrease in the number of German speakers, whose language was previously a major competitor
of Czech and Slovak, and these changes were reflected also in the constitutions of 1948, 1960,
1968, 1991, and 1992. Current Czech language policy operates without a language law and
without a defined term “state language” (it is a result of language law in the spirit of the
Constitution of December 1992), it is exercised by a monolingual, single-nation state, does not
need to determine itself against a foreign language (German), does not have to fight for the
position of a stronger language; from this point of view, Czech language is in a stable language
situation (Bogoczova, in Svobodova et al., 2011, pp. 59 —62; cf. also Bogoczova, 2021).
Language policies of Slovakia and Poland are applied in a rather different manner, as the

following subchapters illustrate.

1.2 Basic terminology in Slovak linguistic context
Patrik Petras

In this section, we describe the understanding of the terms literariness and literary language in
the Slovak linguistic context. We point out the position of literary language in different concepts
of the national language stratification. The terms usage — norm — codification are linked to the
topic of literariness; it is thus appropriate to provide an explanation of these terms here. In
Slovak scholarly literature, a certain diversity can be observed, particularly in regard to the
understanding of norm. Therefore, we elucidate multiple authorial approaches to this term. We
also pay attention to the language culture, which includes these delimited terms. Subsequently,
we deal with sound culture and defining of orthoepy as a study of literary pronunciation. The
subchapter concludes with a characteristic of the language situation and language policies in
Slovakia, which significantly contribute to the present and future status of the literary language

in Slovak society.

1.2.1  Literary Slovak. Usage — norm — codification

As Juraj Dolnik (2010, p. 10) notes, the theory of literary language (and language culture in
general) in Slovak and Czech language contexts originates with the Prague Linguistic Circle
(PLC), the members of which were in a scholarly dispute with puristically-thinking interveners
in Czech language. In the PLC, literary language was contrasted with folk language
(ibid, p. 23).
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Simon Ondru§ (1987, p. 55) writes about the three basic varieties?” of the national
language, in our case Slovak, considering the literary language the most cultivated and
functionally differentiated national language form. The other two forms are geographical and
social varieties.

The currently valid codification handbook for the field of Slovak pronunciation, Pravidla

slovenskej vyslovnosti [Rules of Slovak pronunciation] (Kral’, 2009) define literary Slovak as
“official, society-wide communication tool that is binding in official communication in the
entire territory of the Slovak Republic and for all of its inhabitants (...)? (ibid., p. 17).
At the same time, it has to be noted that the literary language is lexically and syntactically
differentiated into functional styles. Ondrus (1987, p. 56) states that, while in the past, the
belletristic style was at the pinnacle of functional styles; with the economic and scientific-
technological development, “scientific style, alongside with journalistic and administrative
styles move to the forefront”?° (ibid.). Despite the fact that he made this observation already in
1980s, we assume that the situation, as far as the hierarchy of functional styles workload is
concerned, is more or less the same, with the distinction that the colloquial style is also gaining
prominence today.

According to LCubomir Kral¢ak (2015, p. 79), “in the basic social-communicative
opposition, literary form stands in opposition to colloquial form, which is made up of varieties
with both literary and dialectal foundations”.*°

These facts led to a need of a more precise differentiation of national language forms. The
foundations of such new concept were laid by Jan Horecky (1981, pp. 118 — 119), which,
alongside the literary form of the national language, sets out the standard, substandard, and
dialectal form. In addition to this stratification, the author also delimits the language of artistic
literature, which he considers a highly specific form of the national language, albeit one that is
hard to define. This form, however, is highly important for existence and development of
a national language.

Horecky’s theory shares similarities with that of Ondrus$. He is also aware that “social

differentiation and layering in the hierarchy of the literary language’s functional styles result in

27 Translator’s note: In discussions of language stratification, the Slovak scholars do not use the terminology
uniformly, variably preferring the terms utvar, forma — form, or ndrecie — dialect for geographic and social
varieties; we are predominantly using the term variety in translation, but maintain slight variation in use for more
transparent demarcation of the different approaches.

28 In original: “Gradny, celospolodensky a V oficidlnom styku zavizny nastroj dorozumievania na celom tizemi
Slovenskej republiky a pre vietkych jej obyvatelov (...)”.

2 In original: “sa dostava na popredné miesto odborny §tyl so §tylom publicistickym a administrativnym”.

% In original: “v zékladnej socialno-komunikaénej opozicii stoji spisovna forma oproti hovorovej forme, ktort
tvoria Utvary, majuce spisovny i nareCovy zaklad”.

34



a differentiation of the norm of literary language as a whole”3! (Ondrus, 1987, p. 56). The author
thus sets out the so-called substandard norm of the literary language (which he equates with
the colloquial style of the literary language, which, however, allows for some elements of
geographical and social varieties), standard norm of the literary language (binding in
schools, media, etc.), and the so-called superstandard norm of the literary language
(required in artistic style of theatre plays, etc.). The artistic poetic speech exists outside of the
general norm of the literary language in this concept as well.

In relation to the discussed topic of the national language stratification, it can be also
stated that Jan Kacala (2021, p. 23) talks about two contradictory forms of being of the national
language, i.e., literary language and the set of local dialects. According to the author, the listed
forms of being are characterized by “having their own language norm, or alternatively language
norms and mutual coexistence and influence under the conditions of the given nationwide
language variety, but primarily a different social status in the given community, different
functions and a different extent or manner of use”* (ibid.). Alongside these forms of being, the
author further distinguishes incomplete varieties of the national language, where he includes
various sociolects (chiefly slangs), interdialects, urban speech, and substandard form of the
national language (ibid., p. 24).

It is necessary to more closely characterize the differences between the literary language
as one of the forms of the national language and the standard form of the national language.
Horecky (1981, p. 119) states that the “literary form of the Slovak language (...) is characterized
by total observing of the codified rules and definitions. It is, or rather, it should be the exclusive
form of communication in schools, mass communication channels and in the language of
scholarly literature.”®® It is evident that the author sees the relevant criterion of literariness in
adherence to the codified form of language. Elsewhere, Horecky also addresses the relation
between literary and standard forms of language: “A rather dynamic relation exists between the
literary and the standard forms. Standard form takes the basic expressive means from the
literary form, as the literary form is primarily used in educational process and mass

31 In original: “socialna diferencidcia a prevrstvovanie Vv hierarchii funkénych $tylov spisovného jazyka ma za
nasledok aj diferenciaciu celkovej normy spisovného jazyka”.

32 In original: “jestvovanim vlastnej jazykovej normy, pripadne jazykovych noriem a vzijomnym
spolujestvovanim aj ovplyviilovanim sa v podmienkach dané¢ho celonarodného jazykového utvaru, ale najmi
rozdielnym spoloéenskym postavenim v danej pospolitosti, rozdielnymi funkciami a rozdielnym rozsahom ¢i
spdsobom pouzivania”.

% In original: “spisovnd forma slovenského jazyka (..) je charakterizovana celkovym dodrziavanim
kodifikovanych pravidiel a pouciek. Je, resp. mala by byt formou vyluéne pouzivanou v $kole, v masovych
komunikacnych prostriedkoch i v jazyku odborne;j literattry”.

35



communication (less in spoken form than in written)”** (Horecky, 1979, p. 224). He adds: “On
the other hand, many elements of standard form cross over into the literary form and revitalize
it. In the current language situation, it is possible (...) to consider this standard form the
foundational and the most common realization of the national language”®® (ibid.). Since
Horecky stated the aforementioned fact about the standard form of the national language being
its most widespread form as early as in 1979, we can assume that, for the contemporary
language situation, this is even more prominently characteristic. Dolnik points out that this
prevalence of the standard form is related to the “dominance of its spoken form, which is
characterized by a more relaxed norm”% (Dolnik, 2010, p. 22).

We have already hinted at the fact that the difference between the literary and the standard
form of the national language lies in the methods of their realisations. Both forms of the national
language have written and spoken modes, but in each form, a different mode is dominant:
written for literary form, spoken for standard form. In contrast, Horecky (1981, p. 120) observes
that the substandard form is almost exclusively realised in spoken communication.

In comparison with the previously characterized approaches, Daniela Slancova
and Miloslava Sokolova (1994, pp. 225 — 227) use the term variety and write about a literary
variety, which they characterize as national, codified and prestigious. On the other hand,
common (standard) variety is uncodified and more prominently regionally differentiated into
western Slovak, central Slovak, and eastern Slovak variants. Substandard varieties are so
greatly regionally differentiated that entirely standalone western Slovak, central Slovak and
eastern Slovak substandard varieties can be recognized. The authors include non-systematic
socially bound semivarieties (slangs, jargons, argots, professional speech) in dialectal
varieties. They stress the degree of normalisation of the mentioned varieties: “Language norms
of the literary variety are less dynamic, less flexible and variable than norms of common and
substandard varieties, since they are bound by a stronger influence of social and communication
norms in situations in which the literary variety is predominantly used. At the same time, they
are bound by codification, which generally lags behind the norm. (...) The norms of the common

3 In original: “Velmi Zivy vzdjomny vztah je medzi spisovnou a §tandardnou formou. Standardnd forma berie
zéakladné vyjadrovacie prostriedky zo spisovnej formy, lebo spisovna forma sa prednostne vyuziva vo vyu¢ovacom
a vzdelavacom procese a V masovych komunikacnych prostriedkoch (v hovorenom slove menej nez v pisanom).”
% In original: “Na druhej strane viak mnohé prvky zo $tandardnej formy prechadzajii do spisovnej formy
a osviezuju ju. V sucasnej jazykovej situacii mozno (...) prave tuto Standardnti formu pokladat’ za zékladny
a najrozsirenejsi prejav realizacie narodného jazyka.”

% In original: “aj s dominanciou jej hovorenej podoby, ktord sa vyznacuje uvolnenejSou normou”.
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variety and the substandard varieties are more relaxed even in comparison with dialectal norms
(... (ibid., p. 227).

In this regard, Cubomir Kral¢dk (2015, p. 81) talks about functional intervarietal
expansion, which manifests perhaps most prominently in the expansion of the communication
sphere of the literary language, chiefly by replacing “traditional function of the dialect as
a communication tool in common everyday communication by the literary language, or, more
precisely, by the standard variety”*® (ibid.).

In relation to the topic of literariness, or of literary language, it is necessary to characterize
the terms usage — norm — codification. In order to help understand the relations between these,
it is the most suitable to start from the explanation of norm, which can be generally
characterized as a set of certain rules and criteria regulating our behaviour (Findra, 2013, p. 17).
Jan Findra talks about language (grammatical), stylistic and communication norms. In the
language norm, “language rules applicable in a certain specific period of development of the
language and society are anchored. If these are codified, they become socially binding.
Language users then make decisions of the axis correct — incorrect”® (ibid.). According to
Findra, the stylistic norm is based on the fact that principles of language means choice and use
deemed socially appropriate and binding in respective communication spheres become
relatively stabilized in the course of development of language and its users’ communication
practice. Even though stylistic norms are also socially binding and functionally constant, unlike
the language norm, they are relatively more relaxed, the sender is here making decisions on the
axis appropriate — inappropriate (ibid., pp. 17-18). Communication norm counts on
application of the previous two norms, but, at the same time, is related to the norm of social
behaviour. Findra defines communication norm as “a set of standardised rules which became
stabilized due to the repeated application of certain textual procedures in differentiated spheres

of social life and work and in relatively similar communication situations™*° (ibid., p. 18).

3" In original: “Normy spisovnej variety st menej dynamické, menej pruzné a variabilné ako normy beZnej
a substandardnej variety, pretoze st viazané silnejSim posobenim socidlnych akomunikac¢nych noriem
Vv situaciach, v ktorych sa spisovna varieta prevazne vyuziva. Zaroven st viazané kodifikaciou, ktora vSeobecne
zaostava za normou. (...) Normy beZnej variety a substandardnych variet st vol'nejsie aj v porovnani s narecovymi
normami (...)”.

3 In original: “tradi¢nej funkcie dialektu ako dorozumievacieho nastroja v beznej kazdodennej komunikacii
spisovnym jazykom, presnejSie Standardnou varietou”.

39 In original: “su ukotvené zakonitosti jazyka platné v istom konkrétnom obdobi vyvinu jazyka a spolo&nosti.
Ak st kodifikované, stavaju sa spolo¢ensky zavidznymi. Pouzivatel’ jazyka sa potom rozhoduje na osi spravne —
nespravne.”

40 In original: “subor §tandardizovanych pravidiel, ktoré sa ustalili opakovanym uplatiiovanim istych textotvornych
postupov v diferencovanych sférach spolocenského Zivota a prace aV relativne podobnych komunikacnych
situaciach”.
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In the following explanations, we use the term norm with the meaning of language norm as
understood here.

Jan Kacala defines language norm as “a set of means and rules valid in a language system,
which are considered generally accepted, and thus generally valid and binding, in a given
society in a given language development period”*! (Kagala, 2021, p. 25).

In the Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti (Kral’, 2009, p. 21), language norms are defined
“as a request or pressure arising from social practice — from social environment. It is a pressure
(subconsciously felt need, as well as utility) to use established language means in an established
manner (to respect language norms, or codification) and communicate uniformly across the
entire society.”*? In the quoted text, it is also stated that the language norm is characterized by
both stability and flexibility. While the language norm is not immutable, it needs to be
sufficiently stable. In this regard, a principle of so-called flexible stability of language® is
referenced. “Stability is a precondition for user confidence, flexibility allows gradual changes
in accordance with shifts in language needs and the internal order (system) of the language
without having to perceive variations as errors™** (ibid., p. 22). In the codification handbook of
the Slovak pronunciation, it is also stated that “the linguistic theory resists frequent norm
changes, as these could cause uncertainty among language users and language norm fluctuation.
Language norms (...) subsequently over longer periods adapt to observed language changes that
arose and generally became fixed in the cultivated language practice. It can be concluded that,
in the literary language, in singular points, there is a certain natural and permanent tension
between codification and changes that are becoming stabilised in language practice
(i.e., language usage), or between the codification and the norm, the latter of which also takes

usage into account”® (ibid.)

4l In original: “subor prostriedkov a pravidiel platnych v jazykovom systéme, ktoré sa v danom spolodenstve
a v danej etape jazykového vyvinu pokladaji za vSeobecne prijaté, a teda za vSeobecne platné a zaviazné”.

42 In original: “ako poZiadavka alebo tlak, ktory vychadza zo spologenskej praxe — zo spolo¢enského prostredia.
Je to tlak (podvedome pocitovana potreba i uzito¢nost) pouzivat ustdlené jazykové prostriedky ustidlenym
sposobom (reSpektovat’ jazykové normy, resp. kodifikaciu) a dorozumievat’ sa v celej spolo¢nosti jednotne”.

43 The requirement of the flexible stability of the language norm was postulated by Vilém Mathesius within the
framework of the Czech theory of literary language developed at the turn of 1920s-1930s by the Prague Linguistic
Circle (Mathesius, 1932, pp. 14 — 31).

4 In original: “Ustalenost’ je predpokladom istoty pouZivatelov, pruznost umoziiuje postupné zmeny podla
meniacich sa jazykovych potrieb a v sthlase s vnutornym poriadkom (systémom) jazyka bez toho, aby sa ista
(kazdd) variacia pokladala za chybu.”

4 In original: “jazykovedna teéria sa brani astym zmenam noriem, lebo tie by mohli byt pri¢inou neistoty
pouzivatel'ov jazyka a pric¢inou rozkolisania jazykovych noriem. Jazykové normy (...) sa dodato¢ne a v dlhsich
etapach prispésobuji pozorovanym jazykovym zmenam, ktoré vznikli a ktoré sa uz vSeobecne ustalili a prijali
v kultivovanej jazykovej praxi. Z toho vyplyva, ze v spisovnom jazyku je v jednotlivinach prirodzene a trvalo isté
napétie medzi kodifikaciou a ustal'ujucou sa zmenou v jazykovej praxi (jazykovy tzom), resp. medzi kodifikaciou
a normou, ktora vsak prihliada aj na tizus.”
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A complex publication on the theory of literary language (with regard to literary Slovak)
provides the following definition of language norms: “Language norms are currently or
potentially codified standardisations of forms, their meanings and their combinations and
suprasemantic attributes of language units, in which there are accumulated the collective needs
and interests correlating with the norms’ functions; therefore, the motivation for their respecting
is fixed within them, providing a regulative force in a given society’**® (Dolnik, 2010, p. 101).
Dolnik also differentiates between the so-called ideal norm and the real norm. He defines the
ideal norm as a functionally determined system of standardisations with a regulative force,
“matching the idealized notion of realization of language system and language use”*’ (ibid.,
p. 105). He notes that it is this norm that traditionally serves the function of the fundamental
evaluative criterion for public speeches in Slovak language environment. He also reminds,
however, that the natural literary Slovak is tied to the real norm, which has been cultivated by
a differentiated language community. In this regard, Dolnik also points out the term flexible
stability, which represents the adaptability of the norm to changes in language practice. Unlike
the ideal norm, the thresholds of differentiation and flexibility of the real norm are not decided
simply by the part of the language community made up of the so-called cultivated language
users, but rather all the language users. The real norm incorporates all the elements belonging
into the ideal norm, as well as elements that spread into and became stabilized in the language
practice as alternatives to certain elements of the ideal norm (ibid., pp. 105 — 106).

Usage represents the language habits that arise as a result of standardisations, Dolnik
therefore characterizes it as a “functionally determined system of standardisations™*® (ibid.,
p. 107). The author further explains that both the real literary norm and usage are typified by
natural acceptance of standardised language structures, but they differ from each other by the
fact that a sociolinguistically significant portion of literary language users decides what belongs
in the real literary norm, while that which has been standardised outside of this circle of users
belongs in usage. Usage and real literary norm are, according to Dolnik, in a relation of privative
opposition: usage includes elements of the real literary norm, but also standardised elements
outside of the norm’s scope (ibid. p. 108). He notes, however, that the term usage is also used

in Slovak sources with different meanings (e.g., literary usage, publishing usage...). He

46 In original: “Jazykové normy st aktualne alebo potencialne kodifikované Standardizicie foriem, ich vyznamov
a ich kombinacii a suprasémantickych priznakov jazykovych jednotiek, v ktorych st akumulované kolektivne
potreby a zaujmy korelujice s funkciami noriem a teda je v nich zafixovand motivacia ich reSpektovania, ktora
Vv danej societe nadobudla regulativnu silu.”

47 In original: “zodpoveda idealizovanej predstave o realizacii jazykového systému a pouZivani jazyka”.

“8 In original: “funké&ne determinovanu sustavu Standardizacii”.
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generalises this varied use of the term by a meaning “language habits bound to certain users
and certain communication situations™® (ibid., p. 109). Kacala (2021, p. 32) talks separately of
literary usage, which is principally correlative with the language norm, but is not as strict in its
observing. The author generally understands the term as referring to such language practice, in
which the speaker “does not aspire to the need to express themselves in a literary manner and
to observe the literary norm; it is therefore that type of common speech practice, which is not
subject to evaluation of the literariness criterion” (ibid.).

After clarifying the relation of norm (ideal and real) and usage, we can focus on the
definition of codification as the highest degree of language institutionalization within the triad
of usage — norm — codification. In the Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti (2009, p. 22), it is defined
as “officially (institutionally) approved and generally binding description of language norms”.>
Kacala defines the codification of literary language as “a scientific description of means and
rules of the literary language carried out by a responsible scholarly institute, approved of by
a relevant governmental body and made available via officially valid codification handbooks”2
(Kacala, 2021, p. 29).

According to Dolnik (2010, p. 162), a norm is an attribute of all language varieties, but
norm of a literary language is subject to institutional interventions on the basis of scientific
observation thereof. The author defines codification as an officialization of “explicitly
described norms of a literary language as a social institution. Via officialization, norms of
literary language gain the status of official regulations; this officially confirms their social
severity and, at the same time, the prestige of the literary language, and thus its collective
value”®® (ibid. pp. 162 — 163).

In Slovakia, codification is institutionalized, that is, its mandate is assigned by an official
institute. On the webpage of the Ministry of Culture of the Slovak Republic,®* it is stated: “The
obligatoriness of codification is declared by a central state administration body; in Slovakia,

this is the Ministry of Culture of the Slovak Republic, which is the central state administration

49 In original: “jazykové zvyklosti viazané na istych pouZivatelov a na isté komunikaéné situacie”.

% In original: “neaSpiruje na potrebu vyjadrovat’ sa spisovne a dodrziavat’ spisovni normu, je to teda taka bezna
recova prax, ktora nepodlicha meraniu kritériami spisovnosti”.

5 In original: “oficidlne (institucionalne) schvaleny a vieobecne zavizny opis jazykovych noriem”.

52 In original: “vedecky opis prostriedkov a pravidiel spisovného jazyka pripraveny zodpovednou odbornou
inStituciou, prijaty prislusnou statnou ustanoviziou a spristupneny v oficialne platnych kodifika¢nych priruckach”.
% In original: “explicitne zobrazenych noriem spisovného jazyka ako socidlnej institucie. Oficializaciou
nadobudaji normy spisovného jazyka status iradnych smernic, ¢im sa uradne potvrdzuje ich spolocenska vaznost’
a sucasne prestiznost’ spisovného jazyka, a teda aj jeho kolektivna hodnota.”

% Kodifikovana podoba Statneho jazyka [Codified from of the state language] [online]. Available at:
https://www.culture.gov.sk/posobnost-ministerstva/statny-jazyk-narodnostne-mensiny-a-zahranicni-slovaci/
statny-jazyk/kodifikovana-podoba-statneho-jazyka/. [cit. 10. 8. 2021].
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body in charge of the care for the state language.”®® The Ministry of Culture approved the
codified form of the state language that is contained in these codification handbooks: Pravidla
slovenského pravopisu [Rules of Slovak orthography] (2013), Krdatky slovnik slovenského
jazyka [Concise dictionary of the Slovak language] (2020), Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti
[Rules of Slovak pronunciation] (2009), and Morfologia slovenského jazyka [Morphology of
the Slovak language] (1966).°°

1.2.2  Language culture and cultivation of literary language
Another area where the terms usage — norm — codification are relevant is the language culture.
According to Kacala (2021, p. 39), dimension of language culture is among the basic
constituents of the concept of the contemporary literary language. The author also stresses the
polysemy of the term language culture across the linguistic output. Kacala also talks about the
attempts to terminologically separate the culture of language and language culture. Such an
approach can be found in Kral’ (1990, p. 26), who defines culture of language as a “process,
degree and state of perfecting language, in a broader sense also a result that is reflected in the
elaboration (differentiation) and flexible stability of its means”.%” The author also reminds that
the culture of language as a process is only observable across longer time periods (ibid.). He
then defines language culture as a “quality of language practice of a society and, at the same
time, period picture of language obtained by an evaluative generalization of the state (quality)
of use of language means in practice, i.e., in speech”® (ibid, p. 27 — 28). Language culture can
be understood also as a study, specifically “study of perfecting speech™® (ibid., p. 28).
According to Kral’, language culture is influenced by the following factors: culture of language
(of greater significance are the elaboration and availability of language norms), language
education, language awareness, and the cultural level of society (ibid.).

Kacala (2021, p. 39) reminds that, from the contemporary literary language standpoint,
from among the multitude of understandings of language culture, the one that is important is

the purposeful care for scientific research, for cultivation, and for a high level of knowledge

% In original: “Zaviznost’ kodifikacie vyhlasuje organ ustrednej $tdtnej spravy, u nas je to Ministerstvo kultary
Slovenskej republiky, ktoré je Gistrednym organom Statnej spravy na useku starostlivosti o Statny jazyk.”

% Dokument ¢. MK-3620/2021-110/6659 [Document no. MK-3620/2021-110/6659] [online]. Available at:
https://www.culture.gov.sk/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/kodifikovana-podoba-vyhlasenie-2021 .pdf. [cited
10. 8. 2021].

5 In original: “proces, stupei a stav zdokonal'ovania jazyka, v $irSom zmysle je to aj vysledok prejavujici sa
v rozpracovanosti (diferencovanosti) a pruznej ustalenosti jeho prostriedkov”.

% In original: “aroveni jazykovej praxe spolo¢nosti a sucasne dobovy obraz jazyka ziskany hodnotiacim
zovSeobecnenim stavu (arovne) pouZivania jazykovych prostriedkov v praxi, t. j. v reéi”.

¥ original: “ucenie o zdokonal'ovani reci”.
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and use of the literary language, as well as high level of curricular and extracurricular education.
That is, literary language is, in author’s opinion, cultivated by scientific research of the entirety
of the national language, by codification activities in the area of literary language, wide and
intentional cultivated use, and language-cultural and language-educational activities.

Dolnik (2010, p. 18) prefers the understanding of language culture shaped by
Alois Jedlicka (1979, p. 13), who includes language phenomena (language culture proper) and
speech phenomena, or phenomena of language manifestations (speech culture). Both areas can
be further differentiated into culture as a state (quality of language and of speech) and culture
as an activity (cultivation of language and of speech). Dolnik (2010, p. 18) further notes that
while the object of the culture of language is literary language, culture of speech is not limited
to literary language manifestations. Dolnik (2010, p. 113) separately defines the culture of
literary language as “a state of assimilatory normalcy in the accommodation-assimilation
process, in which this language variety is permanently situated”.®® Cultivation of literary
language is then represented by activities supporting the state of assimilatory normalcy, which
correlates with the degree of development and democratization of the literary language (ibid.).
According to Kral¢ak (2015, p. 53), cultivation of literary language in the latter half of the 20th
century started to be perceived as a basic starting point for the theory of literary language and
language culture. He further stresses that entangling of the two theoretical concepts (theory of
literary language and theory of language culture) was programmatically declared at the
conference on culture of literary Slovak, which took place in Smolenice in 1966. In the paper
from this conference by Jozef Ruzi¢ka Problémy jazykovej kultury [Problems of language
culture] (1967), there appears an understanding of connection of language culture and theory
of literary language providing a unified basis for a cultivating approach to language, its users,
and language practice. Language cultivation expected two approaches: the so-called language
refining (mainly codification), and language education (language counselling, language
criticism, promotion). Kral¢ak (2015, p. 53) also states that this served as a foundation on which
the tasks of Slovak prescriptivist linguistics were based on in the following decades. At the
same time, however, since 1990s, a sociolinguistic basis for research and theory of language
starts to form alongside the traditional understanding of theories of language and language
culture. This approach observes language phenomena not only from the language-structure

point of view, but also from the social-communicative one.

% In original: “stav asimila¢nej normalnosti v akomodacno-asimilaénom procese, V ktorom sa tento jazykovy utvar
permanentne nachadza”.
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As Horecky (2001, p. 28) points out, criteria for evaluating language means are sought
after chiefly in the system and the norm. This means that the main criterion is their conformity
with the norm and system — conformity with the valid codification frequently being found
sufficient. Horecky states, however, that “the basic criterion in evaluating (...) is
appropriateness, suitability of the means used, degree to which they allow for a correct
understanding of the discourse. Therefore, the primary criterion in evaluating the quality of

language means needs to be their communication adequacy”®* (ibid., p. 29).

1.2.3  Sound culture and Slovak orthoepy

The sound culture of literary Slovak can be discussed independently from the language culture.
It comprises the “purposeful perfecting of oral speech manifestations by improving articulation
and by care for the sound of speeches, increasing communication effect of vocal parole on the
listener by use of breathing, vocal and articulatory options of the speaker while observing the
orthoepic (and other language) norms”%? (Kral’, 1984, p 31). Abel Kral' considers orthoepic
correctness to be a necessary criterion of the sound culture of speech. In addition to orthoepic
norms, which he considers the basic criterion of the sound culture, he lists other criteria:
articulatory legibility, logicality and clarity; intonational richness, elocutionary appropriateness
and convincingness, speech euphony, logically correct and unobtrusive breathing, functional
use of voice properties, and neutralization of reading influence on elocution. In the area of
orthoepy and sound culture of speech, theatres have played an irreplaceable role, chiefly in the
past. Kral’ notes that, as late as in 1940s, the so-called stage pronunciation was considered the
template for literary pronunciation (ibid., pp. 31 — 33). Today, this role has been taken over by
electronic media, i.e., radio, television, but ever more dominant are streaming broadcasts on
various Internet channels.

Orthoepy falls under normative phonetics, which studies the phenomena of literary
language with the aim of describing its phonetic norms (Kral’, 1989a, p. 80). The first edition
of Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti (Kral, 1984, p. 16) define orthoepy as a study “of sound
norms of the literary language. It is a sum of rules of proper creation (generation) and proper

sound of spoken communication in literary language from the point of view of their sound

®1 In original: “zakladnym kritériom pri posudzovani (...) je primeranost, vhodnost pouzivanych prostriedkov,
miera, v akej umoziiuju spravne pochopenie diskurzu. Preto za najvyssie kritérium pri rozhodovani o kvalite
jazykovych prostriedkov treba brat’ ich komunika¢nu adekvatnost’.”

62 In original: “cielavedomé zdokonalovanie ustnych re¢ovych prejavov zlepSovanim artikulacie a starostlivostou
0 znenie ustnych prejavov, zvySovanie komunikacného Uc¢inku zvukovej re¢i na poclvajuceho vyuZzivanim
dychovych, hlasovych a artikulacnych moznosti hovoriaceho pri zachovani vsetkych ortoepickych (a inych
jazykovych) noriem”.
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properties.”®® In the quoted definition, two main points of interest of this discipline have to be
emphasized:
a) proper creation of spoken communication (correct speaking);

b) proper sound of spoken communication.

Orthophony can be defined independently from orthoepy. In those theoretical models that
separate the two, orthoepy is understood in a narrower sense, since it only relates to correct use
of phonetic means, while orthophony deals with their correct creation and sound (ibid.).

We can also observe that the definition mentions literary language; orthoepy can thus be
characterized as the study of literary speaking and sound of spoken communication. It has to
be noted, however, that the pronunciation of Slovak literary speech is differentiated. Among
instances of literary speech, neutral style can be distinguished, understood as the fundamental
and the most common form of literary pronunciation. This is the most common style in oral
speech. Higher (or high) style is typical for spoken expressions of artistic style and some
ceremonial speeches. The typical area of realization for this style is stage speech. Here, precise
pronunciation, slower speech tempo, reduced dynamicity and melodic scope are applied, and
the original form is preferred in pronunciation of loanwords. In addition to the listed literary
styles, there can also be talk about lower pronunciation style, which stands on the threshold

of literary language and non-literary varieties (Ol$iak, 2015, p. 18).

1.2.4  Language policy in Slovakia
Dolnik labels language policy a tool of purposeful influencing of the language situation and
defines it as a “sum of activities by which the functioning conditions of languages and language
varieties coexisting in a given political structure are regulated”’®* (Dolnik, 2010, p. 248). At the
same time, he reminds that this term is used chiefly in Central and Eastern European linguistics,
while Western European and American linguistics use the term language planning
(ibid., p. 247).

According to the author, language policy includes a set of measures aimed at conservation
or change of status of a language or its functional variety, of conservation or change in areas of

their use. These measures are issued by the government or other social institutions (ibid, p. 248).

8 In original: “o zvukovych normach spisovného jazyka. Je to stthrn pravidiel spravneho tvorenia (generovania)
a spravneho znenia zvukovych prejavov v spisovnom jazyku z hladiska ich zvukovych vlastnosti”.

® In original: “suhrn aktivit, ktorymi sa reguluji podmienky na fungovanie jazykov a jazykovych variet
koexistujucich v danom politickom utvare”.
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Dolnik highlights that language policy most notably “manifests in periods of establishing
particular nations or forming particular states, when a standardization of a certain language or
language variety becomes topical, i.e., when a language or its variety achieves the status of a
standard or a literary language (...)”% (ibid.). The method of implementing language-political
interests is directly linked to the method of regulation of political relations within a given
society; therefore, the basic quality of language policy is its incorporating of authoritarian or
democratic tendencies. Dolnik perceives language law as the most prominent language-political
tool (ibid, p. 249). Every country deals with this situation in a different way, not every language
community has a language law regulating the status of a language and its individual forms in
a given state.%®

According to Kralcak (2015, p. 52), for the current situation and functioning of the Slovak
language and other languages used in the territory of Slovakia, three laws are especially topical:
The Constitution of the Slovak Republic, Act of the National Council of the Slovak Republic
no. 270/1995 Coll. on the state language of the Slovak Republic®” and Act no. 184/1999 on the
use of languages of national minorities®®. The Constitution of the Slovak Republic of September
1, 1992 defines Slovak language as the state language, when it states in article 6 par. 1: “The
Slovak language is the official language in the territory of the Slovak Republic.”®® The act on
the state language warrants a more detailed discussion.

The act defines the status of Slovak language as the state language in the territory of the
Slovak Republic and specifies the areas of its use. In particular, the act deals with the use of the
state language in certain areas of public communication in section 5 (e.g., radio and television

programming, advertisements, etc.)

% In original: “prejavuje v obdobi etablovania istého naroda alebo formovania istého §tatneho atvaru, ked’ sa stava
aktualnou Standardizacia istého jazyka, resp. jazykovej variety, t. j. ked’ jazyk alebo varieta nadobuda status
Standardu, resp. spisovného jazyka (...)”.

% On the history of language legislation in Slovakia and shared Czechoslovak state cf. Kagala (1993, pp. 97 — 104).
67 Zakon Nérodnej rady Slovenskej republiky &. 270/1995 Z. z. o $tatnom jazyku Slovenskej republiky. [Act of the
National Council of the Slovak Republic no. 270/1995 Coll. on the state language of the Slovak Republic]
Available at: https://www.zakonypreludi.sk/zz/1995-270. [cited 12. 8. 2021]. The most recent amendment is in
force as of July 1, 2016.

88 Zakon ¢&. 184/1999 Z. z. o pouzivani jazykov narodnostnych mensin. [Act no. 184/1999 on the use of languages
of national minorities] Available at: https://www.zakonypreludi.sk/zz/1999-184. [cited 15. 2. 2022]. The most
recent amendment is in force as of January 1, 2022. In original: “Na uzemi Slovenskej republiky je $tatnym
jazykom slovensky jazyk.”

89 Constitution of the Slovak Republic of September 1, 1992 Available at: https://www.slov-lex.sk/static/pdf/
1992/460/Z2Z_1992_460_20210101.pdf. [cited 13. 8. 2021].
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At the same time, the law has a protectionist aspect, as section 2, par. 1 shows:

“(1) The State
a) shall create appropriate conditions in the educational, scientific and information systems
to enable every citizen of the Slovak Republic to master and use the state language in oral
and written communications;
b) shall promote scientific research of the state language, research of its historical
development, research of its local and social dialects, codification of the state language,

and enhancement of the language culture;”"°

Paragraphs 2 and 3 of this section also define the status of codification in Slovak language:
“(2) The codified form of the state language shall be approved and published by the

Ministry of Culture of the Slovak Republic (hereinafter ‘Ministry of Culture’) on its website

upon request of the scientific Slovak studies research institutes and experts in the field of the

state language.”’*

“(3) Any interference with the codified form of the state language that is contrary to the

regularities shall be inadmissible.”"?

The task of supervision of abiding the obligations defined in the selected sections and
paragraphs of the law is assigned to the Ministry of Culture (with a few exceptions, e.g., the
area of advertising, which is overseen by institutions as specified in a special regulation). In
section 9, which defines this supervision, paragraph 1 also states: “In performing this
supervision, the Ministry of Culture shall also take due account of the codified form of the state
language pursuant to section 2(2).”

In the section 9a, sanctions in case of breach of obligations are stipulated. This
competence is given to the Ministry of Culture. A fine may be levied if a breach within the
scope of this law is found and if it pertains to government information addressed to the public

or information of fundamental importance (e.g., concerning threat to life, health, or security of

7 In original: “(1) Stat utvara v kolskom, vedeckom a informaénom systéme také podmienky, aby si kazdy ob&an
Slovenskej republiky mohol osvojit’ a pouzivat’ Statny jazyk slovom aj pismom, utvara podmienky na vedecky
vyskum Statneho jazyka a jeho historického vyvinu, na vyskum miestnych a socidlnych nareci, stara sa
0 kodifikaciu Statneho jazyka a 0 zvySovanie jazykovej kultary.”

" In original: “(2) Kodifikovani podobu §tatneho jazyka na podnet odbornych slovakistickych vyskumnych
pracovisk a odbornikov v oblasti Statneho jazyka schval'uje a zverejiiuje Ministerstvo kultiry Slovenskej republiky
(...) na svojej internetovej stranke.”

"2 In original: “(3) Akykol'vek zasah do kodifikovanej podoby Statneho jazyka v rozpore s jeho zakonitostami je
nepripustny.”
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citizens, etc.), so long as the breach is not remedied by a given period. Practical experience
shows that this provision is not usually applied.

Some authors question the real necessity of such a law, or its status in the cultural-political
situation. For example, Dolnik (2010, p. 249) claims that “Slovak language served its function
before adopting the language law just as well as afterwards and there are no obstacles to its
further efficient functioning; this is more a political gesture manifesting the essence of political
practice, which dwells in persuasion that the political subject works on behalf of the nation.”"®
Reservations regarding the individual provisions of the law can also be observed. Notably,
a rather heated debate started regarding its amending in 2009, which introduced sanctions in
the form of fines. A part of the public voiced its disapproval of certain provisions of the law,
including the sanctions. In this regard, we have to mention that, according to Ondrejovi¢ (2013,
p. 29), a positive relation to language cannot be built on fines.”

Some of the other provisions of the language act seem questionable as well. For example,
in relation to the aforementioned section 2 paragraph 3 (“Any interference with the codified
form of the state language that is contrary to the regularities shall be inadmissible.”), Dolnik
asks: “Who decides what is ‘contrary to the regularities’ of the codified form?”"® (Dolnik, 2010,
p. 167 — 168). In the author’s opinion, it is the codifiers, as they are the ones penning the
codification handbooks. That would mean that anything a codification handbook does not
permit would be in conflict with language rules according to this act (ibid.). Here, we have to
remind of Slancovéa and Sokolova’s (1994, p. 227) statement that codification “generally lags
behind the norm”.”®

From the information provided, it is evident that Slovakia belongs among those European

countries that attribute a privileged position to their state language by legal means.

73 In original: “Ze slovensky jazyk fungoval pred prijatim jazykového zakona tak dobre ako po fiom a niet ziadnych
prekéazok, aby nadalej fungoval bez obmedzeni, ide skor o politické gesto, ktorym sa manifestuje podstata
politickej praxe spocivajucej v presviedcani, ze politicky subjekt kond v prospech naroda”.

4 Development of the law on state language in relation to its sanctioning aspect was more complicated. The law
adopted originally in 1995 included sanctions. This part was abolished after change in government, then
reintroduced. For a more detailed information on this development, cf. Ondrejovi¢ (2013, p. 26; note 1).

™ In original: “Kto rozhoduje o tom, ¢o je v rozpore so zakonitostami kodifikovanej podoby jazyka?”

" In original: “vSeobecne zaostdva za normou”.
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1.3 Basic terminology in Polish linguistic context

Milena Hebal-Jezierska
This section introduces the definitions of terms related to language culture as understood in
Polish scholarly literature, explaining them in the context of Czech and Slovak approaches to
these terms. These, in turn, are addressed in dedicated chapters.

We analyse the terms jezyk ogolnyljezyk literacki’’, kultura jezyka, kodyfikacja,
ortoepia/ortofonia (common language/literary language, language culture, codification,
orthoepy/orthophony) and the concept of language policy, taking into account the relevant
legislature. The expression norm is used in most of these descriptions and definitions, we thus
also deal with this term from multiple different angles. The discussions of this terminological
apparatus within Polish linguistics are quite extensive. It is impossible to cover them in entirety
here. When selecting the contents of this chapter, we decided to incline to Slavistic, rather than
Polonistic approach.

1.3.1 Literary Polish. Stratification of Polish language

In Polish scholarly literature, the terms dialekt kulturalny, jezyk literacki, jezyk ogolny, jezyk
ogolnonarodowy (cultured dialect, literary language, common language, national language)
are used to label language stratification. These can be found under the headword dialekt
kulturalny (cultured dialect) in the Encyklopedia jezykoznawstwa ogolnego [Encyclopaedia of
general linguistics] (EGL) (Saloni, 1999, p. 118).

Zygmunt Saloni defined the literary language as a “cultured dialect of a given language,
generally only in written form, which establishes the basis for the development of literature and
which is shaped alongside it”’®; it is the closest match to the understanding of the terms literary
Czech and literary Slovak in Czech and Slovak environments, respectively. The original
meaning of the adjective literary was related to writing and literature’. Currently, it is a label
for spoken and written nationwide form of Czech and Slovak languages, used by all native

speakers, which is also codified.

7 Jezyk ogolny/jezyk ogdlnopolski and jezyk literacki are usually translated as literary language. These terms are
not equivalent in contemporary Polish theoretical works however, we are therefore leaving them in Polish.

8 In original: “dialekt kulturalny danego jezyka narodowego, najczesciej tylko w wersji pisanej, stanowiacy
podstawe wyksztalcenia si¢ literatury i rozwijajacy si¢ wraz z nig.”

9 Definition of the adjective Czech spisovny (literary) in the Prirucni slovnik jazyka ceského [Reference dictionary
of the Czech language] (1935-1957) is formulated as follows: spisovny — tykajuci sa pisania, literatury — i.e.,
literary — pertaining to writing, literature.
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However, in Polish context, the situation is different. In contemporary Polish, the terms
Jezyk ogélnyljezyk ogélnopolski® (common language and Poland-wide language, respectively)
are used to denote the language form that all native speakers use; the term jezyk literacki
(literary language) does not serve this function despite it referring to literature, what makes it
the most analogous to the Czech and Slovak terms form-wise.

The term jezyk literacki (literary language) is also used in scholarly literature, however,
in relation to the change in language situation in Poland, its meaning was narrowed to the elite
form of Polish literary language (Gajda, 2001, p. 212). For many years, the term jezyk literacki
referred to jezyk ogolnopolski. As late as in 1994, Bogdan Walczak (1994, p. 35) wrote that the
term jezyk literacki is used with two meanings — a broader to denote literary language and
a narrower to denote the written form of literary language. We believe that it functions with this
broader meaning also among average language users in the common colloquial form. Search
results obtained from corpora of Polish language also confirm this assumption.

In the National Corpus of the Polish Language (Narodowy Korpus Jezyka Polskiego;
further NCPL), made of texts published by 2010, collocation jezyk literacki is prevalent.
Collocation jezyk ogolnopolski appears sporadically in these texts, and the expression jezyk
ogolny, which is also infrequent, does not always relate to the differentiation of the
contemporary Polish. On the other hand, the Monco corpus (compiling online texts) shows
a gradual increase in frequency of use for the jezyk ogolnopolski, though jezyk literacki is still
dominant.

Despite this, in contemporary scientific publications on the differentiation of the Polish
language, the terms jezyk ogélny and jezyk ogolnopolski are usually adopted to denote the
language variety that the Poles use regardless of social and territorial background, profession,

age or gender® (Zdunkiewicz-Jedynak, 2008, p. 22). These labels have replaced the previously

8 In EGL, Saloni formulates the following definition: “language of educated classes, which serves as the
foundation for codification of the literary language [jezyk literacki] of a given nation or which remains in a clear
mutual interaction with literary language [jezyk literacki]. Within the scope of a single language of a given
ethnicity, multiple cultural dialects may be distinguished, depending on various historical and social factors.
A single cultural dialect of a given ethnicity (distinguished in case of speech differentiation among educated
classes, e.g., in case of Polish), can be labelled as literary [jgzyk ogo6lny; literally translated as common language —
translator’s note] or a national language [jezyk ogdlnonarodowy; literary translated as nation-wide language —
translator’s note]. Examples of languages with multiple cultural dialects are English and German.” — In original:
“jezyk warstw wyksztalconych stuzacy za podstawe kodyfikacji jezyka literackiego danego narodu albo
pozostajacy w wyraznym wspotoddzialywaniu z jezykiem literackim. W obrgbie jednego jezyka etnicznego
wyréznia¢ mozna w zaleznosci od czynnikow historycznych i spotecznych, r6zng liczbe dialektow kulturalnych.
Jedyny dialekt kulturalny jezyka etnicznego (wyrdézniamy w wypadku zrdéznicowania mowy warstw
wyksztatconych np. dla j. pol.) moze tez by¢ nazywany jezykiem ogdlnym lub ogélnonarodowym. Przykladami
jezykow etnicznych o kilku dialektach kulturalnych moze by¢ j. ang., niemiecki”.

81 The term jezyk ogdlnopolski was introduced by Zenon Klemensiewicz (1961, p. 108).
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used jezyk literacki. The reasons for this are discussed by Stanistaw Gajda (2001, pp. 207 — 219)
and Dorota Zdunkiewicz-Jedynak (2008) among others. In the antebellum period, literary
language was the language of educated classes, of the elite, which was then made up of yeomen
and nobility. Only a few Poles used literary language at that time. Jan Miodek (1988 In
Skudrzyk, Urban, 2010, p. 37) estimates that approximately 70% of Poles spoke a dialect in
this era. The situation changed diametrically after the war. In the antebellum period, the class
of intellectual elites was virtually non-existent due to conflicts, elimination, and emigration, the
intellectual circles of the post-war period were formed mostly by the so-called first-generation
intellectuals, Miodek explains. The change in the language situation was influenced by
amultitude of factors, such as compulsory education, technological development, and
socialism. Dialects were dying out and none of them took a dominant position within the
language system (Miodek, 1988 In Urbanek, 1988, Skudrzyk, Urban, 2010, pp. 37 — 38).
Language unification (Miodek, 1988), de-elitization and democratization (Gajda, 2001, p. 209)
take place in this period. Gajda (ibid.) writes that it is necessary to form a new literary language
(jezyk literacki), which is to be used by all Poles, not just a small portion of the populace as
before the war. Despite the prestige attributed to the literary language, its quality is lacking.
And thus, jezyk literacki is slowly pushed out by jezyk ogdlnopolski. In contemporary
descriptions of the Polish language differentiation, central position among the individual
language varieties is held by jezyk ogdlny. As Gajda (ibid., p. 212) states, jezyk ogolnopolski,
folk dialects, jargons, and different varieties of the literary language influence each other. Jezyk
literacki holds an elite position in this structure and is designated to “satisfy higher social needs”
(ibid.).

A characteristic feature of literary language is that it can be used in various spheres of
communication. Zdunkiewicz-Jedynak (2008, p. 23) differentiates the following forms of
literary language: belletristic, scientific, administrative-legal, journalistic, religious, and
common colloquial. Additionally, official and unofficial forms of Polish language are
recognized.

Readers of this publication, particularly those who are not well-versed in the Polish
scholarly literature, have to be aware that the differentiation of Polish language (and with it also
the labels of its individual language varieties) is a long-contested topic. This issue has been
dealt with by many influential Polish linguists, including Danuta Buttler, Antoni Furdal,
Stanistaw Gajda, Zenon Klemensiewicz, Andrzej Markowski, Walery Pisarek, Jadwiga
Puzynina, Teresa Skubalanka, Stanistaw Urbanczyk, Jacek Warchata, and Aleksander Wilkon.
Depending on the viewpoint and the date of publication, different models of the contemporary
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Polish language stratification are adopted, distinguishing various styles and diverging in
definitions of basic terms, including literary language, national language, common colloquial

language®?.

1.3.2 Language culture

Language culture is a term used primarily in Slavic countries (Saloni, 1999, p. 321). It was
propagated by the linguists of the Prague Linguistic Circle, inspired by the works of the Russian
scholar Grigoriy Vinokur, among others. Jifi Kraus (2017) notes that PLC members’ lectures
were published in 1932, edited by Bohumil Havranek and Milo§ Weingart in Spisovnd cestina
ajazykova kultura [Literary Czech and language culture], and it has to be remembered that the
theory of culture of the Czech language was created as a reaction to language purism. This
publication thus contained theoretical papers explaining what should serve as a basis for
qualification of correct and incorrect forms. In the period Polish sources, emphasis was placed
primarily on practical proficiency of correct Polish language. In Poland, definition of language
culture was tackled by Halina Kurkowska in a textbook named Kultura jezyka polskiego
[Culture of Polish language] published in 1971 (Markowski, 2005, p 15). This was followed by
efforts of others, including Andrzej Markowski, Jerzy. Bartminski, Marian Bugajski, Walery
Pisarek, Jadwiga Puzynina, and Zygmunt Saloni. This is explored in more detail in Markowski
(ibid.). The summary of these approaches is encapsulated in Saloni’s definition (1999, p. 321).
He names two basic meanings of the term language culture: the ability to use language means
and, at the same time, activity aimed at improving of this ability.

The broadest, but at the same time the most exact definition of language culture is
provided by Markowski (2005, pp. 15 — 16) in Kultura jezyka polskiego [Culture of Polish
language]. It takes into account the definitions previously postulated by Polish linguists and
provides examples of texts where this collocation appears. As such, he differentiates four
meanings of this term. In addition to the three basic meanings similar to those formulated in
scholarly sources, he also provides another one, related to expressing a stance towards language.
The first among the definitions of the term language culture is “the ability to talk and write
correctly and skilfully, i.e., do so in accordance with language rules (norms) and stylistic models
accepted in a given community”® (Markowski, 2005, p. 15). It is important to distinguish

between these two abilities. While correctness is dependent on knowledge obtained in schools,

82 Exact distinctions and common attributes of classifications are provided by Wilkon (2003, p. 51).
8 In original: “umiejetno$¢ moéwienia i pisania poprawnego i sprawnego, czyli zgodnego z przyjetymi z danej
spotecznos$ci regutami (normami) jezykowymi i wzorcami stylistycznymi”.
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publications, and language counselling, the ability to use language skilfully is much more
demanding and, in a certain sense, approximates the Czech understanding of language culture
(as suggested by the PLC), which is based on adapting language means to language functions
and utterance type. This is our understanding of the part of Markowski’s suggestion, in which
he explains the term language skill (sprawnosé jezykowa): “It dwells in the selection of those
language mans, which allow for the most suitable approach towards the addressee, generating
an adequate reaction (i.e., such that the author intended) and evoke positive evaluation of the
speaker (writer). A text is formed skilfully if the author expresses what they intend to
communicate (information, experience, emotions, etc.) in a manner that is the most appropriate
in the given communication situation. Language skill is the ability to select from a number of
different stylistic means, which, naturally, presupposes the proficiency with a multitude of
language varieties and styles”® (Markowski, 2005, p. 19).

As the second meaning of the term language culture, Markowski proposes the cultural-
language activity, that is, the propagation of knowledge of language. The third meaning that
Markowski identifies is the stance towards language by its users. Here, he has in mind those
people who show a marked ability to use the language correctly and skilfully in both spoken
and written form. The fourth meaning is that of the name of a scholarly discipline and the related
teaching subject.

Polish language corpora Monco and NCPL contain statements proving that the phrase is
indeed used with all of the meanings mentioned.

In these texts, language culture is used as a synonym to cultivated elocution, as a part of
personal culture and patriotism.

“Ittakowiczéwna herself wrote on the first page of the book: ‘A very promising debut.
High level of language culture. Pleasant word combinations” (NCPL: Ryszard Matuszewski,
Alfabet: wybor z pamieci 90-latka, 2004).

“Young people should learn polite behaviour and language culture at home” (NCPL:
Kamila Mroz, Tygodnik Tucholski no. 609).

“Patriotism also means care of Polish language culture” (NCPL: Barbara Niziofek,

Wychowawca monthly, no. 182, 2008).

8 In original: “Polega ona na doborze takich $rodkéw jezykowych, ktore pozwola najlepiej dotrze¢ do odbiorcy,
spowodowac jego wlasciwa (to znaczy taka, o jaka chodzito autorowi tekstu) reakcje i wywotaé u niego pozytywna
ocen¢ mowigcego (piszacego). Tekst sprawny jezykowo to taki, w ktorym autor przekazuje to, co chce przekazaé
(informacje, przezycia, emocje itp.), w sposob najodpowiedniejszy w danej sytuacji komunikatywnej. Sprawnos¢
jezykowa to umiej¢tno$¢ wyboru sposrod roznorodnych stylistycznie $rodkow, co zaklada, rzecz prosta,
znajomos$¢ wielu odmian i stylow jazyka.”

8 In original: “Zupemie obiecujacy debiut. Znaczna kultura jezyka. Przyjemne zestawy stow.”
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The aforementioned definitions of language culture are thus hard to question. Other
approaches essentially define the same contents in greater detail. The issue lies in the term
language correctness, understood as an “ability to use all language elements in accordance with
the accepted language norms”®® (Markowski, 2005, p. 18). It is the term norm that is a point of
controversy, and that also plays an important role in Polish linguistics. The definition of norm
Is a factor influencing viewpoints of native Polish speakers on language culture, and, more

precisely, language correctness.

1.3.2.1 The term norm in the Polish language culture

One of the first definitions of norm is included in the text Prawidta poprawnej wymowy polskiej
[The rules of correct Polish pronunciation] by Zenon Klemensiewicz. Norm is a true
pronunciation, which can be observed among intellectuals. Klemensiewicz (1930, p. 6) states
that the norm is not theoretical, nor is it a whim of individuals. He claims that a prescription to
use non-authentic pronunciation will not be respected. It has to be noted, however, that this
perception of norm had its justification at that time. Prior to publishing of the first version of
Prawidta..., linguists carried out observations, consultations, and questionnaires pertaining to
pronunciation.®” They were aware of the difference between stage and common pronunciation —
and that a two-level norm was necessary: stage pronunciation was defined as elevated,
conscious, an expression of perfection, and common pronunciation denoted correct
pronunciation taught at schools. In many cases, specific phonetic phenomena were deemed
acceptable in school pronunciation, but not in stage pronunciation.®® Two-level or even more
stratified character of norm, even if not labelled as such, is found also in other publications on
correct pronunciation. They differ only in the designators of the degrees of correctness.
Bogustaw Dunaj (2001, p. 65; 2016, p. 26) calls these pronunciation styles. He also provides

the following nomenclature:

8 In original: “umiejetno$¢ polegajaca na uzywaniu kazdego elementu jezykowego zgodnie z przyjetymi normami
jezykowymi”.

87 Cf. Subchapter 2.3 History of Polish pronunciation codification.

8 Cf. Subchapter 2.3 History of Polish pronunciation codification.
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Table 5: Pronunciation styles in publications dealing with the topic of pronunciation (per Dunaj, 2001, p. 65,
and 2016, p. 26)

Publication Pronunciation types

Zenon Klemensiewicz, Prawidla poprawnej | stage pronunciation, school pronunciation

wymowy polskiej (1930)

Witold Doroszewski, Bronistaw pronunciation in ceremonial speeches,
Wieczorkiewicz, Zasady poprawnej colloquial pronunciation
wymowy polskiej (1947)

Leszek Biedrzycki, Fonologia angielskich i | three basic styles: formal, punctual
polskich rezonantow (1978) conversational, fast familiar (in a more
detailed description, author distinguishes
two more styles: higher, and fast

conversational)

Wiadystaw Lubas, Wiadystaw Urbanczyk, highly pedantic, pedantic, colloquial,
Podreczny stownik poprawnej wymowy neglectful style
polskiej (1990)

It seems that a two- or multi-level character of pronunciation norm has overshadowed the two-
level character of norm generally perceived as one of the central terms of language culture. This
is probably related to the fact that variability appears with a greater frequency in phonetics than
in other language subsystems (Markowski 2016, p. 17).

Due to the fact that there exists no up-to-date dictionary or rules of correct Polish
pronunciation and that some normative solutions have to be sought in dictionaries, we will
briefly outline a definition of norm, which is currently used in context of language culture. This
point is, however, open to discussion. The article by Ewa Kotodziejek (2018), which we
recommend as further reading for those interested in this topic, can be seen as a summary of
discussions that have been taking place in Polish linguistics for many years.

The most popular approach to the term norm, appearing in scholarly literature for some
time, is understanding it as a set of language elements, units, or means, that are accepted by

society®.

8 Norm is a set of language units approved by a given society and rules delimiting the scope in which the relations
between these units are realized in texts. Social habit of using certain language means — language usage — is an
expression of this approval (Butler, Kurkowska, Satkiewicz, 1971, p. 18, in Rutkowski, Wioskowicz, 2019,
p. 142). Language norm is the set of all means of a given language (i.e., phones, morphemes, words, ways of their
pronunciation and connecting into larger units, etc.) that must be, on the basis of approval of a given community,
mandatorily used by all users of that language, otherwise the receiver feels that the communication is not taking
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This definition has been, and still is, highly controversial. While it is similar to
Klemensiewicz’s definition, it seems that it is not justified in the same manner as the rules of
pronunciation from the beginning of 20th century. Controversies are thus caused by the
measurability of social approval, elite that should be the carrier of the norm, as well as the
instability of normative resolutions. Doubts related to this topic were expressed — among
others — by Puzynina (1998), Liberek, Zdunkiewicz-Jedynak (2019, p. 75), Banko (2008, 2019,
p. 27).

In publications that deal with the issue of norm, two-level norm is most commonly used today:
model literary norm (norma wzorowa) and colloquial literary norm (norma potoczna).

According to Markowski (2006, pp. 1626 — 1629), model literary norm is binding in
formal communication. It is accepted by the majority of educated Poles. To understand it, it is
necessary to know the history and current developmental trends of the Polish language.
Colloquial literary norm is reserved for informal communication. It is based primarily on the
criterion of reach of a certain language form.

In Polish literature, one more important orthoepic solution to the issue of defining norm
has appeared, based on the principle of its multi-level character. It is the term of multi-point
norm, introduced by Mirostaw Banko in his Inny stownik jezyka polskiego [A different
dictionary of the Polish language]. It is based on the evaluation of an expression from multiple
viewpoints: its compliance with the codified norm, its frequency, and its social acceptance
(Banko, 2019, p. 27).

Studies show that Polish speakers likely do not use the term norm, especially not codified
norm, in the sense it has in the context of language culture (Klosinska, Hacia, Mandes,
Adamczyk, Kielpinska, 2017). Knowledge of model norm is also not widespread and use of
some of its elements by average Poles can sound surprising. Agnieszka Rosinska-Mamej (2018)
lists elements of the model norm that Polonistics students are ashamed to use in discussions
with non-Polonists, as these could sound ridiculous to average speakers. They are perceived as
unusual and incorrect. They do not conform to the idea of norm of the average Polish speaker.
Katarzyna Klosinska and her co-authors use a label language comfort (dobrostan jezykowy) for
such a “norm” based on habit and internal aesthetic perception (Klosinska, Hacia, Mandes,
Adamczyk, Kietpinska, 2017). It is the violation of this language comfort, and not the codified

norm, that causes discomfort in the communication partner. Language comfort is a “state of

place “as it should” (Urbanczyk (ed.), 1978, pp. 218 — 219, in Kania, 1995, p. 32). Language norm is usually
understood as a sum of all language means approved by a given community, used in a given period in the given
community (Klebanowska, Kochanski, Markowski, 1985, p. 11, in Ruszkowski, 1995, p. 37).
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mental comfort induced by communication that is acceptable from the language or belief
standpoint (not necessarily explicitly expressed) about the self-evidence of the given manner of

language use”® (Klosiniska, Hacia, Mandes, Adamczyk, Kielpifiska, 2017).

1.3.3  Codification

The term codification arose relatively late in the Polish linguistics. Wiadystaw Lubas (1995,
p. 30) writes that the term codification does not appear in dictionaries; this is supposed to be
a proof that this term is not popular in Poland, as opposed to other countries. The author believes
that long-term absence of this term in Polish linguistics is related to Polish aversion to
formulations borrowed from legal and political sciences.

The term language codification itself is given the following definition in the
Encyclopaedia of General Linguistics:

“Enactment of language norm carried out by formulating, recording and approving
of specific recommendations by an official authority or an authority with jurisdiction in the
corresponding language community. Classical example of codification is the formulation
of binding rules of orthography and punctuation on the basis of established practice, as well as
categorisation of certain forms and structures as correct and others as incorrect”% (Saloni,
1999, p. 302).

This definition perfectly matches the situation in Czechia and Slovakia, where the
codification process is centralized. In both countries, language codification is in the competence
of linguists employed in specific scientific institutions. Each codification is thus a collective
effort. In Czechia, it is conducted under the auspices of the Institute of the Czech Language of
the Czech Academy of Sciences, and the Cudovit Stur Institute of Linguistics of the Slovak
Academy of Sciences in Slovakia. Additionally, the prepared recommendations must be
approved by a designated institution — in Czech Republic, this is the Ministry of Education, in
Slovakia, the Ministry of Culture. A language-conscious user knows the date of the most recent
valid codification and can name the publications that contain the forms set in the most recent

codification.

% In original: “stan dobrego samopoczucia psychicznego wywotlanego obcowaniem z wypowiedziami
akceptowanymi pod wzgledem jezykowym badz prze§wiadczenia (niekoniecznie wyrazanego wprost)
0 oczywisto$ci danego sposobu uzycia jezyka”.

% In original: “Nadanie normie jezykowej mocy obowigzujacej przez sformutowanie, zapisanie i zatwierdzenie
konkretnych zalecen przez ciato oficjalne lub posiadajace autorytet w danej spotecznosci jezykowej. Klasycznym
przyktadem kodyfikacji jest formulowanie, na podstawie istniejacej praktyki, obowiazujacych regut
ortograficznych i interpunkcyjnych, a takze kategoryczne kwalifikowanie jednych form i konstrukcji jako
poprawnych, innych — jako niepoprawnych.”
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In Poland, the situation regarding codification is vastly different. There exists no single
institution or a team of researchers that would be responsible for this process. Consulting and
counselling function is assigned to the Polish Language Council (Rada Jezyka Polskiego),
established in 1996. One of its tasks is to solve ambiguity issues related to language, rules of
orthography and punctuation, but it is not, in fact, the sole authority with codification
competence. The Council publishes binding regulations and recommendations pertaining to
orthography. Poles, however, are not even aware of its existence, much less of regulations

published on its webpage www.rjp.pan.pl.

This situation is the reason why it is essentially impossible to provide a clear answer as
to what institution is responsible for the codification of Polish language. Grammars,
dictionaries, and handbooks produced by linguists are deemed authoritative®?. The issue is that
there is a rather large number of linguistic texts that are considered sources of codification
norms. From this follows the issue of the differences in normative solutions arising from
different criteria that the authors of these texts follow.

In Polish language, codification is thus carried out by instances of publishing of
dictionaries, grammars or handbooks containing new normative information, while codification
of Czech and Slovak languages is linked to language reform, the information on which are, in
turn, made available in orthographic rulebooks and dictionaries. Polish codification in a given
period can also vary in different aspects depending on the study followed. As an example, we
can provide a quote from a textbook on language culture by Markowski (2005, p. 65):
“Codification in the area of pronunciation and declension of surnames of foreign origin, which
is more extensive and partially different from the one provided by the Stownik poprawnej
polszczyzny [Dictionary of correct Polish] is contained in the Stownik wymowy i odmiany
nazwisk obcych [Dictionary of pronunciation and declension of foreign names] by lzabela and
Jerzy Bartminski.”%

Below, we provide a selection of current dictionaries containing the most recent

codification of Polish language, based on Markowski’s publication (2018):

%2 We are using the definition of codification postulated by Gajda (1979, In Kotodziejek, 2019, p. 250):
“Registration of norm carried out by linguists, legitimized by the authority of a grammar textbook, dictionary,
handbook, i.e., codified norm only pertains to literary language. Codified norm is not related to usage. Codification
is an intentional intervention in language development, it has an axiological and subjective aspect, it creates
amodel”. (In original: “Rejestracja normy dokonana przez jezykoznawcOw, uprawomocniona autorytetem
gramatyki, stownika, poradnika, czyli norma skodyfikowana, przystuguje wylacznie jezykowi literackiemu.
Norma skodyfikowana nie przylega do normy zwyczajowej. Kodyfikacja jest celowa ingerencja w rozwoj jezyka,
ma aspekt aksjologiczny, subiektywny, ksztattuje wzorzec™.)

% In original: “Kodyfikacje w zakresie wymowy i odmiany nazwisk obcych, obszerniejsza i cze$ciowo rozniacg
si¢ od tej, ktora jest zawarta w Stowniku poprawnej polszczyzny, zawiera Stownik wymowy i odmiany nazwisk
obcych Izabeli i Jerzego Bartminskich.”
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v Wielki stownik poprawnej polszczyzny [The great dictionary of correct Polish], edited by
Andrzej Markowski (2004);

» Nowy stownik ortograficzny PWN [A new PWN dictionary of orthography], edited by
Edward Polanski (1996);

v Stownik interpunkcyjny jezyvka polskiego [Dictionary of punctuation of the Polish
language] by Jerzy Podracki (expanded edition Nowy sfownik interpunkcyjny[New
dictionary of punctuation] published in 2005);

» The same author co-authored a dictionary of punctuation titled Gdzie postawic¢ przecinek?
[Where to Put a Comma?] in 2010.

= Stownik wymowy i odmiany nazwisk obcych [Dictionary of pronunciation and declension

of foreign names] by Izabela and Jerzy Bartminski (1992).

Additionally, as Markowski (2018) claims, codification of Polish language is contained also in
general dictionaries of Polish language, which typically show a normative character. Here we
include the following titles:
» Inny stownik jezyka polskiego [A different dictionary of the Polish language], edited by
Mirostaw Banko (2000);
»  Uniwersalny stownik jezyka polskiego [Universal dictionary of Polish language], edited
by Stanistaw Dubisz (2003);
»  Wielki stownik jezyka polskiego [Large dictionary of the Polish language], edited by Piotr
Zmigrodzki (2007, online).

Identifying the publications containing the currently valid codified pronunciation norm is more
troublesome. Izabela Wiecek-Poborczyk (2014, p. 48) states that the majority of scholars
respects two pronunciation dictionaries as sources on codified pronunciation: Stownik wymowy
polskiej [Dictionary of Polish pronunciation] from 1977 and Podreczny stownik poprawnej
wymowy polskiej [Concise dictionary of correct Polish pronunciation] from 1990. These
dictionaries, as stated in the chapter on history of Polish pronunciation codification, were
criticized for not corresponding with the most up-to-date research results. In describing the
current orthographic norm, Wigcek-Poborczyk uses a multitude of sources, including the
mentioned dictionaries, available grammars, textbooks of phonetics, and scientific articles
dealing with individual phonetic topics. In case of normative discrepancies, she follows the
articles of Bogustaw Dunaj published in the journal Jezyk Polski [Polish language] in 2003,

2004 and 2006. Recommendations in these texts were approved by the members of the Division
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for language culture of the Committee on Linguistics of the Polish Academy of Sciences
(Wiecek-Poborczyk, 2014, p. 51). It is worth mentioning the exceptionally important work of
Anita Lorenc (2016) dealing with codification of the phone [I] and the so-called nasal vowels.
Lorenc carried out her research using experimental phonetic methods. The results are presented

here in the chapter dealing with the pronunciation of Polish phones.

1.3.4  Orthophony or orthoepy?

Although the Polish, Czech, and Slovak lexemes ortoepia (PI., Slk.), ortoepie (Cz.) ultimately
come from the same Greek word orthoépeia (0pOoéneia), their meanings differ. In Greek,
orthoépeia means correct pronunciation, correct use of language forms (Saloni, 1999, p. 409).
In Czech and Slovak, ortoepie/ortoepia mean correct pronunciation exclusively, while in
Polish, the lexeme ortoepia has a much wider range of meanings. According to EGL, orthoepy
is “a branch of applied linguistics which deals with evaluation of language texts from the point
of view of their correctness, and with formulating instructions for proper use of elements of
a language system. Orthography and orthophony are parts of orthoepy. Within the broadest
sense of the word, normative grammar also falls within the scope of orthoepy”®* (Saloni, 1999,
p. 409). The Polish equivalent of the Czech ortoepie and Slovak ortoepia is thus orthophony,
which is defined as the “area of orthoepy which deals with the correct pronunciation of words
and word clusters in a given language”® (Saloni, 1999, p. 409).

The words orthoepy and orthophony are not used regularly in Polish context. More
frequently, expressions poprawna wymowa, poprawna polszczyzna (correct pronunciation,
correct Polish) are used, e.g., Podreczny stownik poprawnej wymowy polskiej, Stownik
poprawnej polszczyzny — Concise dictionary of correct Polish pronunciation, Dictionary of
correct Polish. Lexemes orthoepy and orthophony appear only sporadically in publications
aimed at the general public and seem to be mostly relegated to the past. Examples of works
containing these expressions are texts from the earlier half of the 20th century, for example,
Stownik ortoepiczny [Orthoepic dictionary] by Stanistaw Szober (1937) and Ortofonja polska®
[Polish orthophony] by Tytus Benni (1924).

% In original: “dziat jezykoznawstwa stosowanego, zajmujacy sie oceng tekstow jezykowych pod wzgledem
poprawnosci i formutowaniem wskazowek poprawnego stosowania elementéw systemu jezykowego. Dziatami
ortoepii sa ortografia i ortofonia. W zakresie szeroko rozumianej ortoepii miesci si¢ takze gramatyka
normatywna.”

% In original: “dziat ortoepii zajmujacy si¢ poprawng wymowg wyrazow danego jezyka i ich potgczen”.

% The title spelled in accordance with the period orthography.
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1.3.5 Language policy in Poland
From among the three languages discussed in this publication, two — Polish and Slovak — are
protected by legal resolutions. In case of Czech, no such legal solution exists.

In Poland, Act on Polish language was adopted in 1999, regulating:

“1) the protection of the Polish language;

2) use of Polish language in the implementation of public tasks;

3) use of the Polish language in the course of trade and in exercising the provisions of

labour law in the territory of the Republic of Poland.”®’

In the preamble of the Act, it is stated that the Polish language is a fundamental element of the
Polish national identity and a part of the nation’s cultural wealth. The legislator argues for the need
of adopting a law primarily by the need to protect the Polish language. Historical events (divisions
and occupations) are recalled, during which attempts were made at elimination of Polish language
and subsequent denationalisation of Poles. Additionally, the need to safeguard the language is
presented also in context of Poland’s participation on creation of a unified Europe.

One of the most important provisions of the Act is the protection of the Polish language,
which includes care of Polish language culture and support of the Polish language abroad. The
legally prescribed method of official verification of Polish language proficiency and regulation of
the competences of the Polish Language Council are related to this care and support. The Council
is recognized as an opinion-forming and advisory authority and is obliged to provide the Sejm a
report on the state of Polish language protection at least biannually. The Act also exactly regulates
the conditions of executing state examinations of the Polish language proficiency, selection of
examiners, etc. Other significant provisions include the obligation to use Polish language in
commerce involving consumers. Names of goods and services, offers, warnings, consumer
information, operating instructions, information about properties of goods and services, warranty
terms and conditions, invoices, bills, etc. have to be made available in Polish language (exceptions
are described in art. 7a). Breach of these provisions is punishable by fine. Some agreements also
have to be concluded in Polish language. Polish is recognized as the state language.

It seems that the least observed are the provisions intended to prevent the vulgarization
of Polish language. The degree of “brutalization” of Polish in public spaces, in film and music

is rising gradually. However, no efforts to mitigate this phenomenon are observable.

7 Art. 1 of the Act on the Polish Language from October 7, 1999, as amended on April 11, 2003 and April 2, 2004.
Available at: http://isap.sejm.gov.pl/isap.nsf/download.xsp/WDU19990900999/U/D19990999L j.pdf. [cited
30. 1. 2022].
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2  History of Czech, Slovak and Polish orthoepy

The history of professional interest in “proper” pronunciation, establishment and codification
of literary, standardised pronunciation had completely different developments in the three
discussed neighbouring cultures. This is tied to the historical developments of their national
languages, which took place in different political, social, and cultural conditions and which
translate into different durations of their utilization as languages with a ‘“national
representative” and prestigious cultural function. It is also associated with the development of
professional linguistic research in the individual countries, with the striving to obtain
knowledge of language at all its levels (including phonetic research), with efforts to record and
establish the standards that could serve as a basis for codification. These differences are also
reflected in the field of orthoepy, as the following subchapters show.

The section dedicated to the Czech linguistic environment is the least extensive, primarily
due to fact that the topic has already been covered in multiple publications. This topic has been
most recently explored in detail by Veronika Stépanova (2019) from among older works, the
contribution of Milo$ Weingart (1932, p. 171 —189) has to be emphasized. This topic was less
comprehensively addressed by Jifina Harkova (1995, pp. 8 — 15) and Jifi Zeman (2008, pp.
160 — 172), as well as others, and also the publications Fyslovnost spisovné cestiny 1.
[Pronunciation of literary Czech I] (1967, pp. 77 — 81). Another reason for extent differences
here is the fact that, unlike in the Slovak and Polish environments, the history of Czech orthoepy
is not “a history of multiple codifications”, which would be comparable, it is a history
culminating in a single codification, now oftentimes outdated.

The section dedicated to the Slovak environment is elaborated in greater detail, as it
provides an overview of the individual changes to the literary Slovak since its first official
codification, with a focus on the field of phonology. At certain points, it was also necessary to
provide information on the socio-political context. A comparison of phonetic systems in
individual codifications of literary Slovak facilitates a more complex image of the
contemporary Slovak phonetics and its developmental background. It is also important to
address the issue of the relationship between the Czech and Slovak languages in the observed
period, as certain specific adjustments to the literary language were motivated precisely by an
increased effort to delimit literary Slovak and Czech. It is necessary to understand that the
codification development of Slovak took place in different socio-cultural conditions than the
development of Czech or Polish. The most essential difference lies in the fact that this process

took place in a state with a multi-ethnic composition, at first in Hungary, later in Austria-
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Hungary (until 1918). Subsequent codification changes were carried out in the joint
Czechoslovak state until 1992. The only exception was the short period of the first independent
Slovak Republic in the years 1939 — 1945. These changes were also reflected in the language
policies of the aforementioned states. During individual historical stages, the utilization of
Slovak language was limited by various factors, primarily the use of other languages in the
Slovak language territory, e.g., Latin and German; furthermore, at the beginning of the 19"
century, the onset of Magyarization takes place (Pauliny, 1983, p. 139). During the period of
the shared Czechoslovak state, Slovak was mainly under the influence of Czech as a result of
intensive contact.

Multiple authors have already dealt with the topic of Polish codification history; however,
it is difficult to find a single publication that would cover the history of orthoepy, the most
important works on pronunciation, and the phonetic changes that have occurred over the years.
The subchapter dedicated to the history of Polish orthoepy summarizes this information.
Moreover, it also extensively explores the details of this history and individual approaches of
linguists to the standards and language, especially of those who were involved in the

pronunciation codification in the beginning of the 20™ century.

2.1 History of Czech orthoepy

Pavlina Kuldanova
The earliest attempts at standardisation and cultivation of Czech pronunciation were preserved
in works created in the 15" through19" centuries; these, however, did not deal with Czech
pronunciation in a comprehensive manner. Jan Hus is cited as the first author dealing with the
phonetic aspects of the language, seeking to unify Czech pronunciation. This issue was also
dealt with — albeit unsystematically or tangentially — by Jan Blahoslav, Jan Amos Komensky,
Josef Dobrovsky, and the authors of Czech grammars and linguistic manuals called “brusy”
(literally translatable into English as “grinding stones”).

The very first systematic description of the normative pronunciation principles is
presented in the work Kallilogie cili o vyslovnosti [Callilogy, or, On pronunciation] by the
philosopher Josef Durdik, published in 1873. However, this topic has received an increased
attention only in the 20" century, when it became a point of interest for the phonetician Antonin
Frinta, and linguists Milo§ Weingart and FrantiSek Travni¢ek, among others. In order to prevent
subjective assessment of pronunciation, a collective effort on summarizing the principles of
literary pronunciation was initiated in 1930s, in which selected linguists of the Prague
Linguistic Circle (PLC) and employees of the Czechoslovak Radio participated. Their joint
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cooperation resulted in several articles, among others on the pronunciation of loanwords
(published mainly in the journal Slovo a slovesnost [Word and literature]).%

Systematic elaboration and codification of the orthoepic norm is the result of efforts of
the orthoepic committee, which was established in 1942 at the Czech Academy of Sciences and
Arts; subsequently, the newly established committee of the Czech Language Institute of the
Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences, founded in 1952, took over its activities and investigation.
Publication of the codification handbook was the consummation of long-term efforts to
scientifically describe the Czech pronunciation standard: edited by the professor Bohuslav
Hala, a publication dealing with the principles of pronunciation of domestic words titled
Vyslovnost spisovné cestiny 1. Zasady a pravidla. Vyslovnost slov ceskych [Pronunciation of
literary Czech 1. Principles and rules. Pronunciation of Czech vocabulary] was published in
1955. Its second, revised edition (which already had a codification validity, unlike the 1%
edition) was made available in 1967 by the Prague-based publishing house Academia. The other
half of the Czech literary pronunciation principles, containing the pronunciation rules for
loanwords and a more extensive pronunciation dictionary were elaborated by the members of
the orthoepic committee under the leadership of professor Milan Romportl and were issued by
the same publishing house in 1978 (Vyslovnost spisovné cestiny. Vyslovnost slov prejatych.
Vyslovnostni  slovnik [Pronunciation of literary Czech. Pronunciation of loanwords.
Pronunciation dictionary]).%

Unfortunately, the Czech pronunciation codification handbook is already unsatisfactory
in certain aspects — since its publishing, there has been a certain shift in the real pronunciation
norm, not only in terms of borrowed words, but also in domestic words. Several newer works
dealing with pronunciation strive to reflect this development, yet they sometimes differ slightly
in assessments of selected phenomena (e.g., of the pronunciation of the syllable meé,
pronunciation of certain types of consonant clusters at word boundaries or the use of glottal
stop). Ultimately, due to the fact that this handbook is not readily available and a more modern
title with codification validity does not exist, those interested in Czech orthoepic principles can
use other sources, e.g., the textbook Fonetika a fonologie cestiny [Czech phonetics and
phonology] by Zdena Palkova (1994; especially the chapter Ortoepia [Orthoepy],
pp. 320 — 345), publication by Jitina Hirkova Ceskd vyslovnostni norma [Czech pronunciation
norm] (1995), or selected Czech language textbooks and supplementary materials for university

% On the activities of PLC and its theory of language culture, cf. Subchapter 1.1 Basic terminology in Czech
linguistic context.
9 Cf. also Subchapter 3.5 Rules of pronunciation of loanwords in Czech.
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students — especially works by Marie Krémova (1992, 2008, 2009) and coursebooks by
Jiti Zeman Zdklady ceské ortoepie [Introduction to Czech orthoepy] (2008). The online portal
Internetova jazykova prirucka [Online language handbook] is also worth mentioning here; it
contains brief but concise orthoepic interpretations of domestic and foreign vocabulary and in
the phonetic transcription is continually being uploaded for expressions that are more difficult
to pronounce; approximations of the loanword pronunciations can be found in the specialized
works by Vlastimil Strahl, Jifi Zeman and other authors, as well as in dictionaries
of foreign words.®

To those interested in the professional issues of Czech pronunciation, its development
from the Middle Ages to the 20" century concluded by the codification of orthoepic rules, we
recommend the monograph Vyvoj kodifikace ceské vyslovnosti [The development of the Czech
pronunciation codification] by Veronika Stépanova (2019). The author elaborates this topic in
great detail, adds an analysis of fundamental handbooks and outlines the possibilities of
research into the current pronunciation standard, which could lead to the refinement of certain

orthoepic principles.

2.2 History of Slovak orthoepy
Patrik Petras

The description of the history of Slovak orthoepy is based on the framework breakdown of
literary Slovak development according to Jan Kacala and Rudolf Krajé¢ovi¢ (2006, pp. 12 — 13).
The authors define the pre-standard period (beginning of the 9" — end of the 18" century),
which is further subdivided into the early pre-standard period (9™ — 10" centuries), older pre-
standard period (11" — 15™ centuries) and younger pre-standard period (16" — 18" centuries),
and the standard period (from the end of the 18" century onward), which is further subdivided
into the Bernolak’s standard (1787 — 1844), Stur’s standard (1844 — 1852), Hodza—Hattala
reform (1852 — 1863), Matica period (1863 — 1875), Martin period (1875 — 1918), interbellum
period (1919 — 1940) and the current period (from 1940 onward).

With regard to the focus of this publication, we concentrate only on the standard period.
We have to note though, particularly when discussing the earlier codifications of literary
Slovak, that these standardisations had a complex nature, i.e., the individual codifiers dealt with
the literary Slovak as a whole, handling the phonological system within such framework.

Therefore, it is necessary to examine these codifications in the given context, and naturally for

100 Cf. the list of recommended sources in Chapter 7.
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our goals, with a special focus on phonology, or the phonetic level of the literary Slovak. The
works focusing solely on Slovak orthoepy began to occur only in the 20" century. The
codification development of literary Slovak was covered in publications (either
comprehensively or with a focus on a specific historical period) by several Slovak linguists,
notably Eugen Pauliny (1971, 1983), Vincent Blanar, Eugen Jona, Jozef Ruzicka (1974), Jan
Kacala and Rudolf Krajéovi¢ (2006), Rudolf Krajéovi¢ and Pavol Zigo (2006), Alexandra
Chomova (2016). The Bernolak’s literary Slovak was investigated by Cubomir Kral¢ak (2009),
a detailed concept of Stir’s codification can be found in the collective publication of Ludovit
Star's linguistic treatises, which also includes a study systematically analysing Star’s linguistic
work (Kralcak et al., 2015). A comprehensive overview of the development of the phonetic and
graphic systems of literary Slovak since its first official codification to the current state was
elaborated by Ivan Oc¢enas (2007).

Since the topic of literary Slovak history is covered relatively well, for the sake of
providing general background, this chapter describes only the basic features of individual
codification changes during the development of literary Slovak, while focusing chiefly on the
phonetic system. In the framework of the aforementioned focus, we primarily analyse the
differences in the phonetic system of individual codification plans. Subsequently, we will
mainly pay attention to orthoepic works of the 20" century.

2.2.1  Codification of literary Slovak by Anton Bernolak

Although attempts to codify (or at least standardise) literary Slovak can be found even before
Anton Bernolak,!®! it is the Bernolak’s codification that is considered the first literary norm of
Slovak language (Kacala, Krajcovic, 2006, p. 62; Kral¢ak, 2009, p. 28). According to Ocends
(2007, p. 16), Bernolak considered the contemporaneous orthography of Slovaks to be difficult
and incorrect for three reasons: 1. some unnecessary symbols were utilised; 2. grammarians did
not distinguish the characters precisely enough; 3 certain unnecessary accents (today’s
diacritical marks in Bernolak’s understanding) were used while those necessary were frequently

used erroneously. Bernoldk considered pronunciation to be of primary significance and

101 Kral¢ak (2009, pp. 24 — 28) also mentions earlier attempts to codify the language, or at least efforts to
standardise it: It is necessary to mention here the manuscript Walaska sskola mravuv stodola (1755) [The
shepherd’s school of morals] by Hugolin Gavlovi¢, who did not attempt to reform the language at all its levels,
however, his orthographic form of Slovak had already shown certain elements that were later codified by Bernolak
(e.g. palatalization of 7, ¢ based on pronunciation, not using the grapheme j to denote 7). Additionally, certain
attempts ate standardisation can be found in the activity of the Camaldolese monks, who translated the Bible and
Blosius’s religious hymns into Slovak, and published a Latin-Slovak dictionary. A more fundamental attempt to
codify the Slovak language was made by Jozef Ignac Bajza, who published the novel René mladenca Prihodi,
a Skusenosti [Childe René’s Adventures and Experiences] (1783) in his own version of language.

65



orthography should have been derived from it (Pauliny, 1983, p. 163). A systematic description
of literary Slovak codified by Anton Bernolak was provided in the monograph Bernoldkovska
spisovna slovencina [Bernolak’s literary Slovak] (2009) by Lubomir Kral¢ak.

Closely tied together with the graphetic system, phonology was codified in the
collective work Dissertatio philologico-critica de literis Slavorum, de divisione illarum, nec
non accentibus ([Philological-critical treatise on Slovak letters, their division and accents]
1787; hereafter Dissertatio philologico-critica) with the additional orthographic handbook
Linguae Slavonice per regnum Hungariae usitate compendiosa simul, et facilis Orthographia
([Brief and simultaneously easy orthography of the Slovak language used in the Kingdom of
Hungary] 1787; hereafter Orthographia). Bernolak summarized a normative description of
orthographic rules in the text Grammatica Slavica [Slovak grammar] (1790). Within this
description, he not only addressed orthoepy, morphology, syntax and prosody, but also added
orthographic rules from the Orthographia, however, with a short appendix. He described
Slovak word formation in the work Etymologia vocum Slavicarum, sistens modum
multiplicandi vocabula per derivationem et compositionem [Etymology of Slovak words
establishing the method of adding words by derivation and composition, 1791]. The crowning
achievement of Bernolak’s codification efforts was the preparation of the five-volume
dictionary Slowdr Slowenski Cesko-Latinsko-Nemecko-Uherski [A Slovak, Czech-Latin-
German-Hungarian dictionary] (1825 — 1827), which was, however, published only
posthumously (Kral¢ak, 2009, p. 29).

Regarding the origin, or source, of the Bernolak’s codified standard, Kralcak (ibid., p. 32)
draws attention to the incorrect belief that this codification was based on the Western Slovak
dialect utilized around Trnava. Bernoldk’s codification of the Slovak language was primarily
based on the spoken form of the Western Slovak usage, however, Bernolak opted for a usage
positively influenced by the usage of cultural Central Slovak dialect (ibid., p. 34). The author
further emphasizes that Bernolak’s decision-making process in context of grapheme use —
which should not be used in contradiction to the nature of phones in his opinion — is primarily
based on the principle of naturalness. Prioritizing the acoustic features of the language over the
written form is also based on the aforementioned principle, resulting in the basic orthographic
rule of deriving the written from the pronunciation (ibid., p. 36). However, Kacala and
Krajcovi¢ (2006, p. 63) emphasize that, in addition to the dominant phonetic-phonological
spelling principle, a morphological principle is also applied in Bernoldk’s standard (spelling
Dub with a voiced final consonant results from the oblique forms Dub-a, Dub-u etc.). The

functional principle is also partially applied (not only the proper nouns are spelled with a capital
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initial letter, but also the generic ones: Sin, Dom, Wira etc.), as well as historical principle
(phones [v] and [j] are written utilizing traditional graphemes w and g: hlawa, geho, etc.).

Dissertatio philologico-critica is divided into a discussion of Slavic letters, the division
of letters based on what he calls “genere et specie”, genus (into vowels and consonants) and
species (short and long vowels; hard, soft and semivocalic consonants), and the accents
(diacritics) of Slavic letters. Orthographia deals with the proper use of letters, the separation of
words, and the use of distinguishing marks (diacritics and punctuation). The first part of
Slovenska gramatika [Slovak grammar], titled Ortoepia [Orthoepy] (in his Slovak also
dobrocitanliwost’ [literally good legibility]), provides the rules for correct spelling,
pronunciation and reading (Kral¢ak, 2009, pp. 38 — 39).

Bernoldk defined the graphemic system in relation to the system of sounds they
represented. He distinguished three types of graphic signs: vowels, consonants and accents,
i.e., distinguishing marks. Bernolak’s orthography comprised 21 characters. Kral¢ak considers
the most radical change to the older forms to be the exclusion of ypsilon (the letter y)
(ibid., pp. 40 — 41).

Bernolék follows the traditional division of phones, which is also applied in contemporary
Slovak, i.e., the division into vowels and consonants. However, Bernolak did not distinguish
between monophthongs and diphthongs in the vowel group, what differentiates him from older
authors. Bernolak’s standard contains five short and five long vowels (a, e, i, 0, U —d, é, I, 6,
1), just like contemporary Slovak, but unlike it, it does not contain diphthongs (ibid., p. 43).
According to Kralc¢ak (ibid., p. 45), Bernolék’s standard uses quantity distribution typical for
Western Slovakia, which does not respect the rhythmic law, which Kral¢ak considers to be
a unique, originally Central Slovak phenomenon. Bernoldk’s standard thus recognizes forms
such as krasni, trhani, hadam, désdik, etc.

Regarding the consonant system, Bernolak’s standard delimited a group of voice paired
soft consonants in a form that corresponds with both contemporary and present-day Slovak
spoken in Central Slovakia, i.e., the pairs &’ —d, £ —t, 7 — n, I’— |. In Dissertatio philologico-
critica, Bernolak also considers the originally hard consonants c, d, I, n, s, t, z (all except for g,
representing j) to be soft consonants; these, however, are capable of being softened only as a
secondary feature. However, in Slovenska gramatika, in the Ortoepia chapter, only the
consonant j is considered soft; consonants &, 7, n, t, ¢, z, § are called flowing sounds (ibid.,
p. 45). Furthermore, since pronunciation played a decisive role in Bernoldk’s standard, it is
essential to emphasize that softness of consonants &, 7/, i, ¢ was always indicated, which was

true even when these preceded the vowels e, ¢, iandi. Other orthographic and phonetic
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peculiarities include the spelling of prepositions sandzbased on their pronunciation
(z Adamom, %2 s KaplInki®®) and establishing of group s¢, e.g., esce (Pauliny, 1983, p. 167).

Kral¢ak (2009, p. 46) considers the presence of soft [’ in Bernolak’s standard to be
surprising, as this phone does not occur in (South-)Western Slovak dialects. In his opinion the
presence of the phones [3], [3] and [g] (spelled as g) and syllabic consonants [r] and [I] in
Bernoldk’s standard are features of dialects typical for Central Slovakia. However, Kral¢ak
points out that Bernolak did not consider dz to be a separate sound, but perceived it as two
consecutive sounds, therefore — unlike ch — he does not acknowledge dz and dz as
double graphemes. Foreign q was spelled as kw and x as ks or gz in Bernolak’s standard
(Pauliny, 1983, p. 167).

2.2.2  Codification of literary Slovak by Iudovit Stiir

The Cudovit Star codification represents the next phase in the formation of literary Slovak. As
pointed out by Kral¢ak et al. in the text Ludovit Stir. Jazykovedné dielo [Cudovit Stir.
Linguistic work] (2015, p. 29), the new concept of literary Slovak appeared in a rather difficult
linguistic situation of the 1840s. In addition to Bernolék’s standard and Czech language, several
other languages also coexisted in the territory of Slovakia, namely traditional Latin, German
and the increasingly enforced Hungarian. According to Pauliny (1983, p. 175), “the Stir period
constitutes a certain culmination of the entire prior process of national revival”.1®* The author
considers this historic stage of literary Slovak to be the constituting phase of the Slovak nation.
In this regard, this period immediately follows the Bernolak period and represents a conclusion
to the national consciousness forming process (ibid.). Star’s standard was publicly codified at
a convention of the Tatrin association held on August 26 — 28, 1844 in Liptovsky Mikulas§
(ibid., p. 177).

Star submitted his justification for the codification of literary Slovak in the work Ndrecja
slovenskuo alebo potreba pisanja v tomto ndreci [The Slovak dialect, or, the necessity of
writing in this dialect] (1846; hereafter Ndrecja slovenskuo). Star founded his reasoning on
then-widespread opinion that the Slavs form one nation, with a single Slavonic language, and

are divided into tribes (Slavic nations in today’s sense), while each tribe has its own dialect

192 This is an instrumental case preposition, in modern Slovak, this preposition is always spelled as s and
undergoing voicing assimilation in pronunciation in the same position.

103 This is a genitive case preposition, in modern Slovak, this preposition is always spelled as z and undergoing
voicing assimilation in pronunciation in the same position.

194 In original: “Stirovské obdobie znamena isté vyvrcholenie celého predchédzajuceho narodnouvedomovacieho
procesu”.
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(today’s Slavonic languages) (ibid., p. 177). According to Kral¢ak et al. (2015, p. 35),
a significant part of the Narecja slovenskuo was dedicated to illustrating the social, cultural and
especially linguistic reasons for abandoning Czech as the literary language of Slovak
protestants.

Star chose the cultural Central Slovak dialect for his model of literary language, coming
to this decision based on an analysis from which he concluded that: 1) Central Slovak dialects
are the most widespread and most frequently utilized of all Slovak dialects; 2) they show the
greatest viability; 3) they also spread among speakers of other dialects (Pauliny, 1983, p. 178 —
179). Stir codified the literary Slovak in grammatical work Nauka reci slovenskej [The theory
of the Slovak language] (1846; hereafter Nauka). According to Kral¢ak et al. (2015, p. 39), this
text is traditionally referred to as a contemporary modern Slovak grammar, compiled as
a scientific description of the structural features of the Slovak language. Stir divided the
grammatical description of Slovak language into three chapters. The first chapter deals with
phonology, word formation, orthoepy, orthography and word classes; the second chapter
characterizes the inflection of inflexible parts of speech, and finally, the third chapter focuses
on the composition of the Slovak language (ibid., p. 40).

According to Kadala and Krajéovi¢ (2006, p. 80 — 81), Star’s orthography is based on
phonetic-phonological and morphological principles. Furthermore, functional principle is also
applied in terms of punctuation utilization and capitalization for showing respect (e.g., in
addition to the name Slovensko, the adjective Slovenski or appellative noun Viast are also with
a majuscule); other generic nouns are spelled with a minuscule in contrast to Bernolak’s
standard.

Star (1846, p. 203) delimits the vowel inventory as follows:

According to Star, the phones [I] and [r] can be considered vowels when they stand in a vowel
position in a word (these were therefore already considered what we call syllabic in today’s
understanding), e.g., hlboki, prskota. For comparison purposes, he adds that, in cases where
Slovak utilizes | and r as vowels, Czech language positions a second vowel after these phones,
e.g., slunce or dlauhi instead of contemporary Slovak forms sInce and dlhi
(ibid., p. 204).
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Stir’s standard includes diphthongs in contrast to Bernolak’s standard. Star delimits the
diphthongs uo, ja, je, characterized by being contained in a single syllable following one or
more consonants. In addition, Star defines diphthongs that occur only in word-final position: ai
(aj), au, ei (gj), eu, iu, 0i (0j), ou, ui (uj), uu. It is therefore evident that, although Stir introduces
iu within the framework of diphthongs, he does not consider it to be a traditional diphthong iu
as found in contemporary Slovak (in that case, he would have included it analogically with the
diphthongs ja and je — as ju). In addition to the “true” diphthongs, Stur also discusses “false”
diphthongs, i.e., such diphthongs in which two vowels “blend” into one and only one phone can
be heard. Star concludes, however, that Slovak does not have such diphthongs, with only
exception being ¢, which is used in some Slovak regions. Stir believed that this phone does not
belong to the literary language (ibid.)

Star’s standard therefore did not adopt the phone [4] despite it being typical for Central
Slovak dialects, on which his concept of literary Slovak was based, and replaced it with phones
[a] or [e] (zavazuje, najme, etc.). Moreover, instead of the diphthong iu, only u is utilized, e.g.,
znameru. The difference between the softness pairs d, t, n — d, ¢, 7 is always indicated
graphically. In contrast to Bernolak’s standard, the phone [I] is absent (in Star’s standard,
relevant words were spelled e.qg., lavi, nedela). This is surprising, considering that this phone
can be found in Central Slovak dialects. Similarly to Bernolak’s standard, Star’s orthography
lacks the grapheme y/y, and thus i/7 are spelled uniformly in all positions (Pauliny, 1983,
p. 181). Stur justified the exclusion of ypsilon on the basis of pronunciation, claiming that it
cannot be heard among Slovak speakers (with exception of Slovaks living in regions bordering
with Poland) (Stur, 1846, p. 203).

Another peculiarity worth mentioning is that the v was spelled as u in genitive plural
masculine noun forms, instrumental singular feminine noun forms and personal pronouns
(krdlou, vichricou, svojou formou, etc.). In other cases, it was spelled as v, also in cases when
pronounced as [u] (spev, cirkev, pravda, etc.). Star’s standard did not utilize the ¢é, instead, je
was used (e.g., dobrjeho). Another difference from Bernoldk’s standard lies in consistent
observance of rhythmic law, i.e., the shortening of the second long syllable (e.g., Aldsa, vaiba,
etc.). The basic form of past tense utilized the suffix -u instead of suffix -1 (mau, volau instead
of today’s forms mal, volal). For Stir’s standard, characteristic are frequent voice neutralization
(tiskost, vstah, etc.), occurrence of phenomena with Czech phonetic form (duileziti, ditvera, etc.)
and numerous quantity discrepancies (Pauliny, 1983, pp. 181 — 182).

Ultimately, Star’s orthography can be characterized as a diacritical system utilizing

traditional components dz, ¢z and ch. Instead of the traditional w, g and g typical for Bernolak’s
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standard, symbols v, j andg were employed (vjera, jeho, gazda) (Kacala, Krajcovic,
2006, p. 80).

However, there was also criticism of Star’s standard, which was voiced, among others,
by Michal Miloslav HodZa, whose authority ensured the adoption of 4, soft /and suffix -1 in
the past tense (e.g., bol) in 1846—1848. Jan Kollar also stood up against Stur’s literary Slovak.
Kollar’s initiative resulted in the manuscript Hlasové o potrebé jednoty spisovného jazyka pro
Cechy, Moravany a Slovdky [On the need for a unified literary language for Czechs, Moravians
and Slovaks] (1846), in which the dismissive opinions of prominent Slovak and Czech cultural
representatives were published. These people considered the Slovaks to be too weak to ensure
the survival of their literary language and literature. They blamed Stir for dissociating Slovaks
from Czechs and thus leading them to national annihilation. Stir’s Slovak language was said to
not have been prepared to fulfil the role of literary language and to not have been properly
elaborated. Kollar was appointed a professor of Slavic archaeology at the University in Vienna
in 1849. Subsequently, with Kollar’s support, Czech was introduced as the curricular language
in Slovak schools and was also partly used as an official language during the era of minister
Alexander Bach. Here, a new literary language, the so-called Old Slovak, could be delimited,
actually being only Czech with certain Slovak features. Andrej Radlinsky elaborated
a handbook for this literary language titled Prawopis slowensky s kratkou mluwnici [Slovak
orthography with short grammar] (1850). However, well-regarded Catholic cultural and
political activists, among whom we should mention Stefan Moyzes, Andrej Radlinsky and Jozef
Viktorin turned away from Czech and inclined towards Slovak. This was due to the fact that
prominent Slovak linguist Martin Hattala approved Hodza’s modifications to Stir’s standard
and favoured the so-called revised Slovak (Pauliny, 1983, pp. 191 — 195).

2.2.3 Hodza-Hattala reform of literary Slovak

The situation regarding literary language in Slovakia during this period was very chaotic, as
several languages were spoken in the territory: the Czech in its traditional form spoken by
Lutherans, the new literary Czech, Old Slovak in several variants, Bernolak’s standard (in
several variants as well) and finally Stir’s standard in variant according to original Stir’s
codification, but also the variant with modifications accepted by Hurban and Hodza’s form of
this modified variant. In 1851, this situation led to a meeting of leading representatives of Stiir’s
movement (Stir, Hurban, Hodza) and Bernoldk’s movement (Palarik, Radlinsky, Zavodnik,
Hattala), who made an agreement on the introduction of a unified literary Slovak language

based on Stir’s codification with spelling, phonic and morphological modifications proposed
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by Michal Miloslav Hodza, which were justified and philologically grounded by Martin Hattala
in treatises Grammatica linguae slovenicae [Grammar of the Slovak language] (1850)
and Krdatka mluvnica slovenska [A concise Slovak grammar] (1852). It was the Krdtka
mluvnica slovenska that became the fundamental handbook of codified and generally accepted
literary Slovak (ibid., p. 196 — 197). This post-reform literary codification can be characterized
as follows: the etymological principle was consistently applied in spelling, taking into account
the principles utilized in Slavic languages, especially in Czech and Russian; utilization of y/y
in historical positions was introduced (byt, byvat, dym, Zeny, etc.); vowel 4 was introduced as
well; a new diphthong iu was added to the already existing diphthongs spelled as ia, ie, 6 (which
could be pronounced as both [uo] or [0]); a soft consonant /" was added to the d, 7, iz category,
furthermore, softness of these consonants was no longer indicated with a caron in positions
preceding vowels i, 7, e and diphthongs ie, ia and iu (e.g., vd'aka — deti); the rhythmic law was
preserved; the form types chlapou, dobruo, dobrjeho, znamerija, robiu, padnuv were substituted
by the forms chlapov, dobré, dobrého, znamenie, robil, padol, etc. However, archaic or
traditional forms were preferred in certain declension types — alternatively, such forms were
permitted as variants — e.g., forms od sluhy, s chlapy, mesta in nominative plural and forms,
ruce, noze, muse in dative and locative singular, as well as others were accepted with regards
to Czech usage (Kacala, Krajéovi¢, 2006, pp. 92 — 93). Agreeing with Pauliny (1983, p. 197),
it can be concluded that the Hodza-Hattala reform of literary Slovak led to balancing of
orthography, phonology, and morphology to its present form — naturally, with certain

adjustments along the way, which are discussed further.

2.2.4  Literary Slovak during Matica period
The Matica period is defined as the first stage of the existence of the Matica slovenskd, i.e., it
begins with its foundation in 1863 and ends with its forced dissolution in 1875 on the order of
the Hungarian authorities. In this period, Hattala’s reform of Star’s standard was recognized as
the representative form of literary Slovak language; however, there was an intent to replace its
archaising elements with elements based on usage. Specifically, this included an effort to
replace the forms ruce, noze, od sluhy, s chlapy, and the nominative plural mesta with the forms
ruke, nohe, od sluhu, s chlapmi, mestd, etc. (Kacala, Krajcovic, 2006, p. 96).

An important institutional step to support the development of the literary language was
the establishment of linguistic department at Matica slovenskd under Hattala’s leadership. The
goal of the department was to care for the literary norm, its modified codification, to regulate
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and improve it. It was also supposed to publish handbooks of literary Slovak and create a base
for research of the Slovak language, especially its dictionary (ibid.).

Hattala’s works Mluvnice jazyka slovenského [Grammar of Slovak language] (1864) and
Skladba jazyka slovenského [Syntax of the Slovak language] (1865) were published during this
period. Another edition of the Slovak grammar handbook in German Grammatik der
slowakischen Sprache (1865) by Jozef Karol Viktorin was re-printed for wider audience,
including adjustments based on the customary usage, i.e., the second edition used the word
forms v, ja, ktory, ked’, bol, Vy ste boli as a replacement of first-edition w, jd, ktery, kdyz, byl,
Wy ste bol. FrantiSek Mraz prepared a textbook Slovenska mluvnica pre gymndzia, redlky,
praeparandie a vyssie oddelenie hlavnych skol [Slovak grammar for grammar schools, natural
sciences schools, preparatory pedagogical schools and higher educational institutions] (1864).
This textbook conveyed features already grounded in contemporary literary Slovak, e.g., a more
exact definition of vowel ¢ positioning, and acceptance of form type ruke, nohe in dative and
locative, etc. (ibid., pp. 96 — 97).

However, as Pauliny (1983, pp. 208 — 209) points out, the standard of literary language was
not stabilised, e.g., vowel d was used in wider range than the one prescribed by Hodza-Hattala
reform (e.g. kdmen); utilization of y was also inconsistent (e.g. bliskat sa, koryst); numerous
inconsistencies occurred in the use of consonants d, t, n, | — &, ¢, 1, I’ (€.g., ustanovizna, buber);
differences in the assimilation of consonants were evident (e.g., preposition ces); there also
occurred frequent dual variants of the siiah — sneh type, etc.; significant non-uniformity in vocal
quantity (e.g. vojak as well as vojdk, lodiam as well as lodam); frequent disregarding of the
rhythmic law (e.g., chvdlia, pisuci, listie) and gemination of the consonant n (e.g. drevenny).
Nevertheless, it needs to be pointed out that — in the context of neglecting the rhythmic law —
multiple exceptions started to be applied in this period that were eventually adopted within the

current literary Slovak (e.g., chvdlia, listie).*%®

2.2.5 Literary Slovak during Martin period

The Martin period is a stage starting with the dissolution of Matica slovenskd in 1875 and
lasting until the establishment of the Czechoslovak Republic in 1918. It is called after the town
of Tur¢iansky sv. Martin (today Martin), in which the activities of institutions, associations,
editors and prominent persons pursuing the preservation and improvement of literary Slovak

and development of national life concentrated after the disbanding of Matica slovenska. Kacala

105 On this topic, cf. 4.1.2.1 Vowel quantity.
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and Krajcovic (2006, p. 99) observe that it is thanks to these activities that the literary Slovak
language during the Martin period gradually took on the form of a prospectively evolving
system in terms of orthography, structure at all levels, and refinement of styles, eventually
meeting all the criteria to qualify it as a separate usage variant in the last third of the 19" century,
which is referred to as “martinsky” (Martin). The so-called Martin centre started to develop
after the dissolution of Matica slovenska. Initially, only the editorial offices of magazines such
as Orol, Ndrodni hldsnik, Zivena, Slovenské pohl'ady could focus on care for literary Slovak,
and it was the language used in Slovenské pohlady that became the standard model for literary
language. Slovenské ndarodné noviny played a similar role. Moreover, the Martin centre also
enriched the literary Slovak by cultivating its spoken form, first in the Slovak choir (from 1870),
then in the theatre in the National House (ibid., p. 100). Samuel Cambel’s codification was
crucial in this period. Cambel’s codification was actually a modification of Hattala’s
codification, favouring more common literary means of Slovak, or certain phenomena from
Slovak dialects. Cambel described this codification in normative work Rukovdt spisovnej reci
slovenskej [Manual of literary Slovak language] (1% edition in 1902). It needs to be emphasized
that the author focused more on written than spoken language. In phonology, however, he
specified the rules of writing ¢ — which should only occur in position following labials — as well
as soft 7, y/y, diphthongs, quantity and soft consonants (ibid., pp. 101 — 102). In contrast to the
current version of literary Slovak, his standard contained several peculiarities, e.g., in addition
to diphthongs ia, ie, iu and 4, he defined diphthong ou, which occurs only in singular feminine
nouns in instrumental (s fou Zenou), and simultaneously emphasized that it needs to be
distinguished from the suffix -ov occurring in plural masculine nouns in genitive (tych chlapov);
it is evident that the author put significant emphasis in his codification on the written form of
language (Czambel®®, 1902, pp. 13 — 14). In this sense, the situation is partly analogous to how
Star perceived diphthongs, as he also identified diphthongs in word-final positions. Cambel
substituted Hattala’s archaisms, introducing forms od gazdu, v potoku, ruke, nohe, mesza (nom.
pl.), beries instead of od gazdy, v potoce, ruce, noze, mesta, beres, among others. (Kacala,
Krajcovi€, 2006, p. 102). Cambel’s codification gradually underwent several modifications,
which were implemented mainly by Jozef Skultéty in editing the second (1915) and third (1919)
editions of Rukovdt spisovnej reci slovenskej (ibid., p. 104).

106 We respect the form of the name given in the cited publication. In own text, we use the adapted form of the
name, Cambel.
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2.2.6  Literary Slovak during interbellum period

It is possible to define several stages in which the literary Slovak, including its spoken form,
developed during what is delimited as the interbellum period. The first stage lasted throughout
the existence of the first Czechoslovak republic (1918 — 1939). The fact that, from 1918, Slovak
language became the official language in essentially all offices and schools (with the exception
of certain offices and university, where Czech was still used) represented a significant step
towards wider implementation of literary Slovak. (Pauliny, 1983, p. 224). However, Slovak
language was under the strong influence of Czech during this period, as numerous state
employees, businessmen and entrepreneurs who immigrated to Slovakia after 1918 were
speaking Czech; moreover, this influence was also spread through Czech literature (ibid.,
p. 228). In the first decade of the joint state, the codification and usage of literary Slovak were
founded on Cambel’s codification and the usage of the Martin centre. Matica usage came to
forefront after the resumption of Matica slovenska as well. Cambel’s codification work was
substituted with orthographic texts by Jan Damborsky, which were published as school
textbooks in five editions between 1919 and 1930 (ibid., p. 233).

Additionally, the development of radio broadcasting in Slovakia, which began in 1926,
played a significant role in cultivation of the spoken form of literary language. The first official
and collective codification handbook Pravidld slovenského pravopisu [Rules of Slovak
orthography] was published in 1931. However, it not a codification text of Slovak orthography
only, but of literary Slovak as a whole. In phonology, these principles established the syllable
length in numerous words (e.g., voz, rano, shizka), unified the writing of prefixes s-, z- and vz-
based on the etymological principle according to the meaning of the prefixed word, and
introduced rules for writing of loanwords. However, it needs to be pointed out that the
elaboration of these principles was conducted with the intent to unify Czechoslovak language,
which was manifested in the codification of some Czech vocabulary and certain phonological
adjustments. Therefore, publication of this handbook was met with sharp response. One notable
reaction was the establishment of the journal Slovenska rec¢ [Slovak speech] in 1932, the
significance of which dwelt in its scientific activities related to Slovak language, as well as in
stabilising the literary Slovak norm and its promoting in language practice (Kacala, Krajcovic,
2006, pp. 129 — 131).

Slovenskd rec¢ — as opposed to Pravidla slovenského pravopisu from 1931 — promoted the
thesis of the independence of Slovak language as one of Slavonic languages. The editors
demanded observance of the so-called Matica usage or Cambel’s codification revised by

Skultéty in terms of morphology, phonology and orthography (Kacala, Krajéovi¢, 2006,
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pp. 131 — 132). However, since the codification enacted by Pravidla slovenského pravopisu
from 1931 was legally recognized at schools and offices, a certain bifurcation arose in use and
codification of the literary Slovak. The spoken form of literary Slovak could at this time also
be cultivated by actors in professional theatres despite the fact that the repertoire of Slovak
National Theatre, established in 1919, was initially performed only in Czech
(ibid., pp. 134 — 135).

The second stage of development lasted throughout the existence of the first Slovak
Republic in 1939 — 1945. In this period, the collective scientific research of the Slovak language
began to take place at the Institute of Linguistics of the Slovak Academy of Sciences and Arts
established in 1943, allowing it to continue the research that had already been conducted at
Matica slovenska (ibid., p. 157).

Especially after 1939, efforts to eliminate foreign elements from Slovak language and
preserve its purity, i.e., language purism, started to appear. The impetus for these attempts was
the dissent among the majority of intelligence with the promotion of the idea of unified
Czechoslovak nation and language, especially after the publication of the aforementioned
Pravidld slovenského pravopisu in 1931. The goal of the representatives of this tendency was
consistent observance of the Matica usage in terms of orthography, phonology, and
morphology, enrichment of vocabulary via domestic word-formation processes and elimination

of non-functional borrowings from Czech and German (Krajéovi¢, Zigo, 2006, pp. 222 — 223).

2.2.7  Contemporary literary Slovak

A new handbook, again titled Pravidia slovenského pravopisu [Rules of Slovak orthography]
was published in 1940; in terms of orthography, it maintained continuity with the earlier
Pravidla slovenského pravopisu from 1931, however, the new edition specified in more detail
the principle of writing on the basis of pronunciation for a number of words, as well as rules
for written representation of vowel lengths in loanwords. Adjustments to these principles led to
strengthening of the Matica usage (Kacala, Krajéovic, 2006, p. 159).

After the restoration of the Czechoslovak state in 1945, the third edition of Pravidlad
slovenského pravopisu (1953) was published, endorsing the dominant phonemic spelling
principle of literary Slovak. The most fundamental changes introduced by this edition include:
1) unification of plural forms in the past tense to a single form robili (in contrast to previous
spelling chlapi robili (3. m.) — Zeny robily (3. f)); 2) simplification of spelling of suffixes s-, z-
and their vocalized variants based on pronunciation; 3) introduction of spelling of prepositions

s, zand their vocalized variants based on their association with cases (preposition z was

76



constituted as a genitive preposition, sas an instrumental preposition); 4) unification and
simplification of recording vowel quantity in loanwords and foreign vocabulary based on their
pronunciation. Certain irregularities that remained in this edition were revised in 1968 (ibid.,
pp. 168 — 169).

A new edition of Pravidla slovenského pravopisu (1991) was published in the period prior
to the establishment of modern independent Slovak Republic in 1993, promoting certain typical
features of literary Slovak, such as the application of rhythmic law in morphology and word-
formation processes. The second, supplemented and revised edition of Pravidla slovenského
pravopisu from 1998 and its third, supplemented and revised edition from 2000 progressed
along the same line (ibid., p. 212). The fourth, unchanged edition was published in 2013.

2.2.8  Development of Slovak orthoepy from 20th century onward

One of the first orthoepic works on Slovak was penned, paradoxically, by the Czech linguist
Bohuslav Hala. His work Zdklady spisovné vyslovnosti slovenské a srovnani s vyslovnosti
ceskou [Fundamental principles of Slovak pronunciation and its comparison with Czech
pronunciation] was published in 1929. In 1934, LCudovit Novak published the basic principles
of Slovak orthoepy titled K zakladom slovenskej ortoepie [Towards the foundations of Slovak
orthoepy] in Slovenska rec (pp. 42 — 65).

The first codification handbook for the field of pronunciation titled Sprdvna vyslovnost
slovenska [Correct Slovak pronunciation] was published by Henrich Bartek in 1944. It also
included a pronunciation dictionary. Bartek’s codification was founded on the requirement of
systematicity and functionality of pronunciation rules and their independence from
orthography. Pursuing this goal, Bartek built upon living pronunciation and supplied his
handbook with a practical focus (Kacala, Kraj¢ovic, 2006, p. 159).

Jan Stanislav published another orthoepic work, titled Slovenskd vyslovnost’ [Slovak
pronunciation] in 1953 (Kral’, 2009, p. 13). This handbook was prepared for the purposes of
stage speech. The author himself also states that he intended this publication primarily for
theatre, filmmaking, radio broadcast, and all institutions that were supposed to set an example
for people in terms of speech (Stanislav, 1953, p. 13). Stanislav’s Slovenska vyslovnost
introduces an inventory of Slovak diphthongs in the form we know it today, i.e., ia, ie, iuand 4.
University textbooks FVyslovnost a prednes [Pronunciation and presentation] and Atlas
slovenskych hldsok [Atlas of Slovak phones] were published by Viliam Zaborsky in 1965 and
by Jana Dvonéova, Gejza Jenda and Abel Kral’ in 1969, respectively; among other things, the

latter publication was intended to be “a reliable guide for anybody who needs basic information
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on literary pronunciation”'% (p. 8). The core of this work is the articulatory description of
Slovak phones.

After multiple partial contributions, the codification of literary pronunciation started to
acquire a synthesizing character with Kral’s publishing of Prirucného slovnika slovenskej
vyslovnosti [Concise dictionary of Slovak pronunciation] in 1979 and 1982 (Kraj¢ovié, Zigo,
2006, p. 234). However, in 1952, Cudovit Star Institute of Linguistics also began work on
a codification of literary Slovak pronunciation — a special orthoepic committee opened
a discussion on basic definitions of literary Slovak pronunciation. Several of these definitions
were also employed in the third edition of Pravidia slovenského pravopisu (1953). A significant
step forward for the publication of the first official codification handbook of literary
pronunciation was the constitution of a new orthoepic committee in 1972, which founded its
work on Kral’s elaboration resulting from an extensive study of the acoustic structure of
Slovak. This material was subjected to discussion with the active participation of linguists from
all Slovak linguistic departments, universities of arts, and the general public. Finally, Pravidia
slovenskej vyslovnosti [Rules of Slovak pronunciation] were penned by Kral’ and published in
1984 by Slovenské pedagogické nakladatelstvo. Orthoepic committee of the Dudovit Star
Institute of Linguistics at Slovak Academy of Sciences, which was responsible for these rules
and approved their wordings, was made of the following members: Jan Horecky, Gejza Horak,
Abel Kral, Eugen Pauliny, Stefan Peciar, Jozef Ruzicka, Jan Sabol, and Viliam Zaborsky (Kral,
1984, pp. 9 — 10). Unchanged editions of Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti were further published
in 1988 and 1996 (Kral’, 2009, p. 13). The revised and updated edition of Pravidld slovenskej
vyslovnosti by the same author were published by Matica slovenska in 2005. This edition,
however, did not include a clause by the Ministry of Culture of the Slovak Republic certifying
the codification validity of this handbook. Despite the fact that the author’s introduction claims
that these rules “are entered into codification”® (Kral, 2005, p. 15), the codification validity
of this edition of Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti is rather problematic due to this fact. Such
clause certifying codification validity is only included in Pravidia slovenskej vyslovnosti
published by Matica slovenska in 2009. Both aforementioned editions emphasize Kral’s
individual authorship and state that “the author was well-aware of this fact. Therefore, he very

carefully and responsibly assessed each change compared to the original and still valid codified

197 In original: “spol’ahlivou oporou pre kazdého, kto potrebuje zakladné udaje o spisovnej vyslovnosti”.

108 In original: “vstupuju do kodifika¢ného priestoru”.
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standard”% (Kral’, 2005, p. 15 and Kral’, 2009, p. 15). The 2009 edition of Pravidla slovenskej
vyslovnosti is thus still the currently valid codification handbook of Slovak pronunciation.

2.3 History of Polish pronunciation codification
Milena Hebal-Jezierska

2.3.1  Beginnings of Polish pronunciation codification

Attempts at norm started to play an important role in descriptions of the Polish language only in
the 19" century (Bajerowa, 1977, in Siuciak, 2020, p. 11), the efforts to organize and systematize
Polish language intensified after the Polish independence. According to Siuciak (2020, p. 13),
this was a result of a need to mitigate regional differences between territories that used to be parts
of different states; this need was especially strongly felt in orthography. However, it is also
necessary to point out that a need for more transparent pronunciation principles also arose during
this period. It is, however, necessary to mention the first works on Polish phonetics that predate
these events. Bozena Wierzchowska (1980, p. 20, in Jastrzebska-Golonka, 2004, p. 252)
considers Jan Siestrzynski, the author of text Teoria i mechanizm mowy [Theory and mechanism
of speech] (1820), and Jozef Mrozinski, the author of grammar handbook Pierwsze zasady
gramatyki polskiej [The first rules of Polish grammar] (1822), to be the pioneers of Polish
phonology. The latter work provides information on Polish pronunciation and relation between
orthography and pronunciation. In her studies, Danuta Jastrzebska-Golonka (2004) explores the
issues of phonetics during interbellum period. The general works by Jan Baudouin de Courtenay
and Szkic wymowy [Pronunciation outlines] (1910) by Jan Rozwadowski (Bryzek, 1975) also
played a highly significant role for the fundamental development of phonetics. Rozwadowski’s
publication is considered the first scientific description of the pronunciation of phones (Szober,
1935). Additionally, two works by Juliusz Tenner should also be mentioned: Estetyka zywego
stowa [Aesthetics of living language] (1904), Technika zywego stowa [Technique of Living
Language] (1906), as well as translation of Otto Jespersen’s book Najlepsza wymowa [Best
pronunciation] (Kaminska, 2020, p. 100). However, Tytus Benni (1877 — 1935) is considered to
be the main codifier of Polish phonetics. Unlike his predecessors, he was the first to focus on
phonetics primarily and immediately became perceived as an important phonetician thanks to his
earliest works (Bryzek, 1975; Stonski, 1936). Benni’s greatest success in phonetics is the treatise

titled Opis fonetyczny jezyka polskiego [Phonetic description of the Polish language], which was

199 In original: “autor si to uvedomoval. Preto vel'mi opatrne a zodpovedne posudzoval kazdi zmenu oproti
povodnej a stale platnej kodifikacii”.
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published in the second volume of encyclopaedic work Encyklopedia polska [Polish
encyclopaedia] in 1915 and in the grammar handbook Gramatyka jezyka polskiego [A grammar
of the Polish language] published by the Polish Academy of Sciences in 1923. It was also printed
by the publishing house Ossolineum in 1959 and 1962 with a modified title Fonetyka opisowa
Jezyka polskiego: 7 obrazami glosek polskich podiug M. Abinskiego [Descriptive phonetics of the
Polish language: with images of Polish phones according to M. Abinski]. This work is considered
to be the first publication presenting a comprehensive description of the phonetics of Polish
language in the form of a textbook (Bryzek, 1975).

The origins of Polish pronunciation codification seem extraordinary in the light of the
current normative tradition. Initiative for codifying the Polish pronunciation did not come from
scientific circles, but resulted from the needs of the acting community, who were well-aware of
the absence or insufficiency of pronunciation principles. In 1922, the Association of Polish
Stage Artists (Zwigzek Artystow Scen Polskich — APSA) asked linguists for help in establishing
the rules of Polish pronunciation!°. This situation resulted both from the linguists” approach to
linguistic correctness and from following of German approach. According to Benni (1924, p. 4),
orthoepy, including orthophony, was not considered a scientific topic at the time: “The task of
science does not lie in giving instructions on how to behave.”!!! At that time, the science was
tasked with observing the reality and describing it. This attitude of linguists was reflected in the
absence of standards which could have been followed by artists. This is also confirmed by
Benni’s report (1924, p. 5) from a meeting with the APSA representatives: “I met with artists
from different regions of Poland and realized the need to introduce uniform standards of
pronunciation at all Polish stages. There was no doubt about it, strict standards and rules were
required.”*? As it was already mentioned, the established pronunciation standards in
Germany — which were a great inspiration for actors and scientists — also played a significant
role in this process. The pronunciation norm in Germany resulted from the cooperation of
linguists and theatre representatives.’'® In 1897, one university professor, together with
a representative of the Berlin theatres asked the actors’ and the philologists’ societies to
determine the uniform standards of pronunciation. As a result, a committee consisting of

philologists and theatre directors was created, while the pronunciation standards themselves

110 The codification of Polish pronunciation is discussed by Dunaj (2016, pp. 21 — 31).

11 In original: “Nie jest zadaniem nauki dawanie wskazowek postepowania.”

112 1n original: “Poznatem artystow z réznych dzielnic polskich i widziatem silne odczucie potrzeby wprowadzenia
jakichs$ jednolitych norm wymowy na wszystkich scenach polskich. Co do tego nie bylo zadnych watpliwosci,
zadano $cistych norm i przepisow.”

113 The information about the situation in Germany are reported by Benni (1924, p. 11).
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were determined by linguists based on the observation of stage speech. The determined
pronunciation later became obligatory for theatres, as well as other public institutions such as
schools.

The situation was very similar in the case of Polish pronunciation. The events that took
place at the time of codification of Polish pronunciation were described in publications by Benni
(1924, 1926), as well as Zenon Klemensiewicz (1930) and Bogustaw Dunaj (2016). At the
request of APSA, Benni presented a lecture on Polish orthophony in 1923, and subsequently
published a book titled Ortofonja polska. Uwagi o wzorcowej wymowie dla artystow,
nauczycieli i wyksztatconego ogotu polskiego. This publication subsequently became the basis
for works elaborating the Polish pronunciation principles (Dunaj, 2016, p. 22). In 1924, APSA
proposed the cooperation with the Society of Polish Language Lovers (Towarzystwo
Milosnikow Jezyka Polskiego). Based on the texts issued during the preparation of the project,
there was a very close cooperation between the actor and linguist communities. Similarly to
Germany, a six-member committee was established, consisting of three linguists and three
actors. Its findings were subsequently consulted with a wider circle of both communities. The
committee formulated five general theses and determined thirteen principles. The general
theses were similar to those formulated by the German scientists to a certain degree
(cf. Benni, 1924).

Subsequently, the Polish pronunciation principles were approved at the second
convention of theatre pedagogues and the general assembly of the APSA delegates (Dunaj,
2016, p. 22). These events took place in 1926. The importance of the actor community opinion
is illustrated by the fact that, although there were only a few, some of the rules caused so much
resentment that they were not adopted. These included the identical phonic realisation of the
letters ch and h (in independent position), variability in declination of adjectives, absence of
nasality in phonic realisation of groups spelled as -¢/, -¢f and two-level nature of stage standard
(colloquial and higher). It was therefore decided that in these cases, it is vital to distinguish the
phonic equivalents of the letters ch and h in speech; to take into account the slight nasality in
pronunciation of groups orthographically recorded as -¢/, -g#; to permit only the pronunciation
of suffixes such as [-ym], [-emi] in declension of adjectives; and to approve a single-level and
“always careful” standard of stage pronunciation (Benni, 1926, pp. 166 — 167).

Standardisation history of the Polish stage pronunciation and its principles were published
in Benni’s paper Polska wymowa sceniczna [Polish stage pronunciation] in the journal Jezyk
Polski [Polish language] in 1926. The author here presents theses that play a significant role in

terms of pronunciation. He emphasizes that the traditional pronunciation of the Polish
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intellectuals, not the spelling, must serve as basic source for pronunciation principles.
Traditional pronunciation can be observed in good theatre and among other artists. He points
out that it is the nation who is to be the judge in this matter, not the linguist. On the other hand,
it is the linguist’s task to establish the rules of Polish pronunciation using exact methods, to
draw the nation’s attention to the importance of pronunciation, and to provide material for
discussion (Benni, 1926, p. 162). The stage norm has its limits. It is possible to exceed these if
the artistic interpretation requires it. Benni demanded the introduction of pronunciation courses
for the students of drama. He believed that the standard for schools should not be equal to the
stage standard.

Linguists, who were aware of the differences between stage and school pronunciation,
decided to develop pronunciation rules for a wider audience. Zenon Klemensiewicz, Jan Lo§,
and Kazimierz Nitsch took this task upon themselves (Dunaj, 2016, p. 22). However, they opted
for a similar procedure of discussing the proposed rules. In 1928, the paper titled Projekt
prawidel poprawnej wymowy polskiej [Project of rules of correct Polish pronunciation] was
published in journal Jezyk Polski (1928, no. 1). The authors called for comments on their
proposal from the public, which is why the first Polish pronunciation principles intended for
the general public were published only after appropriate consultations. According to Dunaj
(2016, p. 22), Benni, Klemensiewicz, Nitsch, and Rozwadowski formulated the final principles
only after taking into account the comments sent; the principles themselves were drawn up by

Klemensiewicz (1930).

2.3.2  Works on Polish pronunciation

Publications on Polish pronunciation can be divided into the following: rules of Polish
pronunciation, dictionaries of Polish pronunciation, dictionaries of literary Polish, dictionaries
of the Polish language, textbooks on Polish phonetics and phonology, pronunciation exercise
books, textbooks of Polish for foreigners, textbooks and handbooks on the Polish language
culture, other publications with the rules of Polish pronunciation summarized comprehensively

or presenting individual phonetic topics.

2.3.2.1 Rules of Polish pronunciation
Pronunciation handbooks Prawidta poprawnej wymowy polskiej [The rules of correct Polish
pronunciation] by Klemensiewicz and Zasady poprawnej wymowy polskiej [Principles of
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correct Polish pronunciation] (Doroszewski, Wieczorkiewicz, 1947) are considered essential
for the Polish language.

The first publication dedicated exclusively to the topic of pronunciation is the
aforementioned Prawidla poprawnej wymowa polskiej by Klemensiewicz, which was
published in 1930. Several editions of this work were re-printed, each copies the content of the
first edition to a large extent. Certain revisions based on the observations of the real norm were
conducted in the fourth edition by Klemensiewicz (Dunaj, 2016; Klemensiewicz, 1964).
However, the observations made were not as widely consulted as the issues considered in the
first edition. It is worth mentioning the publishing of Prawidla... in 1995, i.e., after
Klemensiewicz’s death.. Stanistaw Urbanczyk added two supplements regarding the rules of
pronunciation and an introduction to Polish phones in this edition. Printings of Klemensiewicz’s
rules of Polish pronunciation range from 30 to 62 pages, depending on the edition. They contain
a brief history of the pronunciation norm, explanation of correct rules of pronunciation, and
a short dictionary with expressions that, according to the author or editor, may cause difficulties
to the Polish speakers at the phonetic level. The disadvantage of Prawidta ... is the copying of
content available in older editions (including linguistic phenomena that were considered
obsolete already in the first edition), description of the same linguistic phenomena, insufficient
explanation of issues related to new, often foreign vocabulary. There is no mention of
consultations, surveys, etc. It is only in the fourth edition that revisions related to the changes
in language reality are mentioned. All in all, the work Prawidla poprawnej wymowy polskiej is
no longer up to date.

Witold Doroszewski and Bronistaw Wieczorkiewicz published Zasady poprawnej
wymowy polskiej (with a dictionary) in 1947. They founded their text on the antebellum
committee’s findings (Dunaj, 2016, p. 23).

2.3.2.2 Dictionaries

The next important publication category in context of orthophony standardization is that of
dictionaries. General dictionaries of the Polish language and dictionaries of literary Polish
include information on the pronunciation of individual words in specific cases, but do not deal
with the topic comprehensively. Only two dictionaries dedicated exclusively to the
pronunciation of Polish language have been published so far. Mieczystaw Kara$ and Maria
Madejowa published the Stownik wymowy polskiej [Dictionary of Polish pronunciation] in
1977, and Wladystaw Luba$ and Stanistaw Urbanczyk published the Podreczny stownik
poprawnej wymowy polskiej [Concise dictionary of correct Polish pronunciation] in 1990 and
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1993. These dictionaries are not up-to-date and have been criticized by multiple linguists.
Among others, their shortcomings were pointed out by: Zofia Kurzowa (1979), Zygmunt Saloni
(1982), Maria Madejowa (1992), Magdalena Osowicka (2000) (Wiatrowski, 2015, p. 499).

These dictionaries are mainly criticized for not relying on relevant research when
deciding on correctness, the authors rely on their linguistic intuition, and certain solutions do
not correspond with the results of research available at the time (Dunaj, 2016, p. 23;
Wiatrowski, 2015, p. 499). The Sfownik wymowy polskiej was also criticized for
implementation of international transcription, which is not used in Poland and makes the
comprehensibility more difficult for the user. The recognition of synchronous pronunciation of
the equivalents ¢ and ¢ preceding constrictives in the word-medial and final positions was also
condemned (Wiatrowski, 2015, p. 498; Dukiewicz, 1995, p. 32; Lorenc, 2016, p. 58)*4. (2015,
p. 498) further points out the propagation of incorrect recommended pronunciation of nasal
vowels preceding softened | — [1] — and non-syllabic u — [u]. According to Wiatrowski, the
authors of Podreczny stownik poprawnej wymowy polskiej repeatedly provide incorrect
information on the doublet pronunciation of the combination of a voiceless consonant and
a phone with the orthographic notation w, mentioning a possibility to pronounce it as both [kv]
and [kf]. Wiatrowski here refers to research conducted by Matgorzata Witaszek-Samborska
(1985, p. 94), indicating that this phenomenon is in decline. He also condemns the information
on the phone with the orthographic notation 7, which, if following a vowel and preceding either
a hard affricate or an explosive consonant, should define the articulatory span.

Wiatrowski (2015, p. 498) points out that the recommendations regarding the correct
pronunciation differ across the dictionaries. As an example, he mentions varying
recommendations regarding the pronunciation of noun forms of type kwestia, partia, kopia in
genitive singular.

Normative orthophonic solutions can also be found in dictionaries of literary Polish for
specific words, the correct pronunciation of which can cause difficulties according to their
authors. The most up-to-date dictionary is the work Wielki stownik poprawnej polszczyzny
[The great dictionary of correct Polish] edited by Andrzej Markowski in 2001 (it was

repeatedly re-published in the following years).

114 Koneczna (1934), Dukiewicz (1967), Wierzchowska (1966), Steffen-Batogowa (1975) confirm asynchronous
pronunciation of these (Wiatrowski, 2015, p. 496).
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2.3.2.3 Textbooks of phonetics and phonology

Textbooks of phonetics and phonology probably do not contain all the rules of Polish
pronunciation. Nevertheless, they can still provide information on the articulation of individual
phones and more significant processes taking place in phone clusters (e.g., assimilation).
Textbooks also play a very important role in presenting the latest research results.

The older works, which are, however, essential in terms of Polish phonetics, include:
Benni’s Fonetyka polska z obrazkami polskich glosek Albinskiego [Polish phonetics with
images of Polish phones by Albinski] (1964), Maria Dtuska’s Fonetyka polska: artykulacja
glosek polskich [Polish phonetics: Articulation of Polish phones] (1981), Bozena
Wierzchowska’s Wymowa polska [Polish pronunciation] (1971), Fonetyka i fonologia jezyka
polskiego [Phonetics and phonology of Polish language] (1980), and Leokadia Dukiewicz and
Irena Sawicka’s Fonetyka i fonologia (Gramatyka wspotczesnego jezyka polskiego) [Phonetics
and phonology (Grammar of the contemporary Polish language)] (edited by Henryk Wrébel)
(1995). The works containing the results of phonetic research, which are frequently used at
universities, include: Maria Steffen-Batogowa’s Automatyzacja transkrypcji fonematycznej
tekstow polskich [Automation of phonemic transcription of Polish texts] (1975), and Halina
Koneczna and Witold Zawadowski’s Przekroje rentgenograficzne glosek polskich
[Radiographic cross-sections of Polish phones] (1951).

From among the newer publications that make up the canon of contemporary linguistic
literature, the following works are worth mentioning: Danuta Ostaszewska and Jolanta
Tambor’s textbook Fonetyka i fonologia wspélczesnego jezyka polskiego [Phonetics and
phonology of the contemporary Polish language] (1988) and Marek Wisniewski’s Zarys
fonetyki i fonologii wspolczesnego jezyka polskiego [An outline of the phonetics and phonology
of the contemporary Polish language] (2000).

Bogustaw Dunaj’s publication Gramatyka wspotczesnego jezyka polskiego. Czesé 1.
Fonetyka i fonologia [Grammar of the contemporary Polish language. Part I. Phonetics and
phonology] (2015) is also of great importance. Unfortunately, this work is scarcely available
and it is often missing even in libraries dedicated to Polonistics.

Additionally, it is also necessary to mention the coursebooks: Agnieszka Rosinska-
Mamej’s Fonetyka i fonologia jezyka polskiego [Phonetics and phonology of the Polish
language] (2014) and Andrzej Dyszak, Elzbieta Laskowska and Matgorzata Zak-Swiecicka’s
Fonetyczny i fonologiczny opis wspolczesnej polszczyzny [Phonetic and phonological
description of contemporary Polish] (1997).
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However, outdated information can also be found in phonetics and phonology textbooks.
This fact was also highlighted by Anita Lorenc (2016, p. 20). She criticizes especially the
copying of information from older publications, which is most often the result of a lack of new
research, as well as the fact that certain studies even use radiographs from the antebellum

period.

2.3.2.4 Textbooks of pronunciation

The authors of pronunciation textbooks are usually speech therapists or pronunciation technique
teachers dealing with future actors, singers or priests. The publications of this type contain
primarily descriptions of the articulation of specific phones and phone groups, as well as various
articulatory exercises. Due to the Poles’ low awareness about the need to practice
pronunciation, only a limited range of readers reach out for these books. They are sought after
by speech therapists, teachers of stage pronunciation, and teachers of Polish as a foreign
language. In contrast to the Czechia and Slovakia, lessons in practical orthophony are not
included in the study programmes of Polish philology or pedagogy in Poland. Lectures on
practical orthophony are included in study programmes for actors, speech therapists and priests.
Orthophony courses are also organized for television and radio journalists. Recently, more
attention has been paid to pronunciation as an element of self-presentation. These
types of courses are organized by speech therapists or actors and are intended for people
speaking in public.

The more significant works include the publications by Bogumita Toczyska — speech
therapist and teacher of pronunciation techniques and aesthetics — e.g., Elementarne éwiczenia
dykcji [Elementary diction exercises] (2000), Kama makaka ma! Wprawki dykcyjne! (1992),
Sarabanda w chaszczach [Sarabande in the thicket] (1997), Zamarce z dedykacjq [Twisters
with a dedication] (1998), Glos w ruchu. Cwiczenia nie tylko dla dziennikarzy [Voice in motion.
Exercises not only for Journalists] (2021) and the publication by A. Majewska-Tworek Szura,
szumi i szelesci. Cwiczenia fonetyczne nie tylko dla cudzoziemcéw [It shuffles, hums, rustles.
Phonetic exercises not only for foreigners] (2010). The latest publication in the field of artistic
logopaedics is the book Logopedia artystyczna [Artistic logopaedics] (2020), edited by Barbara
Kaminska and Stanistaw Milewski. The variability of Polish stage speech was described in the
book Wariantywnos¢ wspolczesnej polskiej wymowy scenicznej [The Variability of
Contemporary Polish Stage Pronunciation] (1997) by Pawet Nowakowski.

The works which are no longer up-to-date, yet are significant from a historical

perspective, include a textbook aimed at teachers titled Poradnik fonetyczny dla nauczycieli
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[Phonetic handbook for teachers] (1986) by Bronistaw Roctawski and a handbook titled
Podstawy polskiej wymowy scenicznej [Basics of Polish stage pronunciation] (1975) by Danuta
Michatlowska.

Contemporary publications for foreigners and teachers of Polish as a foreign language
include: Gloski polskie [Polish phones], Przewodnik fonetyczny dla cudzoziemcow i nauczycieli
uczqgcych jezyka polskiego [Phonetic guide for foreigners and teachers of Polish] (Maciolek,
Tambor, 2014), Znajdz z polskim wspdlny jezyk. Fonetyka w nauczaniu jezyka polskiego jako
obcego. Poradnik metodyczny [Looking for a common language with Polish. Phonetics in
teaching Polish as a foreign language. Methodical guide] (Biernacka, 2016), Wymowa polska
zZ éwiczeniami [Polish pronunciation with exercises] (Karczmarczuk, 2012) and Fonetyka —
polski w praktyce [Phonetics — Polish in practice] (Stanek, 2020).

Publications by speech therapists and teachers of Polish as a foreign language who are
not linguists, are the ideal material for practice purposes that can be used in articulation
exercises of individual phones, phone groups, etc. Regarding their theoretical descriptions, one
has to be careful, as they can contain serious errors, e.g., there is an incorrect phonic realisation
of letters ¢ and ¢ in word-medial position in Stanek (2021). Similarly, the book by Barbara
Karczmarczuk (2012) also includes information on the synchronous phonic realisation of these
phones; however, the author states in a footnote that the latest research observes an
asynchronous articulation of letters ¢ and ¢ preceding a constrictive.

Moreover, selected phonetic topics are explained in a simplified manner (phonic
articulation of ¢ and ¢)in some cases (e.g., in the book Gloski polskie). This publication also

provides a non-simplified explanation for those interested.

2.3.2.5 Other publications on Polish pronunciation

Other works dedicated to Polish pronunciation worth mentioning are the texts on the Polish
language culture. It is important to emphasize here that they deal with the issue of pronunciation
only partially. Examples of such publications are Tomasz Karpowicz’s Kultura jezyka
polskiego. Wymowa, ortografia, interpunkcja [Culture of the Polish language.
Pronunciation, spelling, punctuation] (2018) and linguistic handbooks such as Andrzej
Markowski’s Poradnik profesora Markowskiego [Handbook of professor Markowski]. The
most recent publications with codified rules of Polish pronunciation include Dunaj’s articles
(2003, 2004, 2006) published in the journal Jezyk Polski [Polish language]. The rules stated in
these articles were adopted by the members of the Council for the Polish Language of the

Committee on Linguistics at the Polish Academy of Sciences (Wigcek-Poborczyk, 2014, p. 51).
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Furthermore, scientific papers focused on specific phonetic issues are being published.
A special attention should be paid to Lorenc’s paper titled Wymowa normatywna polskich
samogtosek nosowych i spotgloski bocznej [Normative pronunciation of Polish nasal vowels
and lateral consonants] (2016). On the basis of experimental phonetic research, the author
determines the articulation of individual phones, thereby refuting outdated information
presented in numerous earlier publications. The results of her work are presented in the chapter
dedicated to the rules of Polish pronunciation. Among other publications, it is necessary to
mention Izabela Wigcek-Poborczyk’s Normy wymawianiowe polszczyzny a wariantywnos¢
wymowy [Pronunciation standards of the Polish language and the pronunciation variability]
published in 2014,

Unfortunately, there is no single comprehensive source that could serve as a guide for
speakers and would contain all the latest findings. The need to create a new pronunciation
dictionary or a complex study has been expressed by multiple linguists (e.g., Dunaj, 2001, p. 24;
Wiatrowski, 2015, p. 503). Wiatrowski claims that the new dictionary must be based on
experimental research and must contain qualifiers indicating the frequency of individual
phenomena.

The variability in pronunciation must be described taking into account geographical,
chronological, situational, stylistic, as well as hypercorrect variants. Attention must be also paid
to linguistic phenomena that were dealt with in the initial and subsequent phonetic studies, as

their evolution is also remarkable.

2.3.3 Phonetic phenomena in Polish pronunciation rules and in orthophonic

dictionaries (selected topics)

2.3.3.1 Disappearance of constricted vowels

Constricted vowels (samogtoski pochylone in Polish) represent a topic that is no longer relevant
for contemporary Polish. These are the vowels known from the history of the Polish language,
which were pronounced with a constriction of the oral cavity. Klemensiewicz claims that the
pronunciation of constricted vowels, which belong to the history of the Polish language, are
“aremnant of a good old tradition” in the edition published in 1930. As the author further
explains, the pronunciation of the vowel [e] approximates the pronunciation of the vowels [i]
or [y]. While at that time Klemensiewicz still considered this articulation permissible in school
pronunciation, it was no longer viewed appropriate in stage pronunciation. The same content

can be found in later editions, including the edition published in 1995, although a different text
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on Polish pronunciation — Podreczny stownik poprawnej wymowy polskiej (1993) — does not
address this issue at all. On the other hand, Stownik wymowy polskiej edited by Mieczystaw
Kara$ and Maria Madejowa (1977) states that the constricted e completely disappeared from

the Polish language. Current publications do not devote any space to this topic.

2.3.3.2 Disappearance of fluctuation in pronunciation of instrumental and locative
endings -ym, -em, -ymi, -emi in adjectives, pronouns, ordinal numerals and
participles
This issue is described practically without changes in Klemensiewicz’s book Prawidta
poprawnej wymowy polskiej even though the situation seems to have evolved since 1930. One
can observe a slight adjustment in the 1995 edition, according to which there are differences in
pronunciation in this area; some speakers always or occasionally pronounce [-em], [-emi] in
these cases. Since the first standardization, one can opt for one of suffixes [-ym/-im], [-em] in
both types of pronunciation. Both the stage and school pronunciations permit distinguishing the
suffixes -ym, -im, -em in singular instrumental and locative, or to only use the suffix -ym. use
of the suffix -em with masculine nouns is considered erroneous, e.g., dobrem cztowiekiem.
Regarding the plural forms, although only suffixes -ymi, -imi are used in written form, variant

pronunciation as [-ymi], [-imi], [-emi] is allowed.

2.3.3.3 Disappearance of differences in pronunciation of phonic equivalents of letters ch
and h
In the antebellum period, there was a belief — especially among actors — that the pronunciation
of phonic equivalent of the character h is voiced and pronunciation of ch is voiceless. Benni
(1924, p. 44) claims that this theory is founded on orthography. Based on his observations, there
is no difference in pronunciation of words containing h and ch, both have a voiceless phonic
realisation [x]. Moreover, Dunaj (2001, p. 69) even states that the character h in independent
positions has never been voiced in colloquial speech. That was always a matter of regional
pronunciation. Nevertheless, the antebellum acting community was so strongly convinced
about the different articulation of these two letters in speech that the actors renounced the
recommended principle proposed by the six-member committee (Benni, 1926, p. 167), which
equalized the pronunciation of phonic equivalents of letters h and ch. It was one of the few

regulations that was not adopted at the second convention of theatre pedagogues. In his
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book Prawidta poprawnej wymowy polskiej (1930), Klemensiewicz also states that both these
phones are articulated in a voiceless manner unless voicing assimilation takes place. Further
editions of Pravidla... and the Sfownik wymowy polskiej issued in 1977 provide the same
information. However, Podreczny stownik poprawnej wymowy polskiej published in 1993 states
that the phonic equivalent of h is articulated as voiced, although this pronunciation is not
obligatory for broadcasting or theatres. It also shows the unsuitability of certain linguistic

solutions proposed in this dictionary.

2.3.3.4 Changes in phonic realisation of letters ¢ and ¢

The issue of phonic realisation of letters ¢ and ¢— which were formerly referred to as nasal
vowels but are referred to variably today — did and still does take up a large portion of any
normative work, due to the complex principles regulating their pronunciation. It is so because
the pronunciation of phonic equivalents of ¢ and ¢ is dependent on the phone that follows
them.'® Two trends are evident in orthoepic publications in a diachronic approach. The first
trend is the gradual disappearance of nasality in phonic articulation of letters ¢ and ¢ in certain
positions. The second is a long-standing discussion about the manner of pronunciation of
characters ¢ and ¢ when preceding constrictives, which gradually moves towards the theory of
polysegmentality of phones representing the letters ¢ and ¢ preceding a constrictive in word-

medial positions.

2.3.3.4a Gradual disappearance of nasality. Letters ¢ and ¢ in word-medial position
preceding occlusive or semiocclusive phone
Examining the phonetic studies from the earliest to the most recent ones, there is an evident
emphasis on the concept that orthography should not serve as a model for pronunciation,
which is still valid even today in case of phonic realisation of ¢ and ¢. All the already
discussed studies agree that characters ¢ and ¢ preceding an occlusive or a semiocclusive are
articulated bi-segmentally, e.g., mgdry as [mondry]. The first studies (Benni, 1924) still
mention the occurrence of slight nasality in the aforementioned example, yet point out that
the orthographic pronunciation would be incorrect. None of Klemensiewicz’s works suggests
the nasal phonic realisation of the letters ¢ and ¢ preceding non-constrictive phones in word-

medial position.

115 This issue is further discussed in the following chapters.
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2.3.3.4b  Letters ¢ and ¢ in letter sequences -¢Z, -gf

Over the years, the phonic realisation of the letters ¢ and ¢ in combinations spelled as -¢/, -g/
has changed. The earliest study on phonetics (Benni, 1924, 1926) recommend maintaining
a slight nasality in their pronunciation. Klemensiewicz (1930 and further editions repeating this
content: 1964, 1995) permits two options: either pronunciation without nasality (i.e.,
articulation in the form of oral vowels: [e], [0]) or articulation with a slight nasality for those
used to this pronunciation and in stage pronunciation. Later publications, e.g., Sfownik wymowy
polskiej issued in 1977, recommend non-nasal pronunciation. The following subchapters

contain information from the authors of current publications.

2.3.3.4c  Phonic realisation of letter ¢ in word-final position

Here, Benni (1924) recommends semi-nasality, while Klemensiewicz permits two options:
either pronunciation without nasality or with a slight nasality. He recommends applying the
second option in stage pronunciation. Sfownik wymowy polskiej (1977) classifies the full nasal
realisation of ¢ in word-final position as unnatural and artificial; articulation with a slight
nasality is considered pedantic and pronunciation without nasality is viewed as less pedantic.

Non-nasal pronunciation is preferred over nasal pronunciation in current publications.

2.3.3.4d  The topic of phonic equivalents of letters ¢ and ¢ in word-internal position
preceding constrictive

Since the very beginnings of Polish pronunciation codification, there is no doubt that the phonic

articulation of the letters ¢ and ¢ depends on the phone type following them. In case of

occlusives and semi-occlusives, there occurs a consonantal pronunciation, while in case of

constrictives, the pronunciation is dependent on the adopted method — there occurs either

a nasal vowel, diphthong or a polysegmental phone.

The belief that the characters ¢ and ¢ preceding a constrictive phone are articulated
monophthongally and synchronously was prevalent in Poland for many years. Such information
can be found, among others, in the publication Stownik wymowy polskiej, which considers only
the aforementioned pronunciation to be correct; asynchronous articulation is classified here as
erroneous. Current state of research speaks of the diphthongal and polysegmental structure of
the phonic equivalents of ¢ and ¢ (preceding a constrictive in a word-medial position).
Synchronous pronunciation is rejected due to the impossibility of articulation (further

information on this topic is provided in the chapter on Polish vowels).
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2.3.3.5 Changes in description of pronunciation of palatalized/labial palatal
consonants [p’], [b’], [m’], [V’], [f’]
This is another topic that is still a subject of discussions in normative studies today. Varying
assessments of the articulation of the listed phones can be observed. Multiple linguists were
convinced about the correctness of synchronous pronunciation of labiopalatal phones. Benni
(1924) claimed that the pronunciation of these phones is synchronous, classifying synchronous
articulation as dialectal. Klemensiewicz, on the other hand, noticed that these phones are
pronounced in two ways: synchronously and asynchronously. In the 1930 edition, the author
recommends synchronous articulation in stage and school pronunciation, while claiming that it
is also necessary to accept asynchronous pronunciation (i.e. [1] pronounced after labials). All
subsequent printings copy the content of the 1930 edition, despite the fact that the more recent
research pointed to an asynchronous pronunciation of the aforementioned phones. The
pronunciation dictionaries from 1977 and 1993 also list two types of pronunciation. On the
basis of his observations, Aleksander Zajda (1977) stated that asynchronous pronunciation is
prevalent when preceding back vowels and synchronous pronunciation occurs preceding front
vowels. Accordingly, the authors of the former dictionary thus prefer asynchronous
pronunciation when followed by a back vowel, with synchronous pronunciation as secondary,
and describe the opposite situation in case of front vowels. This does not apply to the
pronunciation of a labial consonant followed by i preceding a consonant, e.g., piwo. In such
cases, the pronunciation is exclusively synchronous. Podreczny stownik poprawnej wymowy
polskiej from 1993 considers the monophthongal articulation to be exceedingly pedantic and
diphthongal articulation to be pedantic. Current handbooks list only the asynchronous

pronunciation.

2.3.3.6 Changes in pronunciation of phones recorded as kie, ke, gie, ge

In the 1930 edition of the Prawidta poprawnej wymowy polskiej, Klemensiewicz recommended
soft pronunciation of these letter combinations regardless of orthography. Therefore, the group
of phones spelled as ge/gie were to be pronounced as gie [g’e] in the word generat, as well as
gielda. The later editions recommend the pronunciation of k, g preceding e in compliance with
the orthography, whereas the soft pronunciation in letter sequence ge in loanwords is classified
as the pronunciation of the older generation (Prawidta poprawnej wymowy polskiej from 1964
and 1995, Stownik wymowy polskiej and Podreczny stownik poprawnej wymowy polskiej from
1993 — here the articulation is classified as obsolete alongside hard pronunciation).
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2.3.3.7 Change in pronunciation of phone recorded as #

Pronunciation of the phone represented by the letter # in writing has undergone and evolution
in the form of disappearance of apical phone spelled as 7 in favour of a labial pronunciation,
i.e., non-syllabic u [u]. Multiple linguists wrote about the fact that the apical pronunciation was
difficult to articulate already in the antebellum period. Benni (1924, p. 28) claimed that a half
of Poles could not pronounce this phone correctly. Klemensiewicz (1930) estimated that about
a half of Poles pronounced the aforementioned phone as an apical and the other half as a labial;
Dunaj (2001, p.68) believed that apico-dental pronunciation was not dominant in the
antebellum period. It was, however, an exception in stage pronunciation. In Pravidla... (1930),
Klemensiewicz therefore described two types of articulation of the phone spelled as Z. The older
pronunciation, recommended for stage pronunciation, is apico-dental, while the newer
pronunciation, permissible in school pronunciation, is bilabial, typical for contemporary
articulation. On a research basis, Klemensiewicz concluded that the pronunciation ratio of this
phone’s manner of articulation is one to one in terms of frequency of use already before the
war. However, in the 1964 edition of Prawidfa..., the same author acknowledged that the labial
phonic realisation of the letter  is dominant. Prawidta poprawnej wymowy polskiej from 1995
contains a note that the youngest generation of actors demand the exclusion of apico-dental
pronunciation of 7 from stage pronunciation. The pronunciation dictionary from 1977 stated
much earlier that the apical / [1] is no longer used. Only the labial / [y] is therefore considered
correct. The authors of the dictionary from 1993 consider a bilabial articulation of 7 to be
common as well. Apico-dental 7 is classified as typical for speakers from eastern regions,

specific dialectal regions and drama graduates (Lubas, Urbanczyk, 1993, p. 29).

2.3.3.8 Change in phonic realisation of letter n preceding letters k, g, h

This topic has also undergone development over the years. The first remarks on the
pronunciation of the titular phone combinations can be found in Klemensiewicz’s first edition
of Prawidta... (1930). Pronunciation of dorsal-velar n is recommended in foreign vocabulary,
e.g., kangur and Anglia. For domestic vocabulary and established loanwords, Klemensiewicz
recommends the articulation [nk], e.g., in the words koronka and maszynka. The 1964 and 1995
editions of Prawidta... include supplementary information on regional pronunciations. It refers
to central Greater Poland and Lesser Poland, where the velar pronunciation of n occurs even in
domestic vocabulary and loanwords, which should not be considered erroneous. Similar

information is provided by pronunciation dictionaries issued in 1977 and 1993, which also
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consider the velar n articulated in domestic and borrowed words to be a regional pronunciation

so widespread that it should be recognized as correct in addition to the Warsaw pronunciation.

2.3.3.9 Other topics of pronunciation of foreign words
Older publications (Benni, Klemensiewicz regardless of the year of publication) deal only with
few topics related to the pronunciation of foreign words. These include the following:

= pronunciation of nouns with suffixes -izm, -yzm in singular locative;

= pronunciation of vowels in combinations with j and with other vowels;

= pronunciation of vowel groups of the -ae-, -oa-, -au-, eu types in foreign words;

= pronunciation of foreign words containing phone groups: bio, rio, lio;

= pronunciation of words and morphemes such as kolonia, dominium, anarchia, -grafia,

-logia;
= pronunciation of words such as plastik, rezim;
= pronunciation of foreign —and domestic — words with the following phone combinations

at morpheme boundaries: -au-, -eu-, -ua-, -uo-.

The analysis of publications containing pronunciation rules showed the dynamics of phonetic
elements, which includes: the disappearance of certain phonetic phenomena, changes in
pronunciation, changes in the interpretation of individual phone articulation, emergence of new
phonetic issues resulting from language and social changes.

The provided descriptions of selected phonetic phenomena represent the general direction
of changes in the aforementioned issue. Some of the phenomena discussed disappeared:
constricted vowels; the difference in pronunciation of phones indicated as h and ch; variability
of suffixes -ym, -em in instrumental and locative; dual pronunciation of phones that are the
phonic equivalents to the letter sequence ge in foreign vocabulary. The pronunciation of the
phone spelled as 7 has changed entirely. Further information on phonetic-phonological changes
in the Polish language can be found in Dunaj (2001). Moreover, the analysis of Polish
pronunciation rulebooks and dictionaries showed how often normative solutions to a single
language phenomenon differ from each other, which is frequently pointed out by both linguists

and language users.
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3 Orthoepy of segmental and suprasegmental phenomena

in Czech language

Pavlina Kuldanova
Orthoepy (literary pronunciation) is a set of norms, which delimit the literary standard for the
spoken form of language (Palkova, 1994, p. 320). For Czech language, the fundamental rules
of the literary pronunciation — both of domestic and loan vocabulary — were codified (“enacted”)
in handbooks Vyslovnost spisovné cestiny 1. Zasady a pravidla. Vyslovnost slov ceskych
[Pronunciation of literary Czech I. Principles and rules. Pronunciation of Czech vocabulary]
(Prague: Academia, 1967) and FVyslovnost spisovné cestiny. Vyslovnost slov prejatych.
Vyslovnostni  slovnik [Pronunciation of literary Czech. Pronunciation of loanwords.
Pronunciation dictionary] (Prague: Academia, 1978).1%® According to the codification
handbook, orthoepic pronunciation is “factually extant, natural and conversation-based
pronunciation, which, as an inseparable part of the literary language, serves its national
communicative function; it is a pronunciation of language users in the entirety of the language
territory attempting at literary communication cultivated in all respects, and therefore free of
dialectal, regional and individual peculiarities from the pronunciation standpoint” (Vyslovnost
spisovné cestiny 1, p. 10).

In literary speech, given a specific communication situation, various degrees of
application (variation) of pronunciation norm — so-called pronunciation style*'’ — can be
applied; stylistic diversity of literary language thus manifests not only in selection of
morphological, lexical or syntactic language means, but also on phonetic level. In scholarly
literature, these pronunciation styles (stylistic levels of pronunciation) are usually
distinguished:

1. Basic (neutral), i.e., pronunciation in public speeches of neutral character (e.g., in
schools, media, offices, in official proceedings, etc.); this basic pronunciation can be shifted in
two directions — either towards especially pedantic, or cursory pronunciation;

2. higher (choice), i.e., especially pedantic pronunciation applied for example in
ceremonial speeches and artistic elocution, or under unfavourable acoustic conditions;

3. lower (cursory), i.e., common pronunciation in everyday communication (if literary

Czech is being used), which places reduced requirements on the speaker, allows certain

116 On codification of pronunciation and its history, cf. Subchapter 1.1 Basic terminology in Czech linguistic
context and 2.1 History of Czech orthoepy.
117 Cf. also Subchapter 1.1.3 Sound culture. Orthoepy.
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deviations from the orthoepic norm (e.g., in articulation of phone clusters, such as simplified
pronunciation of consonant clusters or absence of glottal stopst!8).

This chapter puts forth information on orthophony, i.e., correct articulation of individual
phones, and their orthoepic pronunciation in the stream of speech. It also points out the most
frequent deviations from the proper sound of phones and their causes. The commentaries on
articulation of vowels and consonants are based on their phonetic descriptions in respected
scholarly works (with references provided in individual subchapters), we also follow the usual
classification of phones (while pointing out some ‘“controversial”’ phenomena related to
phonetic characterisation of sounds). In addition to this main focus on orthoepy of segmental
elements, we also provide a basic characteristic of suprasegmental phenomena, which is

addressed in only a rudimentary manner by the Czech pronunciation codification.

3.1 Orthophony of Czech vocals

Literary Czech has five short vowels — [i], [e], [a], [0], [u], five long vowels — [i], [¢], [&], [O],
[a]%*°, three diphthongs — [ou] in Czech words, [au] and [eu] in loanwords and certain
interjections. Their articulation is mainly carried out by tongue, its movement in oral cavity is
therefore the basis for classification of vowels (the tongue moves vertically from the floor of
the mouth to the hard palate on one hand, horizontally back and forth on the other); this is well

illustrated by the traditional depiction of Czech vocals in the form of vowel (vocalic) triangle.

Table 6: Czech vocalic triangle

Division according to the vertical | close | j u
position of the tongue mid e 0
open a
front central back
Division according to the horizontal
position of the tongue

This is what a vowel triangle looks like when providing a combined graphical representation of

short and long vowels (according to Hubacek et al., 2010, p. 48) (long vowels, with the

118 Further information on these phenomena are introduced later in this chapter.
119 The vowel [u] (long u) is represented in writing by two graphemes —  or .
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exception of [4], are acoustically higher, because of this, they are displayed above their short

counterparts, with only [4] displayed below):

o
=~

O~
(=1

1N

In addition to the tongue movement, an important role in pronunciation of vowels is played by
proper positioning of the mouth, shape of lip aperture — without proper use of lips, a vowel
cannot be articulated correctly (cf. the following diagrams and characteristics of Czech

vowels):120

Figure 1: Shape of lips in vowel articulation (according to Cmiralova, 1992, p. 31)

O — Do

= Open central vowel [a], [a] — lips are the most apart, open, they cannot be spread nor
rounded; jaws are wide open (jaw angle is the widest from among all vowels) — lower jaw
is lowered (in long [4] to a greater extent than in short); tongue is in a neutral position at

the bottom of the oral cavity.

120 Simplified description of vowel orthophony is based on: Palkovéd, 1994, pp. 181 — 185; Krémovd, 2008,
pp. 134 — 137; Pokorna, Vranova, 2007.
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= Mid front vowel [e], [é] — lips are in an elongated elliptical shape, slightly spread to the
sides (corners of lips are moved to the sides); jaws are slightly open, lower jaw is closer
to the upper jaw; tongue is in front and raised position.

= Close front vowel [i], [i] — lips are significantly spread to the sides, lip aperture is
narrowed; jaws are nearly closed (more in long [i]); tongue is most prominently fronted
and raised (more prominently in long [i]).

= Mid back vowel [o], [0] — lips are rounded and slightly protruded; jaws are slightly open;
tongue is positioned back and up.

= Close back vowel [u], [q] — lips are the most rounded and prominently protruded, size of
the lip opening is reduced (more in long [0]); jaw angle is narrow; tongue is positioned

most prominently back and up.

As previously stated, long vowels, with the exception of [4], are acoustically higher, only [4] is
lower; they are also slightly more closed articulation-wise; their duration is approximately

doubled in comparison to their short counterparts.*?*

= Diphthongs [ou], [au], [eu] are falling in Czech language; their first (core) part comprises
a “full” short vowel, the second part (non-syllabic u) is known as a semivowel. They are

always contained in a single syllable.

According to the rules of literary pronunciation of Czech vowels, their proper quality (correct
articulation, adequate mouth positioning) and quantity (not shortening the length of long
vowels, not elongating the short vowels) have to be observed.
The following frequent deviations from the standard forms are to be avoided (these are
pronunciation variants falling outside the scope of literariness):
= incorrect vowel quality resulting from imperfect articulation (mouth positioning) or
influence of dialect; it results in a decreased speech comprehensibility, or even change in
meaning due to vocalic substitution; this is more apparent in front vowels, which are
articulated in a more spread manner (e.g., [i] approaches [e]) in some regions of Czechia

and in a narrowed manner (e.g., [e] approaches [i]) in areas of Central Moravian dialects;

121 In more recent phonetic literature, the duration ratio of short and long vowels is described not as 1:2, but as
1:1.4 — 1.6; cf. in detail e.g., Skarnitzl (2012).
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= violation of vowel length (shortening of long vocals and elongation of short vocals); this
can result in change of meaning (as vocal length has minimal pair validity in Czech
language!);

= dual realisation of i-plural (i.e., difference in pronunciation of “soft [i]”” and “hard [y]”);
letters i/y are pronounced in the same manner —as [i], letters i/y as [i]; non-orthoepic dual
pronunciation of i is frequent in areas of Silesian dialects and in parts of Wallachia.'?2

3.2 Pronunciation of vowel clusters in Czech

When two vowels co-occur (within a single word, but belonging to two syllables, or on
a boundary of two words), they are either pronounced fluently, non-linked, or with an
epenthetic [j] or a glottal stop.. If two neighbouring vowels are a part of the same syllable,
they form a diphthong, both parts of which are articulated fluently (explanation in this chapter
according to Krémova, 2008; Palkova, 1994; Zeman, 2008).

Epenthetic (hiatic) [j] is articulated in a cluster [i] + any vowel in word stems and
suffixes, e.g., in words fialka, dialekt, Marie, studium, biologie, which are pronounced [fijalka],
[dijalekt], [marije], [studijum], [bijologije].

Glottal stop, an analogy to hard vocal onset, is a sound generated by vocal fold activity
(their tight closing and subsequent rapid opening by an airstream, leading to phonation), in
phonetic literature it is often characterised as a glottal occlusive voiceless consonant (Krémova,
2008, p. 180; Zeman, 2008, p. 73), or, alternatively, as a glottal explosive (Palkova, 1994,
p. 55). It is articulated automatically when preceding a vowel in word-initial position, following
a pause. In Czech, certain rules of its use apply (as opposed to Slovak and Polish), but are not
entirely stabilised and, additionally, the carefulness and frequency of its pronunciation is
speaker-dependent. Glottal stop contributes to speech comprehensibility, prevents phonetic and
lexical co-articulation, has a delimitative function (clearly separates the word starting with
a vowel from the preceding word). It appears with increased frequency in lower speech tempo,
and in higher pronunciation style — the more prestigious, ceremonial the speech, the more

frequent the stops.

122 Djalectal pronunciation of “soft i” and “hard y” is tied to an earlier historical state, when both phones existed.
Their falling together occurred probably in 15th century — at first in Central Czechia, slightly later in peripheral
regions (Lamprech, Slosar, Bauer, 1986, p. 120). Current proper pronunciation of the so-called “neutral i” (i.e., [i]
is not pronounced neither as soft nor hard) is not always realised in exactly the same manner in the stream of
speech, articulation is adjusted to accommodate phonic context, but these distinctions are minimal, insignificant.
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Codified norm requires pronunciation with glottal stops (marked as ?) following
non-syllabic prepositions k, v, s, z:

k oknu [k?0knu], not [koknu], [goknu];

Vv unoru [f2anoru], not [fnoru], [vanoru];

s otcem [s?otcem], not [sotcem], [zotcem];

z oka [s?oka], not [soka], [zoka].

In other cases, the use of glottal stop is facultative, its articulation is, however, recommended
in public speeches of a more official nature (primarily so that vowel
co-articulation, especially of the same ones, does not take place). Glottal stops are
recommended if:

a) a word starting with a vowel is preceded by an unstressed monosyllabic word, e.g.:
byl unaven [bil?unaven];

b) two vowels (either same or different) meet on the boundary of a preposition and a word
or prefix and a stem:
do Ostravy [do?ostravi];

u ucha [?u?uxal;
pootevrit [po?oteviit], but also [pooteviit];
nauka [na?uka], but also [nauka];

c) two vowels meet at a word boundary:
cela Evropa [cela?evropa], but also [celaevropa], however, not [celavropal];
matka i otec [matka?i?otec], but also [matka?iotec], not [matkajotec], [matkajiotec];

d) two vowels meet at the seam of a compound:
modrookd [modro?oka], but also [modrooka], not [modroka];
severoamerické [severo?americké], but also [severoamerické];

e) word starting with a vowel is preceded by another word or a monosyllabic stressed
preposition or prefix ending in a vowel (if glottal stop is not employed, voicing of the
final consonant is dependent on the type of preceding word — final consonant is voiceless
on a word boundary, voiced on a boundary of a word and a preposition or a prefix — this
is illustrated on the provided examples of permitted pronunciation without stops):
lev odesel [lef?odesel], but also [lefodesel], not [levodesel];
pod oknem [pot?oknem], but also [podoknem], not [potoknem];

bezutesny [bes?utesni], but also [bezatesni], not [besut’esni].
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Glottal stops are not pronounced between vowels within loanwords:
chaos [xaos], not [xa?0s];
realita [realita], not [re?alita];
teoreticky [teoreticki], not [te?oreticki];
poeticka [poetickd], not [po?eticka];
koala [koala], not [ko?ala].

We have listed the main cases where glottal stops are to be pronounced, where not to be
pronounced, and where they are recommended (i.e., dual pronunciation is literary). Additional
examples of glottal stop use in further types of collocations and specific expressions can be
found in Palkova (1994), Zeman (2008), Krémova (2008), Hurkova (1995), Pokorna, Vranova
(2007).

3.3 System of Czech consonants

In describing the system of Czech consonants, we maintain the traditional (and the usual
classroom and textbook) approach — we forgo the fact that some phenomena are understood
differently in the phonetic literature, e.g., phonetic evaluation of the phone [j] as a glide
(semivowel),*?® which we categorize as a sonorant consonant; we also utilise the concept of
voice pairs [c] — [3], [€] — [3], we place the phone [f] among voice paired consonants; we list
[h] as a voiced counterpart of [X], even though it can be facultatively realised as a “voiced ch” —
[y] when preceding a voiced paired consonant. For detailed phonetic characteristics of all
consonants, we refer primarily to the titles by: Palkova (1994), Krémova (2008), Pokorna,
Vranova (2007), Zeman (2008), and Skarnitzl, Sturm, Volin (2016); here we provide
a simplified description of consonant orthophony, which is based on the stated sources (in
describing the correct forming of individual consonants in the Subchapter 3.3.4, we draw
predominantly from: Pokorna, Vranova, 2007).

Relevant factors in articulation of consonants include the place of their articulation (i.e.,
place of forming the articulatory obstruction to the exhaled airstream), the type of obstruction
(i.e., manner of articulation), participation of vocal folds or absence thereof (i.e., voicing), but
also position of soft palate (deciding the presence or absence of nasal resonance), and — in
certain consonants — engagement of lips. Czech consonants are most commonly divided

according to these three primary criteria — we therefore usually classify them:

123 On glides, cf. Krémova (2008), Palkové (1994), Skarnitzl, Sturm, Volin (2016).
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= according to the place of articulation (place of their origin);
= according to the manner of articulation (type of articulatory obstruction);

= according to voicing (participation of vocal folds);

3.3.1 Categorisation of Czech consonants on the basis of place of articulation
According to this criterion, consonants are divided into bilabial, labiodental, alveolar
(more precisely subdivided into prealveolar and postalveolar), palatal, velar, and laryngeal
(also glottal).

Knowledge of the precise place of origin of consonants and participation of individual
articulatory organs in their forming is necessary for their flawless articulation — in
pronunciation, individual or regional deviations may occur, for example in the form of dialectal
pronunciation of phones or incorrect, erroneous articulation; deviant phone sound can be
a manifestation of speech impairment (dyslalia), which is present chiefly in alveolar
consonants, most frequently in [I] (lambdacism), sibilants (sigmatism), [r] and [¥] (rhotacism
and rotacismus bohemicus); the list and orthophony of phones belonging to the individual

groups according to this criterion are provided below.

3.3.2  Categorisation of Czech consonants on the basis of manner of articulation
The second possible criterion for division of Czech consonants is their manner of
articulation — the fact that articulatory organs create either a total or a partial obstruction to the
exhaled airstream. If a total closure is formed, stopping the movement of air through the oral
cavity entirely, with the phone sounding only after opening of the closure, occlusive consonants
are articulated; if only a partial closure, a constriction in airways for the exhaled airstream is
formed and the sound is created by friction of air in this stricture, constrictive consonants are
articulated. A combination of both of these types of obstructions (closure that turns into
a constriction) is applied in the articulation of semiocclusive consonants.
According to the manner of articulation, consonants can be summarily divided into:
= occlusive: [b].[p], [m], [m], [d], [t], [n], [d], [€], [A], [g], [k], [n], [?];
= constrictive: [v], [f], [z], [s], [Z], [8]. [v], [x], [h], {11, [x], [¥], [¥]. O;

= semiocclusive: [c], [3], [¢], [3]-
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3.3.3  Categorisation of Czech consonants on the basis of voicing

Consonants differ also in the participation of vocal folds in articulation — some are formed
with presence of voice (voiced consonants), others are formed by a simple modification of
exhaled airstream in supraglottic cavities (voiceless consonants). Most consonants form voicing
pairs (paired consonants), the rest are separate, unique, unpaired, sonorant (they are always
voiced).

Table 7: Categorisation of Czech consonants on the basis of voice

Paired:
Voiced  [b] [d] [d] [9]1 [vM1 [z [z] [h] [3s]1 (31 |If]
Voiceless [p] [t [t]1 [kl [f1 [sI (81 [xI [cl [e] I[i
Sonorant:

[m] [m] [n] [o] [a] [T [ [

3.3.4  Orthophony of Czech consonants

The description of correct forming of consonants provided here can serve as instructions for
native speakers, who can, by reading them, come to understand exact articulatory movements
in individual articulatory organs involved, or can use it to improve their pronunciation of certain
sounds. It can also serve foreign learners, to whom it offers a manual for correct pronunciation
of Czech consonants, which may differ from the consonants in their native languages, or can
be absent altogether.

Both lips participate in the pronunciation of bilabial consonants [b], [p], [m] (lip closure
creates an articulatory closure blocking the exhaled airstream); in [b] and [m], vocal folds are
also active (these are voiced consonants). These phones are formed by closure and immediate
opening of lips; in articulation of [m], soft palate is lowered at the same time and the airstream
moves also into the nasal cavity (this is a nasal consonant).

Labiodental consonants [v], [f] are articulated using the lower lip and upper teeth
(incisors). They are formed by creation of a constriction between the lower lip and upper
incisors (lower lip moves towards the teeth with a certain muscle tension); vocal folds also
participate in articulation of [v] (this is a voiced consonant).

Labiodental [m] is grouped together with these two phones — it is a variant of bilabial [m]
formed as a result of articulatory assimilation when preceding [v] and [f].

The most numerous and also the most difficult to articulate are alveolar consonants [d], [t],
[n], [s], [z], [c], [3), [10, [r], [¥], [E], 8], [Z], [€], [3]. Their articulation includes either the tip of
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the tongue, which touches the alveolar ridge (behind the upper incisors) with its upper surface,
producing prealveolar consonants ([d], [t], [n], [S]. [z]. [c], [3], [1], [r], [¥], [£]), or the front part
of the blade of the tongue, which is raised towards the back of alveolar ridge, with the tip of the
tongue lowered towards lower teeth and lips slightly rounded, forming postalveolar consonants
([8], [Z], [€], [3])- This general characteristic of the alveolar consonants should be accompanied
by a more detailed commentary on the individual consonants, which can help in practicing their
pronunciation:
= [d] — upper surface of the tongue tip is pressed against the alveolar ridge along the upper
front teeth (tongue should rest against the front part of the ridge, not incisors), edges of
the tongue blade are touching the upper molars, the phone is realised at rapid movement
of the tongue away from the gums; vocal folds participate in pronunciation (this is
a voiced consonant);
= [t] — upper surface of the tongue tip is pressed against the alveolar ridge along the upper
front teeth (tongue should rest against the threshold of the ridge and incisors), edges of
the tongue blade are touching the upper molars, the phone is articulated at a rapid
movement of the tongue away from the gums and teeth;
= [n] — edges of the tongue tip are pressed against the front part of the alveolar ridge along
the upper teeth (tongue tip is slightly more back than in [d]), edges of the tongue blade
are touching the upper molars, the phone is articulated at a rapid movement of the tongue
away from the gums; vocal folds participate in pronunciation (this is a voiced consonant),
as does the soft palate, which is lowered at the same time and the airstream moves also
into the nasal cavity (this is a nasal consonant);
= [s], [z] — tongue tip is lightly touching the backside of the lower incisors, edges of the
tongue blade are raised and lightly touch the boundary of upper molars and gums,
a constriction is formed between the front part of the alveolar ridge and front part of the
tongue; the sibilant sound of these so-called hissing sibilants is formed by the exhaled
airstream passing through the opening between the tongue and the palate, hitting the edges
of the upper and lower incisors, which are brought significantly close to each other, and
escapes the oral cavity, the corners of the mouth are slightly spread; vocal folds participate
in pronunciation of [z] (this is a voiced consonant);
= [§], [z] —in articulation of these so-called hushing sibilants, the edges of the tongue blade
press against the threshold of upper molars and gums, the entirety of the tongue is moved
slightly backwards; the constriction through which the exhaled airstream passes is formed

in the area of the back part of the alveolar ridge, to which either the tip of the tongue is
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moved, or to which the front of the tongue is moved with the tip pointing to the lower

incisors but not touching them; the edges of the upper and lower incisors are brought

significantly close to each other as in hissing sibilants, but the corners of the mouth are
not spread, lips are rounded; an increase in space of the oral cavity leads to the lowering
of the height (deepening) of the characteristic noise; vocal folds participate in
pronunciation of [Z] (this is a voiced consonant);

= [c], [¢] — forming of these semi-sibilants and their voiced counterparts [3], [3] takes place
in two phases due to the combination of two articulatory obstruction types (closure and
subsequent constriction);

» at the onset of articulation of [c], lips are slightly apart and lightly spread, jaws are
brought significantly close to each other, the edges of upper and lower incisors nearly
touch, edges of the tongue blade are raised and lightly touching the threshold of upper
molars and gums, at the same time, tongue tip touches the alveolar ridge right behind
the upper incisors (or its front part does so, in such case, the tip points downward and
touches the back side of the lower incisors); in the second phase the lips relax, lower
jaw moves slightly but rapidly downward and the tongue moves away from the gums,
tongue sides stay lightly pressed against the upper molars, creating a constriction
similar to the one in articulation of [s], in which sibilant noise is formed;

» articulation of [¢] differs from that of [c] in that in the first phase, corners of the mouth
move close to each other and lips are rounded, the entirety of the tongue moves slightly
backward, its tip (or its front part, with the tip pointing downward) presses against the
back of the alveolar ridge with a greater force than in [c]; in the second phase, after
relaxing of the lips, lower jaw moves slightly downward and forward, after the
movement of the tongue away from the gums, a constriction is formed similar to the
one in [§], creating the characteristic noise;

= [I] — the tongue tip is pressed against the upper part of the alveolar ridge (raising of the
tongue can be observed through open lips), edges of the tongue blade are free, exhaled
airstream escapes around the sides of the tongue (hence the label lateral for this phone),
the sound is finished after the tongue recedes downward from the alveolar ridge; vocal
folds participate in pronunciation (this is a voiced consonant);

= [r] - lower jaw is slightly lowered, tip of the tongue points to the front part of the alveolar
ridge and is made to vibrate by the exhaled air; for an appropriate acoustic effect, one to
two cycles are sufficient; the number of cycles can be increased to three to four in

increased articulatory force, under contrastive stress; pronunciation of this vibrant with
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a high number of cycles is non-orthophonic, as are non-alveolar realisations of [r]; vocal
folds participate in pronunciation (this is a voiced consonant);

= [f] — this trill (vibrant) appears in both voiced and voiceless ([f]) form, depending on its
phonic surroundings and position within a word (unstressed variant in proximity of an
unstressed consonant or in word-terminal position preceding a pause as a result of various
types of voicing assimilation — regressive, progressive, as well as final, vocal folds
participate in pronunciation of the voiced variant); in contrast to the articulation of [r],
the lips here are slightly rounded, jaws are close to each other and the lower jaw is slightly
fronted, tongue tip is pointing to the front part of the alveolar ridge as in [r] but is more
tense and is made to vibrate by a stronger airstream, vibrations have a higher frequency
and more repetitions than in [r] (approximately double), tongue is generally more flat;

this is the most difficult Czech consonant to articulate.

The central part of the tongue blade participates on the articulation of palatal consonants [d’],
[t], [1], [j], either pressing against (in [d’], [t], [11]), or approaching (in [j]) the front (hard)
palate; depending on the phonetic context, the lips may tend to be slightly rounded, or slightly
spread:
= [d], [t], [1] — blade of the tongue is slightly pressed against the front part of the hard
palate, tip of the tongue touches the lower incisors (creating support for arching of the
tongue blade towards the hard palate), edges of the tongue blade are lightly touching the
upper molars, phones are formed after pulling the tongue away from the palate (lower jaw
moves subtly downward, it is not fronted); phones [d’] and [fi] are articulated with
participation of vocal folds (they are voiced), [fi] with nasal resonance (which is achieved,
as in other nasals, by lowering of the soft palate and movement of the airstream also into
the nasal cavity);
= [j]—edges of the tongue blade are pressed against the palate on the sides — on the threshold
of molars and gums, the tongue tip is touching the lower incisors, a constriction — wide
passage for exhaled airstream — is formed between the hard palate and the blade of the

tongue; vocal folds participate in pronunciation (this is a voiced consonant).

Velar consonants [g], [K], [X] are created by the dorsum of the tongue pressing against the soft
(back) palate (in [g], [K]) or approaching it (in [X]):
= [g], [K] — tongue dorsum is firmly pressed against the soft palate, tip of the tongue is

relaxed in oral cavity or can touch lower incisors (or, alternatively, lower gums); phones
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are formed at distancing of the tongue from the soft palate (lower jaw moves subtly, but

rapidly downward); vocal folds participate in pronunciation of [g] (this is a voiced

consonant);
= [Xx] — tongue dorsum is arched towards the front part of the soft palate, creating

a constriction between the tongue and the soft palate through which exhaled airstream

passes; tip of the tongue is relaxed or can touch the lower incisors, lower jaw is slightly

lowered.

= Velar [n] also belongs to this group — it is a variant of alveolar [n], which is to be
articulated when preceding [k], [g] (in clusters nk/ng), and “voiced ch” — [y], which is
facultatively articulated instead of [h] as a result of voicing assimilation of ch preceding

a voiced paired consonant (however, this variant is difficult to observe by hearing

alone): %

» [n] —in articulation of this velar variant of [n], the dorsum of the tongue is arched and
slightly pressed against the lowered soft palate, the phone is realised in distancing of
the tongue from the palate, which moves upward at the same time due to the
articulation of the subsequent consonant [K] or [g]; activity of the soft palate causes
nasal resonance (it is a nasal consonant), activity of the vocal folds causes voicing of

the phone.

Consonant [h] is formed directly in the larynx by vocal fold activity, it is therefore voiced by
its nature!? (no articulatory organ of the oral cavity participates in its articulation, the tongue
is relaxed, its tip is lightly touching the back side of the lower incisors or the gums below
them) — it is labelled as a laryngeal (glottal) consonant; exhaled airstream passes through the
constriction between the vocal folds, which vibrate (a much greater amount of air is needed in
contrast to other consonants); the phone is vocally completed in a sufficiently large space of the
oral cavity, which is achieved by a slight lowering of the jaw.

On the basis of the place of origin, glottal stop [?] can be included among glottal

consonants, this phenomenon is addressed in the Subchapter 3.2.

1241t is also worth mentioning that some scholarly sources link the appearance of this variant with its position on
word boundaries (the phone [y] is formed in word-final position preceding an expression beginning in a voiced
paired consonant, e.g., abych dal — [abiy dal]), others do not follow this restriction (the shift can thus occur also
within a single word, e.g., in pronunciation of the name Suchdol; cf. e.g., commentary at Internetova jazykovd
prirucka [Internet language handbook]: https://prirucka.ujc.cas.cz/?id=906. [cited 22. 1.2022]).

125 Its voiceless counterpart is [x], cf. also Subchapter 3.3 System of Czech consonants; the pair [h] — [X] is the only
one among the voicing pairs that differs also in place of articulation: [h] is formed in the vocal folds, [x] in the
area of soft palate.
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3.4 Pronunciation of consonant clusters in Czech

In speech production, mutual influencing of neighbouring phones (coarticulation) takes place,
resulting in the changes to stream of speech — consolidation of their sounds, omission or
addition of phones. Orthoepic codification specifies certain rules for such changes in consonant
clusters (combinations of several consequent consonants), of which we discuss the following:
Assimilation, simplification of phone group (i.e., omission of one of the phones, elision),

epenthesis (insertion of a phone).

3.4.1  Assimilation

The most frequent type of changes in Czech pronunciation is the one that smooths out the
differences in articulation of individual consonants in a cluster, the so-called assimilation.
Phones adapt to each other in voicing, manner of articulation and place of articulation, that
IS, In their most important qualities. VVoicing assimilations can take place both in consonant
clusters in individual words as well as on word boundaries, while articulatory assimilations only
occur within individual words.

The absolutely most frequent type of assimilation is voicing assimilation — it takes place
among voice paired consonants (sonorous consonants without voice counterparts are not subject
to such changes, nor do they cause them), specifically when two paired consonants with
different voice properties stand next to each other. A regressive direction is prevalent; in it, the
last consonant of a cluster influences preceding phones with its voicing, the application of voice
thus becomes unified in across the cluster (in order to simplify articulation); if the last consonant
is voiced, the entire cluster is articulated in a voiced manner, if the last consonant is voiceless,
the entire cluster is articulated without voicing:

= kdo is articulated as [gdo] — the last consonant in the cluster kd, i.e., [d], is voiced and
influences the preceding voiceless [K], which is thus pronounced as its voiced counterpart

[g], the voicing of the cluster was balanced; the later occurring phone had an influence

on the earlier one — due to this, this type of assimilation is known as regressive voicing

assimilation.

= vztah is pronounced as [fstax] — voiceless t, the last syllable in the cluster vzt, influenced
the preceding voiced consonants [vz], so that their voiceless counterparts [fs] are
pronounced, i.e., regressive voicing assimilation also takes place in this case.

Simultaneously, at the end of this example, voiceless [x] is articulated, which is

a counterpart to the voiced [h], as a result of voicing neutralisation — the loss of voice
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before a pause, to which all paired voiced consonants are subject in word-final position.

In classrooms, this phenomenon is usually labelled final voicing assimilation.

Progressive voicing assimilation, in which the first consonant in a cluster influences the
subsequent one with its voicing, can only take place in 7 and in the combination spelled as sh:
= for example, expressions shoda, shon are pronounced [sxoda], [sxon] — the first phone in
the cluster, voiceless s, influences the following phone, which is thus also pronounced
without voice; however, this cluster can also be pronounced as [zh]- [zhoda], [zhon], as
a result of regressive assimilation; both pronunciations are considered literary (voiceless
is prevalent in Czechia, voiced in Moravia); but the words shora, shiiry, shiuk (shluknout
se, shlukovat se) are only pronounced voiced, i.e., [zhora], [zhuri], [zhluk], progressive
voicing assimilation is not applied in these;
= phone [f] can lose its voicing if it appears next to a voiceless consonant, both following
it (becoming subject to progressive assimilation, e.g., in the words #7 [tfi], treba [tieba],
kricet [Kiicet]) and preceding it (where regressive assimilation takes place, e.g., in the
words morsky [mofski], horky [horki]); loss of voicing in /- also takes place in word-final

position preceding a pause (talir [talif], lékar [1€kaf], ker* [Kef], var [vaf], etc.).

In voicing assimilation on word boundary, when the second word starts with a sonorant
(unpaired) consonant, fluctuation can take place in Czech pronunciation, caused either by
dialectal (usually Moravian) origin of the speaker, or lack of knowledge of pronunciation
norms. For this reason, we provide at least the following rules:
= paired voiced consonant loses its voicing in word-final position not only before
a voiceless consonant in the following word, but also before a sonorous consonant (or
before v, which in this position behaves as a sonorous consonant; here, we would like to
point out the unique behaviour of the consonant v — it is typically subject to assimilation
(as other paired voiced consonants), but does not cause assimilation — it shares this
property with sonorant consonants): pohyb ruky is pronounced as [pohip ruki], ndlez vody
as [nales vodi];
= in coupling of monosyllabic stressed prepositions pres, od, nad, pod, or p/ed and a word
beginning in a sonorous consonant (or a v), voiced consonant is articulated at the end of
the preposition: pres vodu pronounced [piez vodu], pres jamu [piez jamu), pres rybnik

[prez ribnik], od lesa [od lesa], nad more [nad mote], od vody [od vodi];
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= preposition s (in instrumental and genitive cases) preceding sonorant consonants or v can
be articulated both with and without voicing: phrase s muzem can be pronounced both

[s muzem] and [z muzem], s Janou as [s janou] and [z janou], s vécmi — [s vjecmi] and

[z viecmi], s nasimi — [s naSimi] and [z naSimi]; only the voiceless (non-assimilated)

pronunciation occurs in connection with paradigms of pronouns my and vy — s nami is

only correctly pronounced as [s ndmi], S vami as [s vami].

From among the other voicing changes (resulting from analogy), we would like to highlight
fluctuation in specific words, the pronunciation of which is evaluated differently in various
scholarly works (possibly also differently from the codification handbook, or not entirely
unequivocally): in feminine nouns ending in -ba preceded by a consonant, such as kresha,
prosba, modlitba, svatba, platba, véstba, kletba, etc., voiced consonant articulated as a result
of regressive assimilation is transferred also into the plural genitive forms, where, however, it
precedes a vowel e and not a voiced consonant, thus, forms [krezep], [prozep], [modlidep],
[svadep] are pronounced — some scholarly sources consider their doublet non-assimilated
pronunciation to be orthoepic (e.g., Zeman (2008, p. 97); Hurkova (1995, p. 30) assigns it to a
higher style), others do not (Palkova (1994, p. 332) evaluates the pronunciation [kresep],
[prosep] as hypercorrect, erroneous). In general, it can be stated that, in the listed examples, as
well as in derived adjectives and nouns (svatebni, modlitebni, prosebnik, etc.), dual
pronunciation is accepted; a speaker chooses a specific variant on the basis of pronunciation
style (voiceless variant — matching the written forms — will most likely be preferred in
a “ceremonial” style).1%

Doublet pronunciation is acceptable also in the verbal forms of first person plural
imperative, if the suffix -me is preceded by a paired voiced consonant (if preceded by a voiceless
consonant, the pronunciation stays voiceless, as in expressions vratme and kupme, which must
be pronounced as [vratme] and [kupme]):

budme: pronounced as [butme], as well as [bud'me] (pronunciation with a voiceless

consonant matches the phonic realisation of the 2nd person singular form, in which

voicing neutralisation occurs: bud’ — [but’], etc.; voiced pronunciation of these forms is
recognized as regional, Moravian variant);

povezme: [povjesme] as well as [povjezme];

snazme se: [snaSme se| as well as [snazme se];

verme: [vjefme] as well as [vjefme].

126 Cf. also commentary: Stépanova (2013a).
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Assimilation of the place of articulation (mutual influence of consonants articulated in
different parts of the oral cavity) takes place in consonant groups nk/ng (in these, it is
obligatory) and mv/mf (in these, it is facultative).
= banka, tango: pronunciation of alveolar [n] is influenced by the following velar [k] or
[g] — velar n is articulated [bapka, tango]; this change does not take place on word
boundary, therefore [pan krél] is articulated, not [par kral];
= tramvaj, komfort: bilabial [m] is influenced by labiodental [v] or [f] — labiodental m is
thus pronounced — [tramvaj, komfort]; however, pronunciation with a bilabial [m] is also

permissible — [tramvaj], [komfort].

Assimilation of the manner of articulation can take place only in words on the boundary of
the stem and a suffix (not on word boundary or between a prefix and a stem) in clusters
combining occlusives t, d and constrictives s, s, z, z (ts/ds, tslds , tzldz, dz) — the result is an
articulation of a semiocclusive consonant — [c], [€], [3], [3] (the norm permits this pronunciation
alongside a full, orthographic one, preferred in higher style):

detsky: pronounced as [d’etski], as well as [d’ecki];

detsti: pronounced as [dets$ti], as well as [d’ect’i];

lidsky: pronounced as [litski], as well as [licki];

Svédsko: pronounced as [§vétsko], as well as [§vécko]; similarly, svédsky [$vétski] and

[Svécki], svedsti [Svétsti] and [SvECti], svédstina [Svétstina] and [Svéctinal;

vetsi: pronounced as [vjetsi], as well as [vjeci], not [vjetci], similarly vétsina [vjetSina]

and [vjeCina];

tvrdst: [tvrtsi] and [tvréi];

kratsi: [krat$i] and [kraci];

podzim: [podzim] and [pozim];

Bydzov: [bidzof] and [bi%of].

The listed assimilation types take place in literary pronunciation, however, assimilations caused
by dialectal influences or negligent articulation are also frequent. Assimilations of the following
types are erroneous:
= [tfar] instead of [tvar], [kfalita] instead of [kvalita], [sfetr] instead of [svetr], [poxfala]
instead of [poxvala] (dialectal progressive voicing assimilation); [gvuli] instead of [kvuli]

in pronunciation of the word kwiili, [gveceru] instead of [kveceru] in the phrase K veceru,
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[jag misli§] instead of [jak misli§] in jak mys/is, [pohib ruki] instead of [pohip ruki] in
case of pohyb ruky, [nalez vodi] instead of [nales vodi] in the phrase ndlez vody, etc.
(dialectal regressive voicing assimilation preceding v or a sonorant);

» [pisciti] instead of [pis¢iti] in pronouncing the word piscity, [ro$¢ilit se] instead of [ros¢ilit
se] In rozcilit se, [$Citat] instead of [sCitat], [SCasti] instead of [sCasti] in zcldsti,
[ros¢arovani] instead of [rosCarovani] in rozcarovany, [roscesat] instead of [rosCesat] in
the word rozcesat etc. (incorrect place of articulation assimilation of hissing and hushing

sibilants).

3.4.2  Consonant cluster simplification
Literary pronunciation allows the option of simplification of two consonants with same or
different voicing within a word (on the boundary of a base and an affix), these can be
pronounced as a single phone:

panna: [pana];

Anna: [ana];

povinny: [povini];

kamenny: [kameni];

mékky: [mneki];

francouzsky: [francouski];

bezstarostna: [besstarostna] and [bestarostna];

rozsypat: [rossipat] and [rosipat];

vyssi: [vissi] and [visi];

babiccin: [babicCin] and [babicin];

prazsti: [prasti] and [prassti].

However, in order to conserve meaning, simplification does no take place on word thresholds,
in compounds or imperative verb forms ending in -me: thus, we pronounce [poddani] (poddany
X podany), [racci] (racci X raci), [nejjasiejsi] (nejjasnéjsix nejasnéjsi), [ottok] (odtok x otok),
[pan novak] (not [panovak]), [pfed domem] (not [piedomem]), dvojjazycny [dvojjazicni],
pullitr more clearly as [pullitr], uvédomme si [uvédomme si] (not [uvjedome si]).
Elision of a phone in a consonant cluster formed by different phones is possible only in
a few cases:
* in more complex consonant clusters arising in adjectival forms in nominative plural

masculine animate:
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francouzsti: [francousst’i] as well as [francoust’i];
morsti: [morsti] as well as [mort’];

= in words srdce, dcera, ctnost, egyptsky, which are pronounced either with the entire
consonant cluster articulated (in higher style, in recitals), or simplified by elision of [t]
(in neutral speech):
[srce] as well as [srtce];
[cera] as well as [tcera];
[ctnost] as well as [cnost];
[egiptski] as well as [egipski];?’

= in present forms of the verb byt (jsem, jsi, jsme, jste, jsou), if it functions as an auxiliary
or linking verb, phone [j] can be elided, e.g., in past tense compound verb forms:
[pfisel sem] and [pfisel jsem] (neutral variant without [j] occurs following a consonant);
[Sla jsem] and [$la sem] (neutral variant with [j] is preferred following a vowel);
[videli sme] and [vid’eli jsme] (not [videli zme]);
[zvitezili ste] and [zvitezili jste];

= if the verb byt functions as a lexical word or if it stands at the beginning of a sentence (it
carries contrastive stress), the phone [j] is maintained (Myslim, tedy jsem. Ja uz tady jsem!

Jsi to skutecné ty? Jsem to ja!).

In other cases, elision of a consonant is undesirable, we therefore pronounce in full:
jméno: [jméno], not [méno];
prijdu: [prijdu], not [pridu];
hrbitov: [hibitof], not [fbitof];
tkanicka: [tkanicka], not [kanickal];
ktera: [ktera], not [kerd];

N7

zvlastni: [zv1astii], not [zlastii, z14sni];

127 Recommended method of simplified pronunciation of this expression (with a four-consonant cluster -ptsk-)
raises some questions — observation of its pronunciation in audial public media and among teachers, as well as
a research carried out among students of the Ostrava Faculty of Education led us to a conclusion that, among these
speakers, either a full, unsimplified pronunciation [egiptski] occurs, or the form with assimilation of the manner
of articulation [egipcki] with a substitution of [c] in place of [ts] occurs, which, however, is unequivocally declared
impermissible by orthoepic handbooks. In subsequent personal discussions, teachers and students evaluated the
variant [egipski] as uncultivated and wondered why they cannot pronounce the phone [c] in the same manner as
in the words détsky, lidsky, etc.
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prazdné: [prazdné] (in cursory literary pronunciation [prazné] is also permissible, as well
as is simplified pronunciation of lexis derived from this root, such as prdzdniny —

[prazdnini] and [praziini], etc.).

3.4.3  Epenthesis
Infrequently, a vowel can be epenthesized (inserted) into a consonant cluster to ease
pronunciation — this is the case in numerals sedm, osm and their derivates, which can be
pronounced either according to their orthographic form (with a syllabic m), or with an
epenthesized [u]:

[sedm] and [sedum] (not [sedn]);

[osm] and [osum] (not [osn]);

[sedmnact] and [sedumnact], not e.g., [sedumnast], [sedumnac], [sednast] etc. (the

pronunciation of the ending -ct must also be maintained);?®

[osmdesata] and [osumdesata], not [osndesata].

Phone sequence spelled me should be, according to the more recent orthoepic handbooks
(Palkova, 1994; Hurkova, 1995; Zeman, 2008) pronounced with an epenthesized [1], i.e.,
[mne], not [mje] (the handbooks evaluate this variant as a local, dialectally influenced
pronunciation that is not considered normative), despite the fact that the codification handbook
Vyslovnost spisovné cestiny I [Pronunciation of literary Czech 1] (1967) allows for dual
pronunciation (considering [mne] the neutral variant, but recognizing [mje] as a regional
variation; this approach is similar to that of Marie Krémova (2008, p. 150), who states that to
“pronounce [mjesto] is not incorrect per se, but it is a less common realization, and tends to be
based on dialectal habit”):1?°

mésto: [mnesto], not [mjesto];

mésic: [miiesic], not [mjesic];

] 130
)

zménit zaméstnani: [zmienit zamnestnani not [zmjenit zamjestnaii].

128 A greater pronunciation issue arises in realisation of compound numeral expressions of the type jedendct set,
which should be pronounced with an unsimplified consonant cluster [cts] — [jedenact set]; given the difficulties
with this cluster, Jiti Zeman (2008, p. 119) recommends permitting “a variant [jedenacset] at least as common”.
129 Experts do not agree on how to perceive this phenomenon (nor did they in the past); on the basis of evaluation
of public speakers, we have to mention that the pronunciation [mje] is not “less common”, as Krémova states. On
the contrary, it is prevalent in observed speakers of various ages from Moravian regions (regardless of their
“native” Moravian dialectal region).

130 Non-orthoepic elision of [m] in the [miie] cluster is also to be avoided,; it tends to occasionally take place when
following a consonant: the word podmét is correctly articulated [podmnet], not [podiiet], samoziejmeé
[samoziejmne], not [samoziejiie] etc.

114



Further types of consonant clusters and examples of specific words in which changes in
pronunciation may occur are provided by Palkova (1994), Kr¢mova (2008), Zeman (2008),
Pokorna and Vranova (2007).

3.5 Loanword pronunciation rules in Czech

Rules of literary pronunciation for loanwords are not as stabilised as those for domestic
vocabulary — this fact is related to the degree of their graphic adaptation and the relation
between their graphic form (orthography) and pronunciation. The degree of domestication of
a borrowed expression is reflected in its orthography, which may be adapted to Czech language
to a varying extent, which correlates with a greater or smaller stabilisation of its pronunciation
(Palkova, 1994, pp. 341 -343). A word entirely adapted to Czech orthographically is
pronounced as a domestic word (e.g., aféra, sok); in case of words retaining their original
spelling, it is necessary to know their original pronunciation (e.g., interview [intervju], laser
[lejzr], capriccioso [kapri¢dzo]); in a large portion of loan vocabulary, partial graphical
adaptation has occurred or doublet spellings have been introduced, resulting in fluctuation in
pronunciation (e.g., konsonant — possibly pronounced as either [konsonant] or [konzonant] —
can also be spelled konzonant; cartridge, [kartri¢] or [kartri¢], can today also be spelled
kartridz). The difference between the written and spoken word forms, and the insufficient
knowledge of phonic realisation of expressions in source language, are the usual causes of
unstable or erroneous pronunciation.

To ascertain the adequate phonic realisation of a loanword, one can turn to the second
volume of pronunciation codification handbook Fyslovnost spisovné cestiny. Vyslovnost slov
prejatych. Vyslovnostni slovnik [Pronunciation of literary Czech. Pronunciation of loanwords.
Pronunciation dictionary] (1978); it contains both the general principles of orthoepic
pronunciation of loanwords and — as is evident from the title — pronunciation dictionary
comprising approximately twenty thousand lexical units (the need to include a dictionary — as
opposed to the first volume, dedicated to domestic vocabulary — is reasoned with the previously
mentioned “fluctuant relation” between orthography and phonic realisation of loanwords).
However, considering the fact that a significant amount of time has passed since its publishing

(in 1960s-1970s), a shift in pronunciation norm took place in some phenomena (and a more
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prominent orthographic adjustment also took place'®!). Additionally, Czech language was since
then enriched by a copious amount of new loans, the pronunciation of which may cause
difficulties — this text thus no longer describes the current state of the language. The same
opinion was expressed by Veronika Stépanova (2019, p. 204): “Codification of loan lexis
pronunciation (...) is dated due to the considerable shift in the norm, it is not in line with the
current orthographic codification, nor does it capture the newer, yet today rather frequent
lexicon, most notably of Anglophone provenance.”**? In addition to its obsolescence, the
handbook is not readily available. A new publication would therefore be welcome, preferably
one that would introduce the current orthoepic norm of this part of vocabulary, both general
and the proper nouns (pronunciation of personal and geographic proper nouns belongs among
the more troublesome phenomena in Czech language). Until such a text is published
(unfortunately, it is not in the works at the time of writing), we are left with the basic
information on loanword pronunciation from the extant codification handbook and texts based
on these general principles (such as Palkova, 1994, and Hurkova, 1995), which, however, are
best supplemented with more recent commentaries, formulated chiefly on the portal Internetova
jazykova prirucka [Online language handbook]**® and in other recent titles that deal with this
topic at least tangentially (e.g., Pravidla ceského pravopisu [Rules of Czech orthography],
Slovnik spisovné Cestiny pro skolu a verejnost [Dictionary of literary Czech for schools and
public], foreign vocabulary dictionaries), and specialised works of Vlastimil Strahl, Jifi Zeman
and others. 134

Here, we introduce the main principles that can be applied in loanword pronunciation.
The fundamental principle here is: the Czech pronunciation is based on the pronunciation (not
orthography) of the source language, but with Czech articulation of phones and with Czech
stress — phones which are not present in Czech are substituted by the nearest (most similar)
Czech phones and stress is moved to the first syllable if the word comes from a language with
stress on a different syllable (the pronunciation is thus not entirely fidelitous to the source
language, with the exception of quotes and quotation expressions, see below); combinatorial
changes such as regressive assimilation take place in the same manner as in domestic

vocabulary (Palkova, 1994, pp. 341 — 342). Pronunciation of certain words that were borrowed

181 Cf. Pravidla ceského pravopisu [Rules of Czech orthography] from 1993 and Dodatek k Pravidlim ceského
pravopisu [Supplement to the Rules of Czech orthography] from 1994.

132 1n original: “Kodifikace vyslovnosti piejaté slovni zasoby (...) je zastarala z hlediska zna¢ného posunu v normé,
neni v souladu se soucasnou kodifikaci pravopisnou a rovn€Zz nezachycuje novéjsi, avSak dnes velmi
frekventované lexikum, zejména anglického ptivodu.”

133 On pronunciation of loanwords and proper nouns cf. https://prirucka.ujc.cas.cz/?id=914. [cited 22. 1. 2022].
134 Cf. the list of recommended sources in Chapter 7.
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in earlier periods is, however — contrary to this principle — based on their graphic form, such as
fotbal, from English football, pronounced [fodbal].
In adaptation of pronunciation, for example, the following phone substitutions take place
(Palkova, 1994, p. 342):
* rounded vowels [6], [ii] with non-rounded [e], [i] — [rentgen];
= nasal vowels with combination of corresponding non-nasal (oral) vowel and nasal
consonant [n], [m] — [pardon];
= bilabial [v] with a labiodental [v] — William [vilijem]; here English reduced vowel is also
substituted with [e];
= English [0], spelled as th, is pronounced as [t] (typically in word-initial position), or
possibly [s] (in word-final position), e.g., Thatcherovi [teCrova], Smith [smit] or

[smis]. 1

From among other principles, it is worth pointing out also the following:

= vowel i does not soften d, t, n — [diktat], not [d’iktat]; senior — [senijor], not [sefijor];
incorrect softening can be heard in speakers from Silesia dialectal region, in all age groups
(commonly e.g., in forms [ord’inace], [centimetr], [dominik], [vanilka], [monitor] etc.);

= vowel groups in word stems belonging to different syllables, such as ea, ae, ao, oa, but
also others, are not pronounced with a glottal stop (vowel combinations in this position
are a clear marker of foreignness of the lexeme, since in Czech language, vocals only
meet on the boundary of a prefix and base or seam of a compound) — [meandr], [aorta],
[koala], [1deal], [teorije], [realita];

= vowel combination within a single syllable is a diphthong: au (auto), eu (euforie); glottal
stops are not articulated,

= combination of the vowel [i] with any other vocal inside a word (e.g., ia, io, ie) is

articulated with an epenthetic [j] — dieta [dijeta], biologie [bijologije].

The most troublesome phenomena include the fluctuation in vocalic quantity and consonant
voicing. Vowel length is not consistently marked, as opposed to words of Czech origin:
= sometimes, it is not recorded, yet the vowel is to be articulated lengthened (e.g., minus

[minus]);

135 0On pronunciation and declension of the name Smith cf. also the portal Internetova jazykova prirucka [Online
language handbook], https://prirucka.ujc.cas.cz/?slovo=smith#. [cited 22. 1. 2022].
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= sometimes, a dual pronunciation exists for an orthographic variant with a short vowel
(e.g., [kultara] as well as [kultura]; possibility of dual pronunciation of the suffix -ura has
been discussed at the portal Internetova jazykova prirucka*®® and in Zeman (2008, p. 49;
here, other suffixes of this type, such as -urka, -urni are also mentioned, with a note that
“variants with a short vowel are dominant™),"*” even though the codification handbook
permits only long pronunciation);

= in certain suffix types, doublet spelling was introduced — dual pronunciation is therefore
also permitted (e.g., in the word pasivni — pasivni; the short-vowel orthographic form in
itself can be articulated with either short or long vowel);

= violation of vowel quantity can occasionally result in change of lexical meaning (nota —
nota, deviza — deviza, lama — lama);

= due to significant fluctuation in length in various suffix types (e.qg., -iv/-iv, -in/-in, -onl-6n,
-onal-oéna, -orl-or), it is recommended to use the Internetova jazykova prirucka webpage
to verify which is the correct variant — the following note is also drawn from this source:
“Due to the shifts in pronunciation norm and changes in orthography (cf. Psani
samohlasek v zakonceni prejatych slov [Spelling of vowels in loanword endings]), older
orthoepic handbooks are often no longer topical in relation to vowel length in loanwords.
It is also necessary to be aware that the length of the articulated vowel is frequently
ambiguous, often articulated as semi-lengthened, and speakers themselves might not
always be consistent in their pronunciation of individual expressions. It is evident that
vowel length in many loanwords in Czech language is influenced by speaker’s age or
regional background, and in specific cases also by the method of learning the word,
lexical meaning, frequency and area of use, expressivity, and others.”*3,

= if vowel length is marked orthographically, it is also articulated.

Fluctuation in consonant voicing manifests prominently in s/z, less so in k/g and in

pronunciation of the letter x.

136 Cf. Samohlaskovad délka u prejatych slov. Available at: https:/prirucka.ujc.cas.cz/?id=914. [cited 22. 1.2022].
137 In original: “ptevladaji varianty s kratkou samohlaskou”.

138 Samohldaskova délka u prejatych slov, https://prirucka.ujc.cas.cz/?id=914. [cited 22.1.2022]. In original:
“Vzhledem k posuniim ve vyslovnostni normé a také ke zménam pravopisnym (viz Psani samohlasek v zakon¢eni
piejatych slov) nejsou starsi ortoepické piirucky ve vztahu k samohlaskové délce v piejatych slovech jiz mnohdy
aktualni. Je rovnéz tfeba si uvédomit, Zze délka vyslovované samohlasky neni v mnoha ptipadech zcela
jednoznacna, neziidka se vyslovuje tzv. polodélka a ani samotni mluveéi nemusi byt ve vyslovnosti stejnych vyrazt
vzdy konzistentni. Je evidentni, Ze na samohlaskovou délku u mnoha cizich slov v ¢estin€ ma vliv vék mluvcich
nebo jejich regionalni pivod, z hlediska jednotlivych vyrazti pak doba a zptisob pfijeti slova, lexikalni vyznam,
frekvence a sféra uziti, expresivita atp.”
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The most troublesome phenomenon is the pronunciation of s/z between vowels and in
proximity of sonorous consonants:

= In positions where s is originally spelled, both [s] and [z] can be pronounced: the [z]
pronunciation is progressive, even in cases where [s] should be pronounced on the basis
of word origin — for example in words renesance, disertace, resort, diskuse, rezisér (in
these cases, dual orthography was even introduced in the handbook Pravidla ceského
pravopisu [Rules of Czech orthography] from 1993, e.g., renesance as well as renezance),
pronunciation of [s] is typical for higher style, however; in the most recent edition of
Pravidla ceského pravopisu (1993) and in their Dodatek [Supplement] (1994), doublets
were introduced also for other expressions;

= some words have a stabilised pronunciation with a voiced [z], but a doublet is permissible
in written form, e.g., filozofie/filosofie [filozofije], humanismus/humanizmus

[humanizmus]*°.

Consonants k/g: fluctuation occurs only in loanwords with the grapheme k, articulation
doublets are permissible only in words inkoust, plakat, akat, krejcar — [inkoust/ingoust],
[plakat/plagat], [akat/agat], [krejcar/grejcar], otherwise, only orthography-based k is
permissible, e.g., in words demokracie, frekvence, motocykl, dekret, etc.

Letter x is pronounced as a sequence of two phones — either [ks] or [gz], depending on
the phonic context (it is subject to regular regressive voicing assimilation when preceding
a voice paired consonant);

= the basic form [ks] is pronounced in word-initial position preceding a vowel (such as in

xenofob), between vowels (e.g., praxe, lexikum), preceding a voiceless consonant (e.g.,

expert, extrém, textil), preceding a sonorant consonant (e.g., exministr), and in word-final

position (kodex);
= voiced pronunciation [gz] is applied when preceding a voiced paired consonant (e.g.,
exhalace, exhibice) or in the combination ex- in word-initial position preceding a vowel

(as long as it is not perceived as a prefix, e.g., existovat, exoticky, exil; otherwise, the

prefix preceding a vowel or sonorant consonant is to be pronounced [eks], e.g., in the

already mentioned exministr or exadmiradl, where a glottal stop may also occur).

139 Cf. Souhlaskova znélost u prejatych slov. Available at: https:/prirucka.ujc.cas.cz/?id=914. [cited 22. 1. 2022].
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Cluster sch (e.g., ischias, pronounced [isxijas], not [i$ijas]) and sp, st, sk — [studovat], [sport],
[spekulovat], [skandal] (erroneously, expressively [Studovat], [Spekulovat], [Skandal]) are
pronounced in accordance with orthography.

Original pronunciation of the source language is maintained only when uttering
verbatim quotes or fixed expressions, quote expressions, e.g.:

curriculum vitae: [ku rikulum vi 'té],

doctor honoris causa (dr. h. c.): [doktor ho néris ‘kauza],

fair play: [ fér ‘plej],

chargé d’affaires: [Sarzéda fér],

enfant terrible: [anfan te 'ribl], etc.

Current uncertainty of many users regarding the pronunciation of loanwords (both in general
and in specific cases) was covered in detail by Stépanova in an article answering phonetic
questions asked in the language counselling at the Institute of the Czech Language (Stdpanova,
2013b).

3.6 Orthoepic norm for suprasegmental phenomena in Czech

The central topic of Czech pronunciation codification is the literary realisation of phones and
phone groups, that is, the segmental level of pronunciation. Sentential sound means (that is,
prosodic, suprasegmental) are only addressed in passing. On this level, codification handbook
Vyslovnost spisovné cestiny I [Pronunciation of literary Czech 1] (1967) only deals with stress
(primary and secondary words stress, phrasal stress, contrastive stress, and, chiefly, stressing
of prepositions) in a standalone chapter (pp. 65 — 70), and it briefly discusses the melody of
polar questions (pp. 71 — 72). The reasoning matches the period state of research of prosodic
means and certain doubts regarding the possibility of their codification: “The norm of these
means is of a rather different character than that of phones and stress. The question whether it
is also possible to codify sentential sound means has not yet become a subject matter for a more
profound research from orthoepic standpoint. It is, after all, a quite complicated issue”4
(Vyslovnost spisovné Cestiny I, 1967, p. 71). At the same time, the text states that there exists
a certain uncodified norm of prosodic means in the literary language users’ awareness; that we

are aware of the deviations from this norm and perceive them as a violation of the fundamental

140 In original: “Norma téchto prostfedkt ma ponékud jiny charakter neZli pti hlaskach a ptizvuku. Otazka, zdali
je mozno uskutecnit téz kodifikaci zvukovych prostfedkl vétnych, nestala se zatim z ortoepického hlediska
pfedmétem dukladnéjsiho zkoumani. Je to ostatné otazka dosti slozita.”
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system of spoken language means, particularly in relation to sentence melodics and dynamics,
speech segmentation and tempo (ibid.).

Segmental and suprasegmental levels of Czech language are, according to Zdena Palkova
(2017a) “relatively independent” — segment modification is not ranked among prosodic units
as in some other languages and “prosodic features usually have no bearing on segmental
processes in speech”.**! Palkovd mentions other characteristic prosodic features of Czech
language that could serve interlingual comparisons: ‘“Prosodic structure of Czech language is
formed by a hierarchy of linear units syllable — stress group — speech segment — complete
utterance. These units have specific sound characteristics and foundations in the language
user’s impressions. (...) The sound quality that participates the most on forming of relevant
features of suprasegmental modulation and prosodic units is the melody (contour of the
fundamental tone)”**? (ibid.).

In this chapter, we deal primarily with those suprasegmental phenomena that are more or
less stabilised in Czech language and that follow certain orthoepic rules — stress and sentence
melody. We do not address the entire complex of prosodic means applied in production of
continuous speech (including its segmentation into stress groups, speech segments and
utterances, pause, modulation means of melody and tempo, vocal timbre and force, which
manifests not only in word stress, but also sentence stress, contrastive stress and emphasis) —
these are frequently highly dependent on the entirety of context, speaker stance and individual
style of speech realisation, which can be adjusted to meet the hearers’ needs.'*®
For an easier comprehension, examples of the mentioned phenomena are recorded with

regular spelling in this chapter, not with phonetic transcription.

3.6.1 Word stress
Word stress, sound prominence (accentuation) of a syllable within a word or a phrase is
characterized in Czech as constant, initial (is bound to the first syllable of a word) (Benes et al.,

2013, p. 107; Krémova, 2008, pp. 81, 206; Palkova, pp. 156, 277, etc.). Prominence of the

141 In original: “vlastnosti prozodické stavby nemaji vétsinou vliv na segmentalni procesy v fe¢i”.

142 In original: “Prozodickou strukturu &eStiny tvoii hierarchie linearnich jednotek slabika — mluvni takt —
promluvovy tsek — ukoncend vypoveéd. Tyto jednotky maji konkrétni zvukovou charakteristiku a oporu v pocitu
uzivatele jazyka. (...) Zvukovou kvalitou, kterd se nejvice podili na vzniku relevantnich ryst suprasegmentalni
modulace a prozodickych jednotek, je melodie (pritbéh zakladniho tonu).”

143 To those interested in sentential sound means, we recommend scholarly phonetic sources, e.g., Palkova, 1994;
Krémova, 1992, 2008, 2009; Zeman, 2008; Benes et al., 2013; Skarnitzl, Sturm, Volin, 2016; as well as entries in
the Encyklopedicky slovnik cestiny [Encyclopedic Dictionary of the Czech Language], cf. e.g., its online version
(Karlik, Nekula, Pleskalova, 2012 — 2020).
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stressed syllable is not high, it practically manifests in speech only in substantial of intentional
accentuation.** In relation to orthoepic stressing, these rules are fundamental:

= inisolated expressions, stress is always on the first syllable;

» in the stream of speech, some expressions do not carry word stress, they attach
themselves to the preceding or following stressed word and together form a single stress
group (speech phrase, phonetic word), a rhythmic whole — these are so-called clitics:
proclitics and enclitics; proclitics are unstressed words following a pause that precede
stressed words (e.g., conjunctions, particles, relative pronouns, occasionally lexical words
— e.g., pan 'krdl); enclitics, which follow stressed words, are e.g., abbreviated pronoun
forms (mi, ho, mu), reflexive pronouns (se, si), or forms of auxiliary verb by (to be) (jsem,
jsi, bych, bys); in contrast to proclitics, multiple enclitics can follow a stressed word
(‘'napsal jsem si to ‘sprdvné);

= in collocations of true monosyllabic prepositions (e.g., pred, nad, za, pod, na, ve, etc.)
with nominals (nouns, adjectives, pronouns), the case of which is determined by the
preposition, the preposition carries word stress; 'chodi 'do Skoly, 'piseme 'na tabuli,
'stoji 'pred nami, 'za vysokym 'kopcem, ‘vyletél 'nad mraky; however, the stress can
move from the preposition to the following word:

» if the preposition is followed by a longer word, usually comprising three or more

» if the following word is inflexible (usually an adverb), not grammatically dependent
on the preposition ('stalo se to na 'velmi 'nebezpecném 'misté),

» or if one wishes to place greater emphasis on this subsequent word (e.g., in
comparisons, strong emotional interest), or, alternatively, the preposition is followed
by an expression belonging to a list or a phrase ('stalo se to na "tomto 'mist¢; 'pravidlo
'plati pro 'cestinu, a 'ne pro 'polstinu; 'étendr se 'zamysli nad ' ceskou, 'slovenskou
a 'polskou 'vyslovnosti; za 'pridavnym 'jménem); marked word order, unintentional
pause in speech or rhythmic structure of stress groups can also cause a loss of stress in
this type of prepositions (cf. Vyslovnost spisovné cestiny I, 1967, pp. 68 — 69, Zeman,
2008, pp. 135 - 140);

= secondary monosyllabic prepositions, which were formed by abbreviating originally
polysyllabic expressions (e.g., kol, krom, dle, skrz, stran, etc.) are usually not stressed:

144 More on Czech stress in the works of Benes et al. (2013, pp. 106 — 118), Palkova (1994), Krémova (2008),
Zeman (2008).
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skrz 'prsty, krom ‘tebe; they can be stressed if followed by a monosyllabic word: 'dle tvé
‘rady, ‘krom té 'véci;

= bisyllabic prepositions, however, always carry stress on their first syllable in the same
manner as other bisyllabic words: "kromé 'tebe, 'kolem 'domu, 'beze 'strachu;

= non-syllabic prepositions (k, v, s, z) cannot carry stress, since they are not syllabic (i.e.,
they do not have a syllabic nucleus made up of a vocal or a sonorant consonant), they

form a phonic whole with the following word ('k domu).

In addition to the regular primary stress, secondary stress may also appear, for example in
compound words on the first syllable of the second part of the compound (' cesko slovensky),
in longer non-compound words/stress groups with at least four syllables on the odd syllables;
it is applied only as a rhythmicizing agent (only signalling a dactyl-trochee foot of speech); in
Czech, secondary stress does not manifest prominently, it is realised only in low tempo or
emphatic speech, or markedly in delivery of verse — “metre of Czech poetry relies on it”1%°
(Krémova, 2008, pp. 172, 207).

Violation of correct stressing principles can be observed primarily in reading texts aloud
(even in official speeches, in audial media): monosyllabic prepositions frequently do not carry
stress in circumstances where they clearly should, sometimes they are also audibly separated
from the word they grammatically determine (and with which they should form a single stress
group) by being attached to the preceding expression. Similarly, influence of Silesian dialect
leads to erroneous stress placement on the penultimate syllable of words or stress groups
(po’jede do Ost'ravy instead of 'pojede 'do Ostravy); this phenomenon may be observed in
many speakers of all age groups originating from this dialectal region, even those whose speech
otherwise shows no other significant deviation from the literary norm. Erroneous word stress

placement results in violation of rhythm of the Czech speech.

3.6.2  Sentence melody — intonation

An important role among prosodic means is played by changes to pitch (melodic changes).
Before we briefly introduce their function in the Czech language, we first elucidate the terms
used in the heading of this subchapter (which are sometimes considered synonymous):
intonation is understood here, in accordance with views of Zdena Palkova, as a complex sound

quality (including primarily tonal, but also dynamic and temporal modulation), the term melody

145 In original: “po¢ita s nim metrum eského verse”.
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denotes the basic pitch contour — melody is thus the basic component of intonation (Palkova,
2017c). Sentence intonation of Czech is stabilised in general traits; however, it is not codified.
The intonation norm of the literary Czech should also be at least briefly addressed, since it
serves to express important functions (functional opposites):
= jtis asignal of conclusivity of an utterance or lack thereof;
= within the category of concluded utterances, it is a sole distinguisher of certain utterance
types (it signalises their communicative functions, suggests the speaker’s communication
intent — declaration, question, order, etc.);
= it distinguishes neutral utterances from those that are emotionally marked, expressive,
etc. (Palkova, 2017b; Benes et al., 2013, p. 88).

For neutral Czech utterances, three basic melodic patterns — melodemes'#® — became stabilised
to distinguish between concluded and continuing utterances and their types (explanation based
on Palkova, 2017b; Benes et al., 2013, pp. 88 — 92):

1. conclusive falling melodeme — for declarations, imperatives, and variable questions
(i.e., questions containing a question pronoun or an adverb);

2. conclusive rising melodeme — for polar questions (i.e., those, where a yes or no answer
Is expected);

3. inconclusive melodeme — signalizes continuation of the utterance, its inconclusiveness.

Use of incorrect (i.e., other than stabilised) melodeme cannot express the listed function

oppositions, as is shown in the following overview:

Table 8: Function of intonation in neutral utterance (according to Palkova, 2017b)

Communication strategy Sentence modality Melodeme

conclusiveness — | declarative sentence — conclusive falling (1)
— | imperative sentence — conclusive falling (1)
— | variable question — conclusive falling (1)
— | polar question — conclusive rising (2)

inconclusiveness — inconclusive (3)

146 A melodeme is a set of stable melodic schemes — cadences, which are applied with stable functions in
a language; a cadence is an abstract scheme of the contour of melody, it is formed by a specific sequence of pitch
changes. In description of Czech intonation, the term melodeme is currently used to denote a set of schemata with
the same function, the term cadence is used to characterise these melodic schemata individually. The melodeme
carrier in Czech is most frequently the last stress group in an utterance (Benes et al., 2013, p. 88; Palkova, 2017b).
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For ease of comprehension, the basic melodemes can be depicted graphically with a changing
level of syllable notation, which matches the change in pitch. Each of the intonation models can
be realised with different cadence, some of which are considered normalised, others not. Here,
we only provide the main types, which serve for general comprehension of Czech sentence
intonation, both for native speakers and for foreigners learning Czech language; detailed
information has to be sought in scholarly phonetic sources — we refer to a few relevant titles in
this chapter. These provide further sources (either older, classical works of FrantiSek Danes and
Milan Romportl, or newer works penned primarily by Palkova and other researchers from
Institute of Phonetics of Charles University, who develop and supplement the older theories
with results of new research in this field).

Ad 1) Conclusive falling melodeme: tone gradually falls from the intonation nucleus

(i.e., stressed syllable of the comment, sentence stress) to the end of the utterance;

a) terminal cadence unmarked (in a neutral utterance; the first syllable of the intonation

nucleus is the same or lower than the last syllable of the preceding stress group):

P¥ijedou v poledne. Kdy piijedou?

Prije dou Kdy
Vv po y 24
led je

ne. dou?

b) terminal cadence marked (in greater emphasis; the first syllable of the intonation nucleus is

audibly higher in comparison with the preceding text):

Prijedou v poledne. Kdy p¥ijedou?

Vv po pFi
Prije dou led Kdy je

ne. dou?

Information on other variants of marked terminal cadence, especially contrastive rising-falling,
is available in Palkova, 2017b; Benes et al., 2013, pp. 89 — 90.

Ad 2) Conclusive rising melodeme: this intonation type is the only tool for
distinguishing polar questions from declarative sentences, which otherwise have the same

grammatical structure; its acoustic form is stable and most well-defined (and it is the only one
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dealt with by the codification handbook, as was previously mentioned); this basic form of polar
questions is characterised by a step rise between two syllables of the last stress group carrying
the melodeme — according to the placement of the step rise, different variants of rogative

melody are distinguished; codification recognizes two options that are considered equal:

a) rising anticadence — the last syllable is raised:

Prijdes na obéd?

béd?
Prijdes

na o

b) rising-falling anticadence — second syllable of the stress group (i.e., the first syllable
following the stress) is raised, subsequent syllables gradually fall slightly, but not to the level

of the first syllable (the variant is applicable in at least tri-syllabic stress group):

0]

béd?
Prijdes

na

Both the codification handbook and the more recent phonetic texts point out the un-literary
realisations of the rogative melodeme, particularly the so-called Prague question, “singing”, for
which the rise in the first syllable of the stress group is typical.

Ad 3) Inconclusive melodeme (the so-called semicadence): continuation,
inconclusiveness of an utterance can be expressed by various melodic variants; despite a lack

of definitions, two types of semicadence can be delimited:

a) syllables of the stress group suggesting inconclusive intonation are rising in gradual steps

(rising melody contour):

Kdy? se vratil 7 prochazky, zacalo... (priet).
ky

Kdyz se vra il chaz zacalo...

Z pro
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b) the melody of the entire stress group is raised — either with a flat contour or with a slight fall
at the end; the first of the listed variants is illustrated in the following example:

Prijdeme aZ pozdéji, protoZe...

poz deé ji

Prijdeme protoze...

Other variations in inconclusive melody, their marked and unmarked types can be found in
Palkova (2017b) and Benes et al. (2013, pp. 91 — 92).

Properly utilised intonation contributes to the comprehension of the text for the
receiver — it is therefore necessary to apply corresponding intonation type suggesting
conclusion or continuation of an utterance in speech segmentation and, at the same time,
differentiate sentence types on the basis of communicative intent using intonation. Intonation
errors take place quite frequently, however, both in lay people and public speakers — for
example, rising question intonation (anticadence) appears where terminal cadence or
semicadence should occur (pitch significantly rises in a position where it should fall, or where
it should signalise continuation of the utterance), or terminal cadence replaces semicadence as

an incorrect intonation in variable and polar questions.
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4 Orthoepy of segmental and suprasegmental phenomena

in Slovak

Patrik Petras
The description of Slovak pronunciation presented here is based on the valid codification
handbook Pravidia slovenskej vyslovnosti [Rules of Slovak pronunciation] (Kral’, 2009),
supplemented by further scholarly sources. Articulatory description of Slovak phones is
discussed in the Atlas slovenskych hlasok [Atlas of Slovak phones] (Dvoncova, Jenca, Kral’,
1969), orthophonic characterisation of Slovak has more recently been dealt with by Abel Kral
(1989b, pp. 200 - 262).

Regarding the topic of segmental phenomena, we provide orthophonic characteristics of
individual phones and the descriptions of their literary pronunciation. In discussion of the
vocalic system, we characterise the pronunciations of monophthongs, diphthongs and vowel
clusters. We also point out the proper use of vocalic quantity in Slovak and address the rhythmic
law, which is one of the main attributes of Slovak language, making it distinct from Czech. In
the consonant system, we focus on the description of pronunciation of those consonants, the
variants of which are dependent on their syllabic position (j, v). Here, we also address voicing
assimilation in regressive direction, a highly important phenomenon of Slovak pronunciation.
We also pay attention to the pronunciation of geminate consonants, softness relations of t, d, n,
| — ¢, d, n, [, focusing in particular on the pair | — 7, which is the most functionally weakened.
Pronunciation of the consonants m, n, and their variants is assimilation-dependent, it is therefore
necessary to describe in detail their articulation in relation to the following phone. In discussing
Slovak consonant clusters, we distinguish those that do not undergo simplification and those
that are systematically simplified, e.g., by elision of a particular consonant. From among the
suprasegmental phenomena, we describe those prosodic features, which have the greatest
impact on phrasing and modulation of speech signal, i.e., word and sentence stress, contrastive
stress, emphasis, sentence melody, and pause. It is important to note here that the orthoepic
descriptions are based on the neutral pronunciation style — in some cases, we provide notes on

higher style pronunciation; such pronunciation is marked with an asterisk. 4’

147 On pronunciation styles, cf. 1.2.3 Sound culture and Slovak orthoepy.
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4.1 Slovak vowels

Literary Slovak utilises five oppositions of short and long vowels: [a] — [&], [e] — [€é], [i] — [i],
[0] — [6], [u] — [@]. Outside of this subsystem stands the short vocal [4], the pronunciation of
which is not required in neutral style, where it is substituted with vocals [e] or [a] (see further
below). The inventory of Slovak diphthongs is as follows: ia [ia], ie [ie], iu [iu], ¢ [uo]. All
Slovak diphthongs have a rising contour. From the viewpoint of quantity, long monophthongs
([a], [€], [i], [0], [u]) and diphthongs ([ia], [ie], [iu], [uo]) are considered long vocals. On the
basis of the tongue position in articulation, classification of Slovak vowels can be presented in

the following table:

Table 9: Categorisation of Slovak vowels according to the position of the tongue

Division according to the vertical | close i u, u
position of the tongue mid e é 0,0

open d a d
front central back

Division according to the horizontal

position of the tongue

4.1.1 Orthophonic characterisation of Slovak vowels
In this chapter, we describe the main articulatory features of all Slovak vowels (according to
Kral’, 1989b, pp. 203 — 219).

° Yowels [a], [4]

In pronouncing these vowels, oral cavity is the most open from among all short vowel
articulatory positions. Jaw angle is the widest (wider in long [4] than in short [a]). Since it is an
open vowel, tongue is in the lowest position — resting at the bottom of the oral cavity. Lips do

not participate on articulation of these vocals.

. Vowel [4]

The vowel [4] is articulated after bilabial consonants [p], [b], [m], [v]. Its pronunciation is
required only in higher style; in neutral style, it is replaced with [e], or alternatively with [a] in
certain cases. The vowel [4] is a diphthongoid — in its articulation, the tongue continuously

changes its position approximately from that in the vowel [e] to that in the vowel [a], but this

129



change is much smaller than in articulation of true diphthongs. For this reason, this vocal is not
considered a diphthong, but a vowel. The tip of the tongue rests against the lower gums, the
blade of the tongue is arched towards the palate, with the articulatory effort centred in the area
of the front blade of the tongue. The highest point of the tongue arch is more front that in [a],
as well as slightly higher. This vowel is also classified as open. Jaw angle is slightly narrower

than in [a]. Similarly to [a], the lips do not participate on articulation of [4].

. Vowels [e], [é]
The tongue is positioned in the front of the oral cavity. Jaw angle is narrower than in [a], lips

do not participate in articulation.

° Yowels [i], [i]
The tongue is in the highest front position. Jaw angle is narrower than in the vowels [e], [¢].

Similarly, lips do not participate on articulation of these vocals.

. Vowels [o], [0]
The tongue takes a back mid position. Jaw angle is narrower than in the vowel [a]. Lips actively
participate in articulation of this vowel, they are rounded and protruded; the labialisation is not

very prominent, however.

. Vowels [u], [u]
The tongue takes a back closed position. Jaw angle is narrow and lips participate in articulation

by protruding and rounding, the labialisation is rather prominent.

o Diphthongs

Diphthongs, as gliding vocalic sounds composed of two distinguishable parts, remind of certain
Slovak monophthongs in their extremes. Diphthongs ia [ia], ie [ie], and iu [iu] each comprise
an i-part and parts similar to the vocals [a], [e], and [u]. The diphthong 6 [uo] comprises a u-
part and a part similar to the vocal [0]. Slovak diphthongs thus form a class of so-called i- and
u- vocalic sounds. Since the peak of sonority is in the second part of a diphthong, all Slovak
diphthongs are evaluated as rising. Their duration is comparable to that of long monophthongs.
Differences exist in articulation of Slovak diphthongs: the tongue does not attain the same

positioning in extreme positions as in corresponding monophthongs, it only approaches these
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positions. Greater differences are observable in diphthongs with a larger articulatory movement
between the first and the second part, that is, in the diphthongs [ia] and [iu], with [iu] being
labialized as a whole (the labialization is greater in the second part). The labialization of the
diphthongs [iu] and [uo] tends to be less pronounced as in the monophthong [u]. The movement
of the tongue from the first to the second articulatory part of diphthongs is realised with a fluid

motion.

4.1.2  Pronunciation of Slovak vowels
4.1.2.1 Vowel quantity
According to the codification of literary Slovak, the ratio of duration of short and long vowels
should be approximately 1:2. Shortening of long vowels (or their substitution with short
vowels) is considered an orthoepic error; the tendency towards this error is greater at higher
speech tempo and in longer words. The shortening thus erroneously takes place:
* in long words, e.g., pronunciation of words ndrodného and vysielajii as [narodneho],
[visielaju];
» in words and forms ktori, ktora, ktoré, ktorého, etc., pronounced as [ktori], [ktora],
[ktore], [ktoreho];
= in some fixed expressions, such as dobré rano, that get pronounced with shortened vocals
in various positions: [dobre__rano], [dobré__rano], [dobre__rano], etc.;
= since quantity distinguishes between minimal pairs in Slovak language, in some cases,
a meaning change may occur due to a change in quantity, compare e.g., pairs sud — sud,

zastavka — zastavka [sud — sud], [zastauka — zastauka], etc.

In literary Slovak, a special rule applies in quantity distribution, known as the rhythmic law.
According to the Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti [Rules of Slovak pronunciation] (2009, p. 42),
this law can be formulated as follows: “long vowel of relational or derivational suffix is
shortened after a long syllable”.1*8 For this reason, literary Slovak uses forms pekny, but slivny;
Zendm, but viadam; dlaniam, but bdsnam. In applying the rhythmic law, long vocals are
shortened to their short counterparts and diphthongs are subject to the following changes: [ia]
to [a], [ie] to [e], [iu] to [u], and [u0] to [0]. Rhythmic law does not apply to prefixed words and

compounds, e.g., suciastka, viackrat. Pravidld slovenského pravopisu [Rules of Slovak

148 In original: “dlhd samohlaska vztahovej (relatnej) alebo slovotvornej pripony sa po predchadzajucej dlhej
slabike krati”.
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orthography] (2013, pp. 124 — 126) present a broader understanding of the rhythmic law, also
delimiting twelve exceptions; it states that the second long vocal is not shortened for example
in these words and forms: listie, prutie; hradzi, schodzi; vwhra — vyhier (existing alongside
a form in which the rhythmic law applies: vyher), Mlyndrce — Mlyndriec, hospoddrstvo —
hospodarstiev; pavi, krokodili; zmudriet, Zvazniet, chvalia — chvdliac — chvaliaci, hlasia —
hlasiac — hlasiaci; vyliavsi, udiavsi sa; bludievat, krmievat; miliar, bieliaren; tisicnasobny,

tisickrat, niekym, nieci; nadielka, suciastka.

4.1.2.2 Pronunciation of vowel [4]

In the so-called neutral style of the literary pronunciation, utilisation of the vowel [4] is neither
required, nor prohibited. In certain situations (such as delivery of classical Slovak poetry, or
recitals in general, theatre plays), good knowledge of this vowel’s pronunciation is necessary.
In literary Slovak, this vowel occurs only following the consonants [p], [b], [M], [V]: opdr
[opet/*opat’], devit [devet/*devit], najmd [naime/*naiméd), zdvizok [zavezok/*zavazok].
The words bdbd, dupd, holubd, chlapd, pupd, sovd, Zriebd and their derivates are today
pronounced with the vowels [a]or [e], e.g., [baba/babe/*babd], [puapa/plpe/*plpi],

[zrieba/zriebe/* zriebd] etc.

4.1.2.3 Pronunciation of diphthongs
Slovak diphthongs are acoustically similar to combinations [j] + vowel and [v] + vowel, but
differ from them in their clear vowel timbre; at the same time, they differ from vowel clusters
of the diadém [di_adém] type by their monosyllabicity. In pronunciation of diphthongs, these
errors occur most frequently:
= pronunciation of a diphthong as a combination of two short vowels as if distributed across
two syllables: piatok as [pi__atok] instead of [piatok], etc.;
= substitution of diphthongs by phone combinations [ija], [ije], [iju] or [ija], [ijé], [ija],
resulting in forming new syllables: cia, cie, ¢iu as [Cija], [¢ije], [Ciju] instead of [¢ia],
[¢ie], [¢iu], etc.;
= replacement of a diphthong by a long vowel: poriadna as [poradna] instead of [poriadna],
etc.;
= epenthesis of the consonant [j] into an i-diphthong: [vjém] instead of [viem], etc.;
= pronunciation of [uo] as [vo, v, 0]: dévod as [dvovot], or alternatively [dvovot] instead

of [duovot]; mézem as [mozem] instead of [muozem], etc.;
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= pronunciation of [uo] as [uo] in word-initial position: ésmy as [uosmi] instead of [uosmi],

etc.

In case of the diphthong [u0], an opposite phenomenon can also be observed — an incorrect
substitution of phone sequence [vo] by this diphthong, as in the words: dvor as [duor] instead
of [dvor]; svoj as [suoi] instead of [svoi]. This phenomenon is linked to articulatory and acoustic

kinship of the phones [v] and [u].24°

4.1.2.4 Pronunciation of foreign vowels [6], [0], [ii], [{i]

Vowels [0], [8], [ii], [(i] occur in Slovak only in foreign vocabulary and loanwords, for example
Goteborg [jotebork], Montreux [montrd], menu [menii], Kitzbiihel [kicbiil], etc. Pravidla
slovenskej vyslovnosti [Rules of Slovak pronunciation] evaluate the substitution of these foreign
vowels with native vowels [e], [€], [i], [i], [u], [G] as conspicuous and sometimes even
uncultivated — in cases when such pronunciation has not been stabilised. As far as other foreign
phones are concerned, geographic and local names and foreign personal names should generally
be articulated according to the source language pronunciation in literary Slovak, with the caveat
that foreign phones are to be substituted by the closest, acoustically similar Slovak phones.

4.1.2.5 Pronunciation of vowel clusters in Slovak

Vowel clusters do not occur in roots of domestic vocabulary in Slovak language. They can
occur in prefixed words (zaostrit, vyucba), compounds (maloobchod, sebaiicta), but chiefly in
loanwords and foreign vocabulary (idea, demokratizacia, kooperacia, gymndzium), where even
vowel clusters containing long vowels may occur (premiér, ocedn). A syllabic boundary always
occurs between such vowels. Vowel clusters are pronounced with a fluid transition from the
first vowel to the second in literary Slovak, without any consonants being epenthesized and
without separation by a hard vocal onset. Linked pronunciation between these vowels is marked
in transcription with a __ (tie) symbol. The words in the preceding example are pronounced
[za__ostrit’], [vi__u3ba], [malo__obchot], [seba__ ucta], [ide__a], [demokratizaci__ a],
[ko__operaci__a], [gimnazi__um], [premi__ér], [oce__an]. The last vowel of the final vowel
cluster in foreign words serves a function of an inflectional (genitive) ending: idei [ide_ 1],

demokratizdcii [demokratizaci__i], etc.

149 On this topic, cf. 4.2.3.2 Consonant v and its pronunciation variants.
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In the process of domestication of originally foreign words in Slovak language, a change
in vowel clusters takes place that results with their replacement by a monosyllabic combination
or insertion of a consonant into the cluster. If the first vowel loses its syllabic function,
a diphthong is formed: hieroglyf [hieroglif], kiahne [kiahie], etc. Another marker of
domestication is an articulation of soft consonants [t'], [d’], [ii], [I'] preceding diphthongs [ia],
[ie], [iu] thus created: halier [halier], Daniel [danjel]. If the second vowel loses its syllabic
function, monosyllabic groups au [au], ou [ou], eu [eu], iu [iu], ai [ai], ei [ei], oi [oi], ui [ui] are
formed, as in the words auto, reuma, koiné, medaila, pronounced [auto], [reuma], [koiné],
[medaila]. This is, in fact, analogical to the combinations of a vowel and [v] or a vowel and [j]
in domestic vocabulary: words kov, kraj are pronounced [kou], [krai]. In this regard, we would
like to provide a note on Iudovit Star’s understanding of diphthongs: he considered even these
phone combinations in word-final positions to be diphthongs, though not equal to the
diphthongs [ia] and [ie].**°

The most common errors in pronunciation of vowel clusters include the epenthesis of
phones [j] and [v] into the clusters: idea as [ideja] instead of [ide__a], kakao as [kakavo] instead
of [kaka__ o], etc.

The topic of vowel cluster pronunciation is closely related to two other phenomena: hard
vocal onset and glottal stop. A glottal stop is formed by an abrupt opening of the vocal folds
and their vibration following a preceding closure, which results in an explosive noise typical
for voiceless occlusive consonants [p], [t], [K]. It is, essentially, a voiceless occlusive consonant.
In certain languages (e.g., English and German), it is a type of an onset or coda in vowel
articulation under some circumstances, in other languages (e.g., Arabic), it can even attain
a status of a true phone and phoneme. For a hard vocal onset, it is typical that the closure is
not as profound as in glottal stop and explosion noise is not formed at the opening of the vocal
folds. In hard vocal onset, vocal folds are not vibrated gradually, fluidly (as is typical for
Slovak), but more abruptly and the first vibration cycle tends to be strongest than the
immediately subsequent ones. Such onset is perceived as an articulatory and acoustic separation
of a vowel from the preceding phone, that is, as a break in glottal vibrations for a brief, but
perceptible time. It is thus a violation of the characteristic Slovak linked pronunciation, which
manifests also in the vowels in word-initial positions being pronounced with a soft (smooth)
onset of glottal vibration (vocal folds start to vibrate gradually) and in the fact that, in vowel

clusters, the glottal vibrations are not interrupted on vowel boundaries.

150 On this topic, cf. 2.2.2 Codification of literary Slovak by Ludovit Stiir.
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According to the Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti, hard vocal onset and glottal stop are
articulated only rarely in Slovak language and only in specific situations, especially in
interjections and onomatopoeic words. These cases are considered to be alternatively
acceptable, or even proper:

» in sentence-initial position and following a pause: e.g., word combinations isty bohaty
kupec, ozval sa velky krik can be pronounced [?isty__bohaty__kupec],
[?ozval _sa__velki_ krik];

= In emotionally marked utterances, in interjections, in exclamations, and in onomatopoeic
words: e.g., ach, ako ste ma nalakali, méé can be pronounced [?ax]|
?ako__ste__ma__nalakali], [me?e?¢];

= in expression of stark disagreement, a glottal stop may occur in word-final position: e.g.,

nie may be pronounced [nie?].

Vice versa, hard vocal onset and glottal stop are never articulated within words on morpheme
boundaries, on root boundaries in compounds and on word boundaries within a stress group,
I.e., words and phrases naucit, zaokruhlit, velkoobchod, pod oknom, on i ona are pronounced
[na__ugit’], [za__okrahlit], [velko__obxot], [pod__oknom], [on__i__ona], [na__ulici].?*!
Hard vocal onset and glottal stop thus function as voiceless consonants for the purposes
of voicing assimilation®®?. If a voiced paired consonant occurs preceding a glottal stop,
a corresponding voiceless paired consonant is pronounced in its stead due to assimilation. It
thus follows that errors in voicing assimilation take place as a result of glottal stop or hard vocal
onset, compare, e.g., pronunciation in combination with use of glottal stop pod oknom, dub
asmrek as [pot__?oknom], [dup__?a__smrek] instead of pronunciation without glottal stop

[pod__oknom], [dub__a__smrek].

4.2 Slovak consonants

Slovak consonants can be classified according to various criteria, for example, the place of
articulation, manner of articulation, articulatory organ, auditory impression, voicing,
participation of nasal cavity, and duration.'® From the point of view of correct articulation, we

should take into account: 1) place of articulation; 2) manner of articulation; 3) voicing.

151 Research by I. Rendér (2015) shows that, in contrast to codification, use of glottal stops and hard vocal onsets
is more frequent in actual speech practice. For more information on this topic, cf. 6.2.1 Pronunciation deviations
in segmental level of Slovak language

152 On this topic, cf. 4.2.3.3 Voicing assimilation.

153 For a detailed classification of Slovak consonants according to individual criteria, cf. Kral’, 1989, pp. 259 — 260.
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Classification of Slovak consonants and their orthophonic characteristics are presented
according to Kral’ (1989, pp. 221 — 261).

421 Classification of Slovak consonants

4.2.1.1 Categorisation of Slovak consonants on the basis of place of articulation
The following consonant classes can be distinguished in Slovak on the basis of their place of
articulation: bilabial, labiodental, alveolar (which can be further subdivided into prealveolar
and postalveolar), alveopalatal, palatal, and velar. Additionally, laryngeal [h] also exists in
Slovak.
The consonants are sorted into individual classes as follows:
= bilabial: [p], [b], [m], [u]
= labiodental: [f], [w], [V], [m]
= alveolar:
> prealveolar: [t], [d], [n], [n], [s], [z], [c], [3]
> postalveolar: [5], [2], [¢], [3], [r], [«], [£], 01T, [1], [{]
» alveopalatal: [t'], [d], [01], [I']
= palatal: [j], [i]
= velar: [k], [g], [n], [x], [¥], [a]
= laryngeal: [h]

The place of articulation criterion basically matches the classification on the basis of
articulatory organ, with a distinction that alveolar, alveopalatal, palatal, and velar consonants
are all seen as lingual in this classification. (Individual places in the oral cavity specify the
position of the tongue contact.) Additionally, the consonant [h] is classified as glottal on the

basis of articulatory organ.

4.2.1.2 Categorisation of Slovak consonants on the basis of manner of articulation

In classification of consonants on the basis of the manner of articulation, the main criterion is
the type of obstruction to the airstream that occurs in articulation. If the passage of the airstream
is completely blocked, occlusive consonants are formed, if only a partial obstruction in form of
a constriction occurs, constrictive consonants are formed. In some consonants, obstruction in

the oral cavity is combined with palatopharyngeal opening, forming nasal consonants ([m], [m],
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[n], [1], [n], [n], [#] in Slovak). If the closure is not followed by an explosion, but rather friction,
semiocclusive, or affricate, consonants ([c], [3], [¢], [3]) are formed.

The obstruction can sometimes cause only a significant reduction in sonority of the
articulated sound in comparison with sonority of a vowel. In such case, noise is not created in
articulation of the consonant. In this manner, glide consonants ([i], [ul; [J], [v]) are formed. In
addition to these, nasal, lateral ([I], [1], [i], [']) and trill phones ([r], [r], [f]) are articulated
without noise — these are known as sonorant consonants.

The consonant classes on the basis of the manner of articulation can thus be summed up
as follows:

= occlusive: [p], [b], [m], [m], [t], [d], [n], [£], [d], [A], [K], [g], [n]
= constrictive: [f], [w], [v], [ul, [s], [2], [, 3], [2], [x], [x], €], 000, 043, [0, (¥, (50, (. ],
[v], [a], [n]

= semiocclusive: [c], [3], [€], [3]

4.2.1.3 Categorisation of Slovak consonants on the basis of voicing

On the basis of presence of vocal fold tonus in articulation, Slovak consonants are divided into
voiced and voiceless. However, voicing is a neutralizable feature in Slovak: in certain
situations, a voiced consonant may be articulated in place of a voiceless consonant and vice
versa (voicing assimilation takes place®*). Literary Slovak contains ten voicing pairs (each
voiceless consonant has its voiced counterpart), which alternate in assimilatory positions. In
addition to these, however, Slovak also has sonorant phones, i.e., unpaired voiced consonants —

their quality of being voiced is unalterable in Slovak.

Table 10: Paired voiced and voiceless consonants in literary Slovak

voiced: [o] | [d] | [d] | [a] | Iwl | [2] | [2] | [3] | (3] | [¥1([hD)
voiceless: ] | [ | [t | KT | [ | [s] | [81 | [c] | [€] [X]

In the provided schema, voiceless ch [x] has not one, but two voiced counterparts, the phones
[v] and [h], which differ from each other most notably in their place of articulation — [y] is
a velar consonant, [h] is a laryngeal consonant.

Unpaired (sonorant) voiced consonants in Slovak are: [r], [], [£], [1], [1], [i], [m], [m], [n],

(1], [n], [n], (=], [v], [ul, O], [il, (], ((h).

154 On this topic, cf. 4.2.3.3 Voicing assimilation.
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4.2.2 Orthophony of Slovak consonants

o Consonants [p], [b], [m]

Bilabial consonants [p], [b], [m] are articulated by forming a closure at the lips, which is opened
with an explosion at the end of the occlusion. Since the tongue does not participate in the
articulation, it can take various positions, its position in the release phase is determined by the
following phone. These consonants are contrasted on the basis of their voicing and nasality.
Firstly, [b] and [m] can be characterised as voiced, [p] as voiceless. Secondly, [p], [b] are oral
(velum blocks the passage of airstream into the nasal cavity), [m] is nasal (velum is lowered

into the oral cavity and allows the passage of airstream into the nasal cavity).

o Consonants [t], [d], [n]
Prealveolar consonants [t], [d], [n] are articulated by forming of a closure with the tongue
pressing against the edges of the alveolar ridge. Jaw angle is narrow, with a widening tendency

in the order [t] — [d] — [n]. Lips are not active in articulation of these consonants.

° Consonants [k], [g], [n]

Velar consonants [k], [g], [] are articulated by a complete oral closure in the area of soft palate
(velum). Closure is achieved by the dorsum (back of the tongue), with the apex (tip) of the
tongue resting against the lower gums. As in previous groups, lips do not actively participate in
articulation of these phones. Jaw angle is wider than in alveolar consonants. The consonant [1]
is articulated only when preceding the consonants [k] and [g]. In contrast to the alveolar [n],
velar [n] does not have a release phase —the velar closure is maintained in the transition between

the phones in the entire [gk] and [gg] clusters.

. Consonants [t’], [d’], [11]

Alveopalatal consonants [t'], [d], [11] are articulated on the threshold of the back of the alveolar
ridge and front of the hard palate, but the lingual closure is directed towards the hard palate.
Though the jaw angle is narrow, it widens in the order [t] — [d’] — [fi]. Lips are not active in

articulation and can take different positions depending on the phonic context.
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o Consonants [f], [w], [m]

In articulation of labiodental constrictive consonants [f], [w], [m], the lower lip is positioned
below the upper incisors, forming a narrow constriction. However, the consonant [m] can also
be classified as an occlusive, since the lower lip usually touches the upper incisors. Since the
tongue does not participate in articulation, its position is dependent on the articulatory needs of
the surrounding phones. In articulation of [f] and [w], soft palate blocks the airstream into the
nasal cavity; these are therefore oral phones, as opposed to the nasal [m], in articulation of
which the velum opens up the passage of the air into the nasal cavity. The consonant [f] is
voiceless, as opposed to [w] and [m]. The consonant [m] does not contain a noise component
(the airstream passes through nose throughout the occlusion). It is articulated only preceding

a different labiodental consonant, which means it also does not have a release phase.

o Consonants [s], [z], [n]

In articulation of prealveolar constrictive consonants [s], [z], [n], @ narrow constriction is
formed between the anterior alveolar ridge and the area on the border of the tip and the blade
of the tongue. Jaw angle is narrow in articulation of these consonants. Oral consonants [z] and
[s] differ in their voicing, being voiced and voiceless, respectively. Nasal voiced consonant [n]
Is sonorant, articulated without noise. It is combination-dependent, articulated only when
preceding alveolar constrictives [s], [z], [§], [Z]. During the palatopharyngeal constriction, the
tongue takes a position dependent on the following sibilant. Lip positioning may vary in

articulation of the consonants [s], [z], [n] in dependence on their phonic context.

o Consonants [X], [y], [n]

In articulation of the velar constrictive consonants [x], [y], [&], the tongue is positioned below
the velum and a constriction is formed between the blade of the tongue and the palate. Noise in
consonants [x], [y] is audibly modulated in the oral cavity; noise is not present in the consonant
[m], as the airstream passes freely through the nasal cavity. Lips do not participate in
articulation; their positioning is dependent on the phonic context. The consonant [#] is only
articulated when preceding the consonants [x], [y]. The consonant [y] is also combination-
dependent: it is articulated 1) in assimilatory position instead of the voiceless [x], and 2) instead
of voiced [h] if two of these phones should be articulated in immediate succession. In such
situation, phone cluster [yh] is typically articulated.’™ Lips do not actively participate in the

155 On assimilation of consonants [x], [y], and [h], cf. Subchapter 4.2.3.3 Voicing assimilation.
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articulation — they can be positioned in dependence on the surrounding phones. Oral consonants
[v] and [x] differ from each other by being voiced and voiceless, respectively, the voiced [#]

differs from both of these in its nasality.

o Consonants [c], [3]

Prealveolar consonants [c], [3] are articulated with tongue placement similar to that in
constrictive prealveolar consonants [s], [z], but differ from them in the manner of articulation,
which comprises a closure phase and a constriction phase. In the first phase, a closure is formed
as in the consonants [t], [d]; in the second phase, the constriction is formed as in [s], [Z],
respectively. Since a hissing sibilant noise identical to that of [s], [z] is formed in the
constriction phase, these consonants are also labelled as affricates. They are identical in their
manner of articulation to the other pair of affricate consonants — [¢], [3]. Jaw angle is narrow in
articulation of [c] and [3], and the soft palate blocks the passage of airstream into the nasal
cavity. Lips do not actively participate in the articulation and can take various positions
dependent on the phonic context. These consonants form a voicing pair, [c] being voiceless, [3]

voiced.

. Consonants [§], [Z], [€], [3]

Postalveolar consonants [§], [Z], [¢], and [3] are characterised as hushing sibilant consonants.
Regarding the manner of articulation, voicing contrasts and accompanying qualities (tension,
width of tongue contact, degree of constriction, noise intensity), their relations are parallel to
those of the consonants [s], [z], [c], [3]. They differ, however, in that [§], [Z], [¢], and [%] are
articulated on the threshold of the anterior and posterior alveolar ridge, or on the posterior
alveolar ridge (the tip of the tongue is raised towards the upper gums). In an alternative manner
of articulation, the tip of the tongue is behind the lower teeth, and, if this is the case, the blade
of the tongue is touching the upper gums. Soft palate blocks the passage of airstream into the
nasal cavity and, in comparison with the hissing sibilants [s], [z], [c], and [3], the jaw angle is
wider. Additionally, lips participate in articulation of these phones — they are protruded and

rounded. The consonants [§], [€] are voiceless, [Z], [3] are voiced.

o Consonant [h]
Main articulatory position and the place of the maximal stricture in the constrictive consonant
[h] is in the larynx, hence its label laryngeal consonant. VVocal folds take a unique position in

its articulation: they do not form a closure as in other voiced phones (even though [h] is also
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a voiced consonant), a small aperture remains in between the folds during vibration. This
consonant is very breath-demanding. Velum forms a weak palatopharyngeal closure, tongue
and lips do not participate in articulation of [h] (they can take various positions depending on

the phonic context).

o Consonants [v], [u]

Lips actively participate on articulation of the sonorant consonants [v], [u], i.e., they are labial
phones: [v] is labiodental, [u] is bilabial. Constrictive voiced phone [v] is articulated similarly to
the voiceless [f]. Soft palate obstructs the passage of airstream into the nasal cavity, jaw angle is
narrow, but, at the same time, wider than in [f]. The consonant [v] is characterised as a glide. The
typical sound of this phone is formed in the second phase of its articulation, in the transition into
the next phone. This consonant forms the rising syllabic onset. Its occurrence is limited to the
positions preceding vowels and sonorant consonants, i.e., the presonant part of a syllable.

In the articulation of the lingual labialized phone [u], the tongue takes a closed back
position nearing the one in articulation of the vowel [u], but is not as high and the tip of the
tongue usually rests at the bottom of the oral cavity. Lips are protruded and rounded, however,
labialization of [u] is not as pronounced as in [u] Lip aperture is very narrow in its articulation —
more so than in [u]. Soft palate obstructs the airstream into the nasal cavity, vocal folds vibrate,
jaw angle is narrow. The consonant [u] can also be characterised as a glide — it is formed by the
dynamic movement of the lips towards maximal labialization. Its characteristic sound is formed
in the first part of articulation — it forms the falling syllabic coda. The distribution of the phone
[u] is complementary to that of [v]: [u] occurs only following vowels and sonorants, i.e., in the

postsonant part of a syllable. Phones [v] and [u] alternate preceding sonorants.

e Consonants [j], [i]

Palatal consonants [j], [i] are reminiscent of [v], [u] in their combinatorics — the phone [j] occurs
in the presonant part of a syllable, phone [i] in the postsonant part. These phones are also
classified as glides. In articulation of [j], the tip of the tongue touches lower gums and incisors,
the blade of the tongue is raised towards the palate and fills out the front part of the oral cavity.
Soft palate blocks the passage of airstream into the nasal cavity and the lips do not participate
in articulation, their positioning is dependent of the consonant’s phonic context.

Sonorant [i] is quite similar to [j], but its characteristic feature making it distinct from [j] is that
an articulatory movement towards an i-positioning without a stationary phase takes place in its

articulation. The phone [i] shares this quality with the sonorant [u].
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. Consonant [I’]

Alveopalatal consonant [I'] matches the consonants [t'], [d’], [11] in place and partially also in the
manner of articulation — consonant [I'] is lateral, however — the closure in the central part of the
oral cavity is combined with a constriction at the sides of the tongue and the oral cavity. In
articulation of the sonorant [I'], soft palate blocks the passage of air into the nasal cavity, lips
do not actively participate in its articulation. This phone can be articulated in two ways: 1) “The
tip of the tongue may rest against the lower gums and lower incisors, or it can be raised towards
the upper gums. However, the tongue touches both the gums and the hard palate. The front
contact is similar to that in d’ or 1i and is wide”'® (Kral’, 1984, p. 82). 2) “The tip of the tongue
rests against the upper gums and the area of contact is noticeably smaller than in the previous
type. In this articulation, too, the tongue is raised towards the palate, but not as high as in the
first type of articulation”'®” (ibid.). Abel Kral' (ibid., p. 83) also reminds that “from an
orthophonic point of view, it is important to attain the normalised degree of ‘softness’ in
articulation of I'. It is achieved by a wider contact of tongue with the palate and filling out the

oral cavity with the raised blade of the tongue.”*®

e  Consonants [l], 1], [i]

Postalveolar consonants [l], [1], [i] are characterised as sonorant, with [I] and [i] also being
syllabic. Articulation is similar to that of [I']. All of these are lateral consonants — throughout of
the occlusion in the centre of the oral cavity, a constriction is formed on the sides of the tongue
and oral cavity. The tip of the tongue touches either the posterior alveolar ridge or the threshold
of anterior and posterior alveolar ridge. Jaw angle is approximately the same as in articulation
of mid vowels. Soft palate blocks the passage of airstream into the nasal cavity and the lips do

not participate in articulation of these consonants.

o Consonants [r], [r], [¥]
Postalveolar consonants [r], [r], [f] are trill phones, vibrants. Closures and openings of passage

of the articulatory stream rapidly alternate in the oral cavity. The entire tongue moves in the

1% Tn original: “Kon&ek jazyka sa mdZe opierat’ o dolné d’asno a dolné rezaky alebo sa moze dvihat’ k hornému
d’asnu. Jazyk sa vSak dotyka d’asna i tvrdého podnebia. Dotyk sa vpredu podoba na d” alebo 1 a je Siroky.”

157 In original: “Kondek jazyka sa opiera o horné d’asno a dotykova plocha je zretelne mensia neZ pri
predchadzajucom type. Aj pri tejto artikulécii sa jazyk vypina pod podnebni klenbu, no nie tak vysoko ako pri
prvom type I.”

18 In original: “z ortofonického hladiska je doleZité, aby sa pri vyslovnosti I' dosiahol normovany stupeti
,mikkosti‘. Vznika &ir§im dotykom jazyka 0 podnebnu klenbu a vypihanim tstnej dutiny zdvihnutim chrbta
jazyka.”
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articulation, but the vibrating movement is caused by the tip of the tongue. In the occlusion,
a complete blockage of the airstream does not need to be formed, and even if it is, it tends to be
rather weak and short. On the sides of the palate, the edge of the tongue forms a complete
closure. In the opening phase, only the tip of the tongue moves away from the palate. The
number of vibrations is not constant, it can range from a single tap in short [r], multi-tap [r] is
articulated between consonants (this is a syllabic [r]), long [r] tends to consist of four or more
vibrations. In the articulation of [r], a quite wide jaw angle is formed, lips do not participate in

articulation, soft palate blocks the airstream into the nasal cavity.

4.2.3  Pronunciation of consonants and consonant clusters

In a continuous speech in Slovak, various phonic changes take place, whether in a syllable,
word or on word or morpheme boundaries. According to the type and source of the consonant
change, these can be:

a) elision of consonants (e.g., words mestsky, Seststo being articulated as [mesky], [Sesto],
etc.);

b) articulatory adjustment of one phone to another — fusion of a shared articulatory phase of
subsequent consonants (e.g., in words sadnut si [sadnut’_si], sadla si [sadla__si], polton
[polton], an apical closure is shared in consonant pairs [dn], [d1] and [It]);

c) fusion of phones (e.g., predsa, vdcsi articulated as [pre>ca], [ve>Ci/*va>¢i], etc.);

d) assimilation according to place and manner of articulation (e.g., words hanba, cengat
being articulated as [hamba], [cengat], etc.);

e) assimilation of phones on the basis of voicing (e.g., words and phrases predpoved,
vzplanut, pod papierom being articulated as [pretpovet], [fsplantt], [pot__papierom],

etc.).

4.2.3.1 Consonant j and its pronunciation variants

The phone [j] is articulated at a syllable-initial position, preceding a vowel. In accordance with
this rule, we pronounce the words hocijako, hokejista, prijaz, prijimat, moji as: [hocijako],
[hokejista[, [prijat’], [prijimat’], [moji]. This pronunciation rule applies also to prefixed words,
e.g., nadjazd, objem, odjakziva, adjektivum: [nadjast], [objem], [odjagziva], [adjektivum].
Similarly, it applies to interlexical phonetics. For example, the phrase fo je jasné is pronounced

[to__je__jasné].
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The grapheme j is pronounced as [i], if it occurs in a syllable-final position, following
a vowel. Similarly, this rule also applies to interlexical phonetics. Words and phrases dojst,
ndjst, dvojjazycny, daj mi, daj jej are pronounced [duoist’], [naist], [dvoijazi¢ni], [dai__mi],
[dai_jei].
Variant pronunciation [j]/[1] is permitted in the following cases:
= jfaniory is written in a syllable preceding j, e.g., Azijcan, kyj can be pronounced both
= if a different consonant occurs in a syllable-initial position preceding the symbol j, e.g.,

zjazd, zjav can be pronounced both as [zjast], [zjau], and [ziast], [ziau].

Words priat — prijat and vie —vyje/vije, which differ meaningfully, have to also be
distinguished in articulation: [priat — prijat’], [vie — vije]. In the words anjel, archanjel,
evanjeliar, evanjelicky, evanjelik, evanjelium, a diphthong is articulated, the preceding
consonant therefore also has to be articulated softly: [aniel], [arxaniel], [evanieli__ar],

[evanielicki], [evanielik], [evanieli__um].

4.2.3.2 Consonant v and its pronunciation variants

The phone [v] is articulated in syllable-initial position preceding a vowel or a diphthong,
preceding consonants [r], [1], [I'], [j], and preceding syllabic consonants [r], [f], [1], [i]. Words
and phrases voda, zviera, vlak, vlek, v jame, vrch, viba, VIK, vica are therefore pronounced
[voda], [zviera], [vlak], [vFek], [v__jame], [vrch], [viba], [VIK], [vica].

The phone [u] is articulated in syllable-final position following a vowel of a syllabic
consonant. The words kov, dievca, bratov, pravda, krv, obrv (gen. pl. of obrva), konzerv are
therefore pronounced [kou], [d’ieuca], [bratou], [prauda], [kru], [obfu], [konzeru].

Variant pronunciation [v]/[u] is permitted in the following cases:

= if the grapheme v is preceded by [u] or [(] within a single syllable: obuv, posuv, ciivaut
can be pronounced both [obuv], [posuv], [cavnut’] and [obuu], [posuu], [cuunut];

= in syllable-final position in the word root and before a suffix if followed by a consonant
[n], [11], [1], [I'], [r]: rovnako, slovnik, zivia, havran can be pronounced [rovnako, slovnik,

zivla, havran], as well as [rounako], [slounik], [ziula], [hauran].

Pronunciation of [f] in position of [u], e.g., [bratislafski], [poliefka], [prf] instead of
[bratislauski], [polieuka], [pru], is considered erroneous.
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The phone [u] is pronounced in words written with [u] if it occurs following a syllabic
nucleus, as in the forms of feminine instrumental Zenou, dlhou ulicou, pronounced as [Zenou,
dlhou__ulicou]. The phone [u] can also occur in foreign vocabulary and loanwords, e.g., auto
(analogically also: automat, automaticky, automatizmus), Kaukaz, kraul, faul: [auto], [kaukaz],
[kraul], [faul].

Conversely, [u] is not articulated in the words nduka, naucit, vyucit, since here, u occurs
in syllable-initial position. The listed words are therefore pronounced [na__uka], [na__ucit’],
[vi__u¢it].1® The phone [u] is also not articulated in syllable-initial position instead of v when
preceding the vowel [0], as that would lead to an erroneous formation of the diphthong [uo].

This means that the words dvojka, dvor, obvod are pronounced [dvoika], [dvor], [obvod].

4.2.3.3 Voicing assimilation
Assimilation — a process of making a phone more similar to another (neighbouring) phone in
its place and manner of articulation, but most notably in voicing — is one of the characteristic
features of Slovak pronunciation. In Slovak, voicing assimilation has a regressive direction.
In voicing assimilation, voiced paired consonants lose their voice in certain situations, voiceless
paired consonants, conversely, can become voiced — both in dependence on the following
phone. In voicing assimilation, only contrastive pairs of voiced and voiceless consonants
alternate.*® In discussions of assimilatory relations in Slovak, specificity of voiced consonants
[w] and [y] have to be addressed. Noise consonant [w] differs from [f] only in application of
voice. Consonant [v] is not obstruent, but sonorant, it therefore cannot lose its voice, and
alternates with the phone [u] in certain situations.'®* A voicing pair is thus formed only by the
phones [f] — [w]. Obstruent velar consonant [y] only differs from [x] in voice; consonant [h]
additionally differs from [x] in place of articulation, being laryngeal. This, however, has no
bearing on voicing assimilation, and therefore two different phones serve as a voiced
counterpart to the voiceless [x]: [y] and [h].

Voicing assimilation in literary Slovak takes place: 1) on word boundaries; 2) on
boundaries of word bases in compounds; 3) on boundaries of prefixes and roots or bases of
words; 4) on boundaries of word roots or bases and derivational (and in rare cases also

inflectional) suffixes.

159 On this topic, cf. 4.1.2.4 Pronunciation of vowel clusters in Slovak.
180 For classification of Slovak paired voiced and voiceless consonants, cf. Table 10.
161 On this topic, cf. 4.2.3.2 Consonant v and its pronunciation variants.
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o Assimilation of voiced consonant in domestic vocabulary on word boundaries, on

base boundaries in compounds, and on prefix-root boundaries
When a voiced paired obstruent (or a cluster thereof) and a voiceless consonant meet on
a boundary of words, bases, or of a prefix and a root, the voiced consonant changes into
voiceless (or, in case of a cluster, the entire cluster is replaced with its voiceless counterparts).
This assimilation takes place also in word-final position preceding a pause and generally on
boundaries of isolated words. In accordance with this rule, words and phrases dazd’ prsi, sneh
pada; knihkupec, beztoho; nad plotom, v Presove; mraz, rad, bezpecny, podpis are pronounced:
[dast _ prsi], [stiex __pada]; [knixkupec], [bestoho]; [nat__plotom], [f__preSove]; [mras], [rat];
[bespecni], [potpis].

Voicing assimilation also takes place in originally prefixed words which are no longer
perceived as such and today remain only orthographic exceptions: for example, words avsak,
véela, predvcerom, viak, vtedy, nebezpecenstvo, roztomily, nadchnut are pronounced [afSak],

[fCela], [pretfCerom], [fSak], [ftedi], [rostomili], [natxnut’].

o Assimilation of voiceless consonant in domestic vocabulary on word boundaries, on
base boundaries in compounds, and on prefix-root boundaries

When a voiceless consonant (or a cluster thereof) and a voiced phone (be it voice paired
consonant, sonorant, or a vowel) meet at a boundary of two independent words not separated
by a pause or on a boundary of bases in a compound, the voiceless consonant changes into its
voiced counterpart (or, in case of a cluster, the entire cluster is replaced with its voiced
counterparts). This change is rare on a prefix-root boundary. Word phrases and compounds
mesiac jun, vlak meska, most opravili, séf uradu; bdrsaky, hocako, séfdirigent are therefore
pronounced [mesiaz__jan], [vlag_ meska], [mozd_ opravili], [$éw__uradu]; [barzaky],
[hozako], [séwdirigent] in accordance with this rule.

Words kde, sme and words that include a -kdy component are pronounced [gde], [zme],
[-gdi] and assimilation in words bdrskde, dakde, hockde, nikdy... is also derived from this
pronunciation; the word takmer is pronounced in the same manner: [barzkd’e], [dakd’e],
[hozkd’e], [nigdi], [tagmer].

However, words with a -kto component (kto, nikto, niekto, hockto...) are appropriately
pronounced unassimilated [kto], [fikto], [niekto], [hockto]. Pronunciation [gdo], [figdo],
[niegdo], [hozgdo] is erroneous, realised under the assumption that these follow the same

regular pattern.
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o Assimilation of voiceless consonants on the boundary of a word base and a suffix
This type of assimilation only applies in Slovak in full extent when a voiceless consonant meets
a voiced obstruent on a boundary of a word base and a suffix — that is, this type of assimilation
does not take place when a voiceless consonant is followed by a sonorant consonant or a vowel
in such position. For example, words prosba, mlatba, vestba are pronounced [prozba],
[mladba], [vesdba]. Conversely, word forms chlapa, chlapmi, stastny, taktny are pronounced
[xlapa], [xlapmi], [Stastni], [taktni].

Occasionally, this type of voicing assimilation takes place in the verbal form of first
person plural imperative, preceding the suffix -me (i.e., preceding the sonorous phone [m]):
words prosme, kupme, pustme are pronounced [prozme], [kibme], [puzd’'me]. Assimilation also
takes place in the pronoun forms nasho, vasho, nasmu, vasmu, which are pronounced [nazho],
[vazho], [nazmu], [vazmu].

In adverbials formed with the suffix -mo, e.g., obkrocmo, skrémo, and, analogically, in
the word skusmo, variant pronunciation is permitted: [opkro3mo], [skr3mo], [skuzmo], but also

[opkro¢mo], [skrémo], [skusmo].

o Assimilation of voiced consonants on the boundary of a word base and a suffix
When a voiced obstruent and a voiceless consonant meet at the boundary of a base and a suffix,
the voiced consonant is assimilated. For example, words blizko, bodka, dovozca, robte, lahko,
svedka, viezt' are pronounced [bl'isko], [botka], [dovosca], [ropte], [Faxko], [svetka], [viest’].
This assimilation also takes place when a voiced paired consonant occurs in word-final position
preceding a pause.

In genitive plural forms of nouns of the type ceruzka, klbko, prosba, platba, etc., which
are pronounced [ceruska], [Klpko], [prozba], [pladba], an epenthetic phone (vowel or
a diphthong) is inserted, and assimilation does not occur in the preceding position, that is, the
forms ceruziek, klbiek, prosieb, platieb are pronounced [ceruziek], [kibiek], [prosiep], [platiep].

o Voicing assimilation [f] — [w]
In Slovak language, the grapheme v denotes four phones: [v], [u], [w], [f]. The phones [v], [u]
are sonorous and do not have a noise component, [w], [f] are obstruent. Consonant [w] has the
same noise component as [f], but also has a tonal component, since it is voiced. It is, therefore,
a “voiced [f]”.

The phone [f] is pronounced: 1) in word-initial position preceding a vowel where f is

spelled, e.g., in words farba, dufat; 2) in word-final position where f is spelled, if followed by
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a pause or if the following word starts with a voiceless consonant, e.g., golf, séf prisiel; 3) in
syllable-initial position where v is spelled, if followed by a voiceless consonant, e.g., véera,
vtak; 4) as a part of a prefix vz- if followed by a voiceless consonant, e.g., vzchopit sa, vztah,
5) as a non-syllabic preposition preceding a voiceless consonant, e.g., v prdci, v kuchyni. The
listed words and phrases are therefore pronounced [farba], [dafat’]; [golf], [Séf_ priSiel]; [fCera],
[ftak]; [fsxopit’ _sa], [fstax]; [f__praci], [f_ kuxini].

The phone [w] is pronounced: 1) in syllable-initial position, where v is spelled, if followed
by a voiced obstruent and not a vowel or [r], [1], [t], [], [11, [i], ['], [j], e.g., in words vbi,
v hore, vzit sa, and as a part of prefix vz-, vzo- in the same situation, e.g., vzrast, vzostup,
similarly in the words vziaf, vzduch, etc.; 2) in prepositional phrases preceding a voiced
obstruent, e.g., v Bratislave, v dome, v dialke; 3) in word-final position and in compounds at
the end of the first base, where f is spelled, if followed by a vowel, voiced or sonorous consonant
and no pause occurs in between, e.g., séfredaktor, huf ludi, and additionally in words
Afganistan, Afganec, etc. The listed words and phrases are therefore pronounced [wbitT],
[w__hore], [wzit' sa], [wzrast], [wzostup], [wziat'], [wzdux[; [w__bratislave], [w__dome],
[w__dialke]; [Séwredaktor], [haw _ l'udi], [awganistan], [afgafiec].

Pronunciation of words with unstable syllabification fluctuates, e.g., zavdavok
[zaudavok/zawdavok]; same fluctuation is present in words in which v is preceded by a vowel
and followed by a [n] or [11], e.g., vnem, vnutri, vaucka, which are pronounced [viiem/wilem],

[vnutri/wnutri], [vnuc¢ka/wnucka].

o Voicing assimilation [x] - [y] ([h])
This assimilation is highly specific, since voiceless ch — [x] does not have one, but two voiced
counterparts, the phones [y] and [h], which most notably differ from each other in their place
of articulation — [y] is a velar consonant, [h] is a laryngeal consonant. The true voicing pair is
thus [x] - [y].
The following rules apply for the pronunciation of ch and h:
= |f the phone [h] meets a voiceless consonant in an assimilatory position or if it occurs in
word-final position before a pause, it is assimilated into [x], for example in the words and
phrases juh, lih, roh stola, prah citlivosti, which are pronounced [jux], [lux], [rox__stola],
[prax _ citl'ivosti].
= |f the consonant [x] occurs in assimilatory position, such as in the words and phrases
nechze, cechmajster, nech ide, strach ma, or the consonant [h] occurs in such a position,

as in onehdy, knihviazac, prah domu, Vah i Hron, variant pronunciation is possible: either
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[neyze], [ceymaister], [ey__id’e], [stray__ma]; [oneydi], [kniyviazac], [pray__domu],
[vay__i__hron], or [fehze], [cehmaister], [fieh_id’e], [strah_mad]; [ofiehdi],
[knihviazac], [prah__domu], [vah__i__hron]. At the same time, Pravidla slovenskej
vyslovnosti [Rules of Slovak pronunciation] state that more common and natural is the
pronunciation with [y].

= |f [x] or [h] occur in assimilatory position immediately followed by a [h], as in the phrases
strach hrdacov, Vah huci, lieh hori, a phone group [yh] is usually pronounced:

[stray__hracou], [vay__huci], [liey__hori].

Despite the fact that pronouncing [hh] is not erroneous, Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti do not
recommend doing so, since such pronunciation is demanding on exhaled airstream and speech
economy mechanism can manifest in the form of weakening or even total omission of the first
[h]. Such pronunciation is extremely rare. Due to the large amount of exhaled air needed for
articulation of [h], in inattentive articulation, this phone may at first disappear form the terminal

parts of sentence and from longer words, which is considered a pronunciation error.

o Voicing assimilation of prepositions s, k

Rules of voicing assimilation also apply to pronunciation of prepositions s and k. Preceding
a voiceless consonant, these are pronounced as [s] and [K], preceding a voiced consonant or
avowel, they are pronounced as [z] and [g], respectively. Prepositional phrases s tebou,
s pravdou; k tebe, k pravde are therefore pronounced [s__tebou], [s__praudou]; [k_ tebe],
[k__praude], but svasim znidmym, sEvou; kdomu, khore show assimilation:
[z__vaSim_znamim], [z__evou]; [g__domu], [g__hore].

Voicing assimilation of non-syllabic prepositions s and k does not take place, however,
when they are immediately followed by personal pronouns: s nim, S 7iou, S hami, s vami,
snimi; knemu, knej, kndm, kvam, knim; these are pronounced [s_ nim], [s_ fiou],
[s_nami], [s_ vami], [s_ fimi]; [k_femu], [k_ fiei], [k__nédm], [k_ vam], [k_ fiim].
Vocalized prepositions so and ku are naturally pronounced as [zo] and [gu], that is, phrases
S0 sestrou, ku kamardtovi are pronounced [zo__sestrou] [gu__kamaratovi], with the exception
of phrases so mnou, ku mne, when these are, irregularly, pronounced with a voiceless

consonant: [so__mnou], [ku__mne].
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o Voicing assimilation in loanwords

In Slovak language, rules of voicing assimilation manifest in the use, borrowing and

naturalisation of foreign vocabulary in the same manner as for domestic vocabulary. Voicing

assimilation is one of the means of adapting foreign vocabulary to Slovak language. However,
various exceptions to the general Slovak rules of voicing assimilation exist and the changes to
the original pronunciation are not always explicable by the rules of assimilation.
The pronunciation rules of foreign vocabulary are as follows:
= In commonly used loanwords, voicing assimilation takes place on word boundaries, on
base boundaries in compounds, and on boundaries of prefixes and bases. For example, ex
lex, ex libris, ad personam, plus-minus, kontakt s bratom; avantgarda, basketbal,
transakcia; exminister, dislokdcia, subfebrilny are pronounced [egz__leks], [egz__libris],
[at__personam], [pluz__minus], [kontagd _z__bratom]; [avandgarda], [baskedbal],
[tranzakci__a/tranzakci__a'®?; [egzminister], [dizlokaci__a], [supfebrilny].
= This assimilation does not take place on boundaries of bases in borrowed compounds
when a voiceless consonant precedes a sonorous consonant, as in the words finisman,
pivotman, biznisman, kongresman, which are pronounced [finiSman], [pivotman],
[biznisman], [kongresman®®3].

» In clusters of two or more consonants, voicing assimilation occurs when two
consonants co-occur within a word that could not co-occur in domestic vocabulary, e.g.,
words augsbursky, Aztékovia, ekzém, Habsburg, rontgen, Wolfgang are pronounced
[augzburski], [astékovia], [egzém], [habzburk], [rondgen], [volwgank].

» In loanwords in which ss was or is spelled, pronunciation with unassimilated [s] is
usually maintained. For example, words glissando, pianissimo, asimildcia, asistent,
komisia, kompresor, koncesiondr, konfesionalny are pronounced [glisando],
[pi_anisimo], [asimildci__a], [asistent], [komisi__a], [kompresor], [koncesi__onar],
[konfesi__onalni].

» In some loanwords with a letter s occurring between two vowels [z] is pronounced,
e.9., mesalina, resorbovat, resumé are pronounced [mezalina], [rezorbovat’], [reziimé].
Similarly, [z] is articulated in many loanwords in which [s] occurs following a sonorous
consonant: in extenso, persiflaz, vice versa are pronounced [in__ekstenzo/in_ekstenzo],
[perziflaz], [vice__verza]. In some words, however, pronunciation is not stabilised and

a variant pronunciation with [s] is permitted, e.g., in the words garsénka, konsonant,

162 On variant pronunciations of n, cf. Subchapter 4.2.3.6 Consonants m, n and their variants.
163 On variant pronunciations of n, cf. Subchapter 4.2.3.6 Consonants m, n and their variants.

150



persona, persondl, Sanson, which can be pronounced [garsonka], [konsonant/konsonant],
[persona], [personal], [Sanson/Sanson], as well as [garzonka], [konzonant/konzonant],
[perzdna], [perzonal], [Sanzén/Sanzon].

= Usually, there is a distinction in pronunciation of words with Latin prefix di- and Latin
(or Greek) prefix dis-, dys-. In words prefixed with di-, voicing assimilation does not
usually take place. Therefore, words disimildcia, disolucia, disonancia are pronounced
[disimilaci__a], [disolaci__a], [disonanci__a]. In words containing prefixes dis-, dys-,
voicing assimilation does take place — the words disharmonia, disjunkcia, dysbdzia,
dyslalia are therefore pronounced [dizharmoéni__a], [dizjunkci__a], [dizbazi_ a],
[dizlali__a].

= In foreign words and loanwords beginning in the group ex, [gz] is pronounced in the
position of x if followed by a vowel, voiced, or sonorant consonant. The same [gz]
pronunciation is applied for x occurring in word-final position if voicing assimilation
criteria are met. Per this rule, e.g., words and phrases exaktny, exemplar, exil, existovat,
ex lex, fax dostal are pronounced: [egzaktni], [egzemplar], [egzil], [egzistovat],

[egz _leks], [fagz__dostal].

4.2.3.4 Gemination
In literary Slovak, geminate consonants occur on morphemic boundaries, i.e., on boundaries of
words not separated by a pause, on boundaries of bases in compounds, and of bases and prefixes
or suffixes.
Pronunciation rules for geminate consonants are as follows:
= Geminate consonants are pronounced when two instances of one consonant (tt, nn, ss,
etc.) or two consonants differing only in their voice (bp, dt, d%, etc.) meet within a word
or on a boundary of two words. Within a word, geminate consonants are also articulated
when two consonants differing in softness (¢, td, dt, td, etc.) co-occur. For example,
words and phrases dennodenne, chytte, mdkky, pollitrovy, vyssi, nizsi, podte, vas Ziak,
nad topolom are pronounced [d’e>nod’e>ne], [xi>te], [me>ki/*ma>ki], [po>litrovi],
[vi>$i], [ni>$i], [po>te], [va>Zziak], [na>topol'om].
= Geminate consonants are also articulated in consonant clusters when any of the letters t,
d, ¢, d co-occurs with a sibilant, such as in words dvadsat, tridsat, predsa, rozhodca,
sudca, but also in prefixed words, odcestovat, odsat, odcinit, predsudok, desatciferny,
etc. These words are articulated [dva>cat’], [tri>cat’], [pre>ca], [rozho>ca], [su>ca];

[o>cestovat’], [o>Cinit’], [pre>cudok], [desa>ciferny].
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= In certain cases, geminate consonants are also articulated when a semiocclusive and
a constrictive consonant meet on a morphemic boundary, as in the words vdcsi, véicsina,
vdcsinou, pronounced as [ve>¢i/*va>¢i], [ve>Cina/*va>Cina], [ve>¢inou/*va>¢inou].

= Geminate consonant pronunciation also takes place in words with clusters of three
consonants, if all the criteria for gemination are met and if the third consonant is [r], [l],
[I'], [v], [m], [n], or [f1], and it is not preceded by [c], [3], [¢], or [3]. For example, words
pdtslabicny, rozslabikovat, predtlac, zItsi are pronounced [pe>cslabi¢ni/* pd>cslabi¢ni],

[ro>slabikovat’], [pre>tlac], [Z]>¢i] according to this rule.

In some cases, however, dual pronunciation is permitted, particularly on the boundary of
a prefix and a base, on base boundary in compounds, if certain combinational rules are met, and
on boundaries of independent words (in this last case, non-geminate pronunciation is even
recommended). The aforementioned words and phrases predsudok, pdtslabicny, vas ziak, nad
topolom can thus also be pronounced [pretsudok], [pet’slabi¢ni/*pédtslabi¢ny], [vaz__ ziak],
[nat__topolom].*%* In numerals, a simplified pronunciation is permitted, e.g., words dvadsat,
tridsat, desattisic can be pronounced [dvacat’], [tricat’], [desat’isic], the numeral Seststo is
regularly pronounced [3esto].1%° The words dcéra, viicsmi and najvéicsmi are pronounced [céral,

[ve¢mi/*vacmi], [naive¢mi/*naiva¢mil].

Conversely, gemination does not occur:

= Geminate j is not articulated in literary Slovak, e.g., the word dvojjazycny is pronounced
[dvoijazi¢ni]. 168

= Geminate consonants are not formed on the boundaries of independent words unless two
instances of the same consonant meet in this position, nor are they formed if two
consonants differing only in voicing, or any of the combinations of consonants [t], [d],
[t], [d] with [c], [3], [€], [3] meet. Similarly, geminate consonants are not articulated if
two consonants differing only in softness meet on independent word boundaries. Phrases
umyvat sa, predstavit' si, rad som, pod sem, pred tebou are therefore pronounced

[umivat’ _sa], [prectavit’ _si], [rat__som], [pot _sem], [pret__t'ebou].

164 For more detail on variant pronunciation, cf. Kral’ (2009, p. 66).

185 For further information on the pronunciation of the consonant clusters stc, st¢l, sts, Sts, stz, stst, ststr, stst, sts,
stdn, std, sd cf. ibid., pp. 67 — 68.

186 On pronunciation of j and its variants, cf. Subchapter 4.2.3.1 Consonant j and its pronunciation variants.
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= Geminate consonants are also not articulated in clusters of three or more consonants if
the gemination conditions within for cluster are not met (see above), or if the morphemic
boundary is not perceivable. For this reason, words francizsky, odpustte, podstata, etc.
are articulated [francuski], [otpust’e], [poctata].

= Geminate consonants are similarly not formed if a hissing sibilant ([s], [z], [c], [3]) and
a hushing sibilant ([$], [z], [€], [3]) meet on a morphemic boundary or if any of the
constrictives [s], [z], [§], [Z] meet any semiocclusive ([c], [3], [€], [3]), as in the words and
phrases rozsirit, les Sumi; scitat, rozkaz cakat, néz cisti; hocco, viac ¢asu, which are
pronounced [rossirit’], [les__Sumi]; [s¢itat’], [roskas__c¢akat’], [nuoS__ Cist’i]; [hocco],

[viac__casu].

4.2.3.5 Hard and soft consonants
Slovak orthography recognizes hard, soft, and neutral, vacillating consonants. Hard
consonants include [t], [d], [n], [I], their soft counterparts are [t'], [d], [1], [I]. Some
pronunciation errors related to these consonants stem from Slovak orthography, according to
which the softness of [t'], [d’], [©i], [I'] is not marked with a caron if followed by [i], [i], [e],
[ia], [ie], [iu]. In this regard, the most troublesome is the opposition of [I] — [I'], where soft
(palatalised) [I'] is frequently substituted with a hard [I]. Literary Slovak recognizes two
pronunciation variants of [I]:

1. the so-called soft [I’] should be articulated in all cultivated literary speech, for example
in the words /ad, lan, kolko [l'ad], [an], [kolko].

2. the so-called softened [I] is formed as a result of natural articulatory assimilation of
the consonant [1] preceding an [i], [i], [e], [ia], [i€], or [iu], as in the words koleno, ale, alebo,

lipa, listie, polievat [kol'eno], [ale], [al'ebo], [ipa], [Iistie], [polievat’].

It is important to clearly distinguish the softened [I'] from the hard [1], which appears e.g., in slovo,
volat, vlak [slovo], [volat], [vlak]. However, it has to be noted that the current codification of soft
[I'] pronunciation preceding [i], [i], [e], [ia], [ie], [iu] (the case of the so-called phonologically
weak positions) does not match the real norm*®” of the literary Slovak. Due to this, a recent
handbook of Slovak orthoepy for university students by Iveta Bonova (2019, p. 53) states that, in
these phonologically weak positions, a non-palatalized (hard) [I] could be acceptable, such as in

the words lekdr, pole, which can be pronounced both [I'ekar], [pol’e] and [lekar], [pole].

167 On the term real norm, cf. Subchapter 1.2.1 Literary Czech. Usage — norm — codification.
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Disregarding the previously mentioned acceptance of hard [I] pronunciation in place of
soft [I'] in phonologically weak positions, according to the current codification, two rules apply
to the pronunciation of [t], [d], [n], [I] - [t], [d], [1a], [I']:

1. In word-final position, preceding vowels [a], [0], [u], [4], [6], [a], [¢], diphthong [u0],
or another consonant, these consonants are pronounced in accordance with orthography. If the
letter y follows t, d, n, | in writing, these consonants are articulated in a hard manner, even
though no distinction exists in phonic realisations of graphemes i and y in contemporary Slovak.

2. In domestic vocabulary, consonants [t'], [d’], [f1], [I'] are articulated in positions where
their softness is denoted with a caron, as well as when followed by [i], [i], [e], [ia], [ie], [iu] (in
such case, their softness is not marked graphically). For example, words den, deti, sloni, slonia,
slonie, véeli, okamzite, Stastne, poslem, posli, mliet, mlel, mel’, melme are pronounced [d’en],
[d’eti], [sloni], [slonia], [slonie], [fCeli], [okamzite], [Stastiie], [posSIem], [posli], [mliet’],
[mlel], [mel], [mel'me].168

However, in foreign vocabulary and loanwords, the rule of softening of [t], [d], [n], [l]
does not apply.

However, Pravidia slovenskej vyslovnosti [Rules of Slovak pronunciation] also point out
specific cases of hard pronunciation of the consonants [t], [d], [n], [1] preceding [i], [i], [¢], [i€]
in domestic vocabulary. Here we list the most important among these:®°

» forms of nominative plural of adjectives belonging to the pekny paradigm and forms of
adjectives belonging to the matkin paradigm, forms of certain numerals and passive
participles, e.g., vdzeni pritomni, Katkini pribuzni; jedni rodicia, jednej znamej; zaviati
lyziari, vyvolani Ziaci are articulated [vaZeni_ pritomni], [katkini__pribuzni];

[jedni__rod’i¢ia], [jednei__znamei]; [zaviati__liziari], [vivolani__ziaci];

= words Ziaden, hoden, vinen are pronounced [ziaden], [hoden], [vinen];

= hard pronunciation is also required in pronouns ten, tento, onen and their forms and
derivates, e.g., tej, #, tie, tito, tieto, onej: [ten], [tento], [onen], [tei], [ti], [tie], [tito],

[tieto], [onei];

= [t], [d], [n], [I] are also articulated in prefixes if the base starts with any of the vowels [i],

[i], [e], such as in the words odist, predist, odistit, predizba, in compound polizba and in

168 Forms sloni, slonia, slonie, véeli are forms of possessive adjectives, which are declined in Slovak according to
the pdvi paradigm. The unmarked form to the verbal forms poslem (1 sg decl), posii (2 sg imp) is the infinitive
poslat, which, however, is pronounced with a hard [, i.e., [posiat].

189 Cf. in detail Kral’ (2009, pp. 69 — 71).
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the words naden, podern, preden: [odist], [predist], [odist'it’], [predizba]; [polizba];
[naden], [poden], [predeii];

= hard pronunciation is also necessary in onomatopoeic words and interjections, such as
cingi-lingi, dinom-danom, fidlikat, tikat, tikot: [cingi__lingi], [dinom__danom],
[fidlikat’], [tikat'], [tikot];

= In addition to the listed cases, in literary Slovak, these frequently used words are also
articulated in a hard manner: jeden, jedendst, teda, temer, teraz, terc, vtedy, v juni, v juli,
poveternostny [jeden], [jedenast’], [teda], [temer], [teras], [terC], [ftedi], [v__juni],

[v__juli], [poveternostni].

For pronunciation of the consonants [t], [d], [n], [I] — [t], [d’], [A], [I'] in foreign and loan
vocabulary, the following rules apply:

» hard pronunciation of the consonants [t], [d], [n], [I] preceding vowels [i], [i], [e] is one
of the features of foreign vocabulary. For example, words Adela, Filip, Martin, Peter,
dekan, etnikum, liter, meter, miliarda, milion, tiger are pronounced [adela], [filip],
[martin], [peter], [dekan], [etnikum)], [liter], [meter], [mili__arda], [mili__o6n], [tiger];

* in fully naturalised foreign words, soft consonants [t'], [d’], [11], [I'] are pronounced in
place of their hard counterparts when preceding vowels [i], [i], [¢], as in the words anjel,
kosela, tehla, as well as in word bases (not preceding suffixes) of evanjelium, evanjelik,
evanjelicky: [aiijel], [arxaniel], [evanieli__ar], [evanielicki], [evaiielik], [evanieli__um)].

= soft consonants [t], [d], [11], [I'] are also articulated in loanwords when preceding
inflectional and domestic derivational suffixes and within these suffixes before [i], [i],
[e], [ia], [ie], [iu], e.g., V teréne, na bicykli, na futbale, v hoteli, vela paliet, anjlelik,
Spendlik, golier, maniak, Bengalec, terkelica, fiflena, tonina, agrdarnik, cifernik [v terénel],
[na__bicikli], [na__fudbale], [w__hoteli], [vela__paliet], [anielik], [Spendlik], [golier],
[maniak], [bengalec], [terkelica], [fiflena], [tonina], [agrarnik], [cifernik];

= hard consonants [t], [d], [n], [I] are pronounced preceding foreign — including naturalised
— suffixes -ik, -tk (evanjelik, katolik), -icky, -icky (biblicky, katolicky), -izovat
(aktualizovat), -izmus (symbolizmus), -ista (huslista), -ika (akustika), -id, -it (jodid,
igelit), -in, -inka, -inka (bernardin, pralinka, blondinka), -ent (prezident), -er, -ér
(partner, reportér), -es (notes), -e (findle) and preceding terminal vowel clusters -ia, -ie,
-ea, -ium (bestia, lapdlie, idea, evanjelium); these are therefore pronounced: [evanielik],
[katolik], [biblicki], [katolicki], [aktu__alizovat], [simbolizmus], [huslista], [akustika],
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[jodid], [igelit], [bernardin], [praligka], [blondingka], [president], [partner], [reporter],

[notes], [finale], [besti__a], [lapali__e], [ide__a], [evanieli__um].

4.2.3.6 Consonants m, n and their variants

The consonants m and n are subject to assimilatory changes in Slovak language. In the literary

language, in addition to prealveolar constrictive [n], the grapheme n can be represented in

speech by these phones:
= velar occlusive [n], which is pronounced preceding [K] and [g], e.g., banka, cengat:

[banka], [cengat’];*"™

= velar constrictive [r], which is articulated when preceding [x], e.g., melanchdlia,
synchronicky: [melanxoli__a], [sinrchronicki];

= prealveolar constrictive [n], which may be articulated preceding [s], [z], [§], [z]; in this
case, variant pronunciation is permitted; the words bansky, inzZinier, penzia can therefore
be pronounced [bansky], [inzinier], [penzi__a], as well as [bansky], [inzinier], [penzi__a];

= phone [m] is articulated in place of [n] in word-medial position when preceding bilabial
consonants [p], [b], as in the words bonbon, hanba, klenba, Zenba: [bombon], [hambal],
[klemba], [Zemba].

The grapheme m can manifest — in addition to the bilabial occlusive [m] — as a labiodental
constrictive [m], which is articulated preceding labiodental constrictives [f], [v], e.g., in the

words domvediica, amfitedter, triumf: [domveduca], [amfite__ater], [tri__umf].

4.2.3.7 Consonant clusters
Consonant clusters in literary Slovak can be divided into two groups: 1) consonant clusters that
do not undergo simplification; 2) consonant clusters that undergo simplification.
1) Consonant clusters that are not simplified in contemporary Slovak are the following:
» t,d+n,nla@n, mdn, dn tl, ¢, dl, d) — for example, words padnut, tliet, dldto,
podliehat are pronounced [padnut’], [tl'iet’], [dlato], [podliehat’];
» n,n+td 7, d(nt,nd, dr, nd, nt, nd, nt, nd) — for example, words tento, kandidat, studenti,

inde are pronounced [tento], [kandidat], [Studenti], [ind’e];

170 This type of assimilation preceding [K], [g] does not take place on word boundaries, however — for example,
phrases ten kohuit, jeden gundr are pronounced [ten _kohut], [jeden__gunar].
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L+t d ¢, d,nn(td, Iz, id, \n, In, It, Id, It, Id, In, [11) — for example, words Poltar,
halda, vina, vineny, uvolnit, volno are pronounced [poltar], [halda], [vIna], [vIneni],
[uvolnit’], [vol'no];

S, 2,8,z c+t,d+n, al I'(stn, st, zdn, zdn, stn, zdn, stl, zdl, st/, ctn) — for example,
words cestny, dazdnik, miestny, prazdniny, rastlina, starostlivy, stastny, tyzdne, vlastne
are pronounced [Cestni], [d&zdiik], [miestni], [prdzdiiini], [rastlina], [starostlivi],
[Stastni], [tizdiie], [vlastie], but a stabilised exception to this rule is the pronunciation of
numerals, e.g., Sestnast, Sestnasti (cardinal numeral), Sestndsty (ordinal numeral) are
pronounced [Sesnast’], [Sesnast’i], [Sesnasti];

ntn, ntn — for example, words bazantnica, latentne, permanentny are pronounced
[bazantiica], [latentne], [permanentni];

Ss, zs, 88, z8, zZ, 8¢, ¢s, z¢ — for example, words cernossky, muzsky, rozsirit are pronounced
[¢ernosski], [mussky], [rossirit];1"

stk, $tk; stv, nstv, Zstv, mstv; tkn, tkn, ktn, ktii; pt, ptk — for example, words ciastka,
dotknut sa, dvandstka, efektne, Egypt, dejstvo are pronounced [¢iastka], [dotknut’ _sa],

[dvanastka], [efektiie], [egipt], [d’eistvO].

2) Consonant clusters that are simplified in contemporary Slovak are:

tsk, dsk, dst, zsk, zst, dst, st ptc, dzsk, tstv, dstv, ndsk — the listed consonant clusters either
undergo simplification, or the pair of occlusive (semiocclusive) and constrictive
consonants are merged into the consonant c or ¢: e.g., words hradska, kamaratsky, ludsky,
podstata, rozstupit' sa, prievidzsky, Satstvo, Svédsko, lodstvo are pronounced [hracka],
[kamaracki], [I'ucki], [poctata], [rostapit’ _sa], [prievicky], [Sactvo], [Svécko], [loctvo];
consonant clusters zsk, zst are simplified by an elision of the consonant z: e.g., words
Francuzsko, francuzstina, perzsky are pronounced [francusko], [francustina], [perski];
consonant clusters dst, t5t, pt¢ in words such as egyptcina, odstiepok, zludstiet are
pronounced as: [egip€ina], [octiepok], [zI'uctiet’];

in consonant clusters ntsk, ndsk, the consonant pairs ts, ds are simplified by means of
assimilation into c: e.g., words asistentsky, emigrantsky, prezidentsky are pronounced
[asistencki], [emigrancki], [prezidencki];

consonant clusters stsk, ststv, s¢’sz are simplified by elision of the consonant t, or the group

st, st: e.g., words egyptsky, koptsky, mestsky are pronounced [egipski], [kopski], [meski].

171 Voicing assimilation takes place in the words muzsky, rozsirit, etc.
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4.3 Suprasegmental phenomena in Slovak

Suprasegmental speech phenomena, manifesting in units larger than a phone, i.e., syllables,
words, phrases and sentences, are formed with dynamic, tonal and temporal modulation of
speech (Kral, 1989, p. 357). Certain suprasegmental phenomena, which are labelled with
a shared name intonation’2, can be regulated with a conscious effort, others are dependent on
individual predispositions of the speaker (or are influenced by such). Pravidla slovenskej
vyslovnosti (2009, p. 79) consider stress, contrastive stress, melody and vocal strength,
pause, tempo, and rhythm to be the most important suprasegmental features. However, not all
of the listed suprasegmental means can be codified with a unified approach, since some
suprasegmental phenomena are also modified by individual characteristics of the speaker (e.g.,
speech tempo'™). Generally, though, it can be stated that the degrees of codifiability of
segmental means and intonation are not the same.!’ The Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti (ibid.)
state that the orthoepic codification of these speech features can be applied only to the so-called
intonationally neutral speech, i.e., that does not carry extralingual information, such as
information on physical and mental state of the speaker, etc. In the following part of the book,
we deal with only those suprasegmental phenomena which are described codification-wise in
the Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti (ibid., pp. 79 — 108), that is: stress, sentence stress,
contrastive stress, emphasis, sentence melody, pause. These are also the basic means of speech
phrasing. For greater transparency, examples of suprasegmental phenomena are not recorded

in phonetic transcription, but only using the symbols for individual phenomena in question.

4.3.1  Stress

Word stress is a suprasegmental phenomenon which manifests by one syllable being more
prominent than others. Stressed syllable is contrasted with unstressed syllables by its heightened
prominence. Stress manifests in words, or in a stress group, with individual syllables as its

carriers. Foregrounding of the stressed syllable is achieved by speech sound intensity and, most

172 On the relation of the terms intonation and melody, cf. Kral’ (2009, p. 79).

173 The appropriateness of speech tempo can be evaluated e.g., in relation to the contents of the speech,
communication situation, but it is heavily dependent also on the individualities of the speaker, e.g., their
temperament (Hala, 1975, p. 290). For this reason, codification of “correct” tempo would be troublesome and it
would be difficult to evaluate in relation to the norm. In evaluating tempo, it is better to focus on the
comprehensibility of the communication, or on pragmalinguistic factors. However, research has also been carried
out on the appropriate tempo (Sabol, Zimmermann, 1978; Smoldkova, 2010; Petras, 2012).

174 On the topic of intonation codification, cf. Ondrejovi¢ (2002, p. 78). The author discusses the field of intonation
as a phenomenon which is more mutable and variable, and also harder to record and codify than the segmental
sound level.
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notably, by voice pitch. Alternation of stressed and unstressed syllables results in a sinuous
movement of the intonation contour of a sentence.

In Slovak language, stress is placed on the first syllable of a word and is fixed (its position
does not change), it is therefore not used for distinguishing between words, but serves the
function of a boundary signal.

Sometimes, primary and secondary stress are distinguished. Secondary stress manifests
as a less prominent foregrounding of another syllable in a word or stress group and is placed on
a third or fourth syllable of longer words ( 'skontro, lovat) and on the first syllable of the second
base in compounds: mnohondrodnostny ('mnoho ndarodnostny), polovodi¢ ('polo,vodic),
polnohospodar (‘polno hospodar). Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti state that if both
components of a compound expression are equal (if they are written with a hyphen), the second
part of the expression also carries primary stress: Zito-zeleny (Zlto zeleny), grécko-rimsky
('grécko ‘rimsky), etc.

In Slovak, however, unstressed words — enclitics and proclitics — also exist. Enclitics —
unstressed words that are attached to the preceding stressed words as their hosts — most notably
include forms of the auxiliary verb byt (som, si, je, sme, ste...), pronoun forms (mi, ti, si, mu,
jej...) and, in some cases, also monosyllabic prepositions and conjunctions. Proclitics —
unstressed words that are attached to the following stressed words as their hosts — include
monosyllabic conjunctions and particles (a, i, aj, Ze, ked’, len, ¢i, uz). Such groups of unstressed
words and stress-carrying words form stress groups: volam sa; ‘predstav si; ‘Adam bol; ‘dal
som mu; ked’ pridu aj ‘ostatni.

In specific cases, however, enclitics and proclitics may also be stressed, particularly if
they stand alongside another unstressed word: 'dal som 'si to; 'vypocul 'som si ho...; 'ked si to
'obzrel; nevedel, Ze to ‘'moze byt...

Polysyllabic prepositions (medzi, popri, okrem, ponad...) carry stress on their first
syllables. Monosyllabic prepositions (na, pri, pred, u...) can be both stressed and unstressed.
Sometimes, a preposition may — but does not have to be — stressed in a given context. The
stressing of monosyllabic prepositions is determined chiefly by their context, meaning
prominence of the preposition in the given sentence, rhythmic foot, etc. Following
monosyllabic stressed words, monosyllabic prepositions tend to be unstressed (particularly if
in turn followed by a polysyllabic word): ‘tyzdern za ‘tyzdiom, ‘dom so ‘zdhradou.

Monosyllabic prepositions can be stressed in the following situations:

= if they occur before a monosyllabic word (especially if they follow a polysyllabic word

at the same time): z ‘roka 'na rok, 'isli 'cez les;
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= if they occur before an unstressed word: vedel ‘o tom, zaostali ‘za nim;

= monosyllabic preposition can, but does not have to be, stressed, if it is preceded by an
enclitic, proclitic, or a group of unstressed words: 'Videli, Ze si sa 'na dvore ‘zastavil. —
‘Videli, Ze si sa na 'dvore zastavil.

= the stressing of monosyllabic prepositions can sometimes be decided also by other
factors, e.g., meaning prominence of the preposition or rhythmic organisation of

sentences and utterances.'’®

4.3.2  Sentence stress, contrastive stress, and emphasis

In contrast to word stress, in which the first syllable of a word is foregrounded, sentence stress
and contrastive stress manifest as acoustic foregrounding of a word, stress group, or a phrase
in a sentence. Sentence stress is realised as a weak intonation rise; it is technically a sentence-
level parallel to the word stress. Sentence stress foregrounds the comment of the utterance.

Sentence, or rather utterance, may have objective and subjective order of the topic
(theme, that which is already known) and the comment (rheme, that which brings forth new
information). The order topic — comment is understood as objective, while comment — topic is
subjective.

Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti delimit the specific function of the contrastive stress as
follows: 1) it is melodically and dynamically prominent; 2) it serves the sense structure of the
utterance; 3) its position in a sentence is not fixed — it depends on the context, situation, stance
of the speaker towards the contents of the utterance. While sentence stress can change the
objective (topic — comment), or subjective (comment — topic) order of an utterance, contrastive
stress can, in turn, change the meaning of the utterance; compare e.g., these sentences: Clovek
ma slobodnii ' 'vélu. — Clovek mé *'slobodnii vélu. — Clovek ''md slobodnii vélu.

Sentence stress and contrastive stress are both frequently placed on evaluative lexis, such as
adjectives, adverbs, and numerals. For example, in the sentence Ziskal si velmi dobré meno,
sentence stress should be on velmi: Ziskal si 'velmi dobré meno.

Emphasis is a specific type of foregrounding; it is an emotional accent. Prominent
melodic and dynamic movement on the accentuated word is characteristic for emphasis;

a lengthening of vowels may also take place: To bolo '‘unizasnéé!

15 Cf. in detail Kral’ (2009, pp. 86 — 87).
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4.3.3  Sentence melody
Sentence melody manifests as a movement, change, and oscillation of the tonal component of
speech. It is a change in the voice pitch in speech. In literary Slovak, three basic melody types

exist: 1) conclusive cadence; 2) anticadence; 3) semicadence (inconclusive rising cadence).

o Conclusive cadence

Conclusive melody is characterised by a falling tone. Melodeme (the melodic segment with the
greatest melodic movement, the so-called characteristic tonal interval) tends to be placed on the
stretch of speech containing the comment of the utterance, or alternatively starts with the first
syllable of the word that carries contrastive stress. If the melodeme is on an stressed word, the
immediately following melodic contour tends to be more monotonous.

Conclusive cadence is the typical melodic contour for declarative sentences in Slovak
language, e.g., Parlament schvalil navrh zdkona. N), optative sentences (Kiez by sa ndam tento
rok vyhli povodne! N), exclamatory sentences (7o je zaujimavé! N) and for a specific type of
rogative sentences, variable questions — these contain question words (kto, kedy, kolko...):

Kedy bol schvaleny navrh zakona? N

o Anticadence

Tonal contour of this melody type is characterised by an upward movement towards higher
tones. The characteristic tonal contour of the utterance is dependent also on syllable length:
tonal movement is usually realised over a large melodic interval, which takes place by a gliding
movement in monosyllabic words, a large interval between the first and second syllable can be
observed in bisyllabic words; in trisyllabic and longer words, it is realised between the
penultimate and the last syllable.

Anticadence is typical for the so-called polar questions, to which a yes or no (or, more
generally, a positive or negative) answer can be provided. Correct melodic realisation of these
questions is very important, as they do not contain a question word that would signal its status
of a question. In spoken communication, melody is thus frequently the only question marker
for these. Compare: Urobil skusku. N (declaration) — Urobil skusku? 7 (question)

The topic of rhetorical and alternative questions is closely linked to the polar questions.
A question that the speaker addresses to oneself is called rhetorical. An example of such
question is Na koho som myslel?7 It is impossible to answer it in the same manner as a polar

question, with a yes or no. In the Pravidlad slovenskej vyslovnosti, such question is delimited as
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a specific type of polar question. It can have a grammatical form of a variable question, but its
phonic realisation is that of a polar question.

Questions of the Vidis ¢i nevidis? Priznavas chybu alebo ju popieras? are known as
alternative questions. In these questions, the melodeme of polar question is applied to the first
part, or rather to the first clause in the compound sentence, but the melodeme continues in an
even higher position at the onset of the second part of the utterance. The melodeme of the
alternative question is thus formed by a two-step interval, which transitions from one part of
the question into the other, and a pause can occur between these parts. Therefore, in case of the
utterance Prizndvas chybu alebo ju popieras?, the intonation peak of the first part is placed on
the segment chybu, the peak of the second part (higher that the first one) will be on the segment
alebo ju; the second intonation peak of these questions (in the example, the alebo ju segment)
is normally followed by a more monotonous melodic contour, which ends in a conclusive
cadence (in this example on the segment popieras). Melodic contours of the provided sentences
can be schematically recorded as follows: Vidis 2 ¢i nevidis? N Prizndavas chybu 72 alebo ju

popieras? N

o Semicadence

Semicadence signalises a relative independence of the preceding stretch of speech; at the same
time, it causes an expectation of conclusion of the unfinished meaning. Semicadence connects
utterance units that are in a coordinative or subordinative syntactic relation.

Literary Slovak recognises two basic forms of semicadence: rising and neutral. Rising
semicadence is similar to anticadence. An upward melodic movement occurs on the last stress
group before an inconclusive pause. In this case, it is a smaller interval that does not start as low
as in the case of anticadence. Realisation of utterances with rising semicadence can be illustrated
by complex sentences: Povedal nam 2, Ze nepride. Boli zvedavi 7, ako sa to skonci.

Neutral, non-rising semicadence can be raised and non-raised. The melodeme of a raised
non-rising semicadence is higher than that of the preceding word, and it is relatively stabilised
at this height. The last one or two syllables may fall a little lower than the preceding one.
Application of the raised non-rising semicadence can be illustrated on the complex sentences:
Neskoro sme sa dozvedeli 2, Ze treba cakat. Oprdavnend je aj otdzka >, ¢o budeme robit.

Non-raised semicadence ties utterance segments together more closely than rising or
raised semicadence. No pause is normally present in this semicadence type. It can be applied in

a complex sentence, e.g., Urobim to =, ak budem moct.
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In the Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti, falling semicadence is also delimited. It is defined
independently because the fall of this semicadence is not as steep and has a smaller interval
than the conclusive cadence of a declarative sentence. Falling semicadence is essentially
a continuation of a gradually falling sentence segment, resulting in a very close tie between the
utterance part with this semicadence and the following sentence stretch. An example of such is
Neviem N, ¢o je to.

Both the rising and neutral semicadence are seen as equal in the Pravidld slovenskej
vyslovnosti. Simultaneously, use of the rising semicadence only is not advised, especially not
repetitively in short stretches of speech. In order to show a high level of speech culture, it is
desirable to alternate different types of inconclusive melody so that the speech does not appear

mechanical, stereotypical.

4.3.4  Pause

A pause manifests in continuous speech as a break in the sound and articulatory process for an
observable amount of time. Pause is frequently realised in places where punctuation marks
(comma, full stop, bracket, hyphen, ellipsis, etc.) are used in writing.

The two basic types of pause are the physiological pause, which occurs for breathing
needs, and logical pause, which separates two relatively independent parts of an utterance.
Breath should be used in speech in such a manner that logical pauses can be also utilised for
inhales, i.e., logical pause should overlap with physiological pause.

Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti distinguish two types of realisation positions for pauses:
1) those where it can be — and usually is — realised; 2) those where a pause is necessary; 3) those
where a pause is not necessary; 4) those where a pause should not be realised.

1) Places where a pause can be — and usually is — realised represent the boundaries of
standalone sentences, boundaries of clauses in complex and compound sentences, compound
phrase, boundaries of a parenthesis, on the boundary of a foregrounded phrase, at an interrupted
or unfinished clause, following addressing and interjections, and in sentences containing direct
speech. This is, however, not an exhaustive list of potential realisations of a pause. It can also
occur in other positions, especially where it is to induce a particular effect of tension and
gradation, in places of twists in thought, before stating unexpected facts, etc. Examples:
Kvapky vody tam nebolo. || Ddavno uz neprsalo. — Svojim kamennym vyzorom, | ako sme
postrehli, | nas chcel odohnat. — Aj ona bola mladsia, | pred rokmi. — Hudba, | to je umenie! —

Deti, | pondhlajte sa!
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2) Pause is necessary in a compound phrase (vesely, mlady priatel), which could be
understood as a phrase with complex, subordinated structure (vesely mlady priatel) without it.
Pause also has to occur in places of so-called false phrases, which would otherwise also cause
an incorrect understanding of intended meaning: Vypoculi sme si prihovor poslanca a predsedu
vyznamnej politickej strany. In this utterance, a pause is to occur after the word poslanca. If it
does not, the hearer may perceive the utterance as meaning that there was one speech by a single
person with two functions. Such parsing of similar sentences is usually accompanied by
a specific melodic modulation.

A pause has to occur also in longer and syntactically more complex sentences, which
would otherwise become confusing and hard to understand. Additionally, such sentences
cannot be pronounced without a physiological pause, the position of which should, however,

take into account the semantic structure of the utterance. For example: Nedaleko tiekol potok

a zjari kvitli vokol neho kvety,

Teplica, | ktory v zime nezamrzal, akych nebolo na sirokom
okoli. Regarding intelligibility, the pause following the word nezamrzal is the most important,
the others could be omitted.

3) A pause may be omitted in all places where punctuation marks are present in graphic
rendering of the utterance, as well as in positions of conjunctions. This is especially the case in
simple coordination (Ddmy a pdni! Medved vzal oveu i jahna.) and relatively simple compound
sentences, such as Viem, co je to.

4) A pause should not occur in logically unjustified positions and in positions where it
would impede understanding of the utterance, or potentially cause misunderstandings or result

in ambiguity, etc.

164



5 Characteristics and pronunciation of Polish phones

Milena Hebal-Jezierska
This chapter deals with the characteristic and pronunciation of the Polish phones. In scholarly
works, this topic has been covered in the textbooks of phonetics and phonology, in
pronunciation exercise books and in language handbooks. Comparison of descriptions in these
publications reveals differences in the use of terminology, definitions of certain phones, and
reliance on outdated research in some phonetic phenomena. The most recent research results
are being published in scientific papers and monographs, but always deal with a single linguistic
or logopaedic topic. A complex probe into Polish phonetics has not been created. Additionally,
these reports are scattered across various journals. The aim of this chapter is to highlight the
differences in the characterisation of phones and terms across the prominent studies on Polish
phonetics, and to illuminate the current state of research in this field. We also briefly point to
the inventory of Czech and Slovak phones in order to motivate the reader to compare the

contents of this chapter with those on Czech and Slovak languages.

5.1 Division of Polish phones

Phones are usually divided into vowels and consonants in Polish scholarly literature. The main
division criteria typically used are: functional, acoustic, and articulatory. Functional criterion
takes into account the syllabicity of the phone, i.e., its ability to form syllabic nuclei. In Polish,
vowels are the carriers of syllabicity. Acoustic criterion evaluates sound characteristics, such
as pitch, force, timbre, and quantity (Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012, p. 29). Vowels are formed
by tones (they have a regular acoustic contour), while consonants are made of tones and noises
(they have irregular acoustic contour). Articulatory criterion evaluates the method of phone
creation. If a closure, constriction, or both are formed in articulation of a phone, a consonant is
pronounced. The articulation is open in vowels.

The authors of Polish studies on phonetics divide phones either on the basis of one of
these criteria, which they consider superior, or on the basis of all three. An example of the
former approach is the Fonetyka i fonologia wspolczesnego jezyka polskiego [Phonetics and
phonology of the contemporary Polish language] by Danuta Ostaszewska and Jolanta Tambor —
a publication which considers articulatory criterion the most important. The latter approach can
be seen in the Zarys fonetyki i fonologii wspotczesnego jezyka polskiego [An outline of the
phonetics and phonology of the contemporary Polish language] by Marek Wisniewski, where

all three criteria are taken into account. Due to their different approaches, non-syllabic u ([u],
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[u], [ul, [u]) and non-syllabic ([1])/[i]) are classified differently in these publications. In the
Fonetyka i fonologia wspotczesnego jezyka polskiego, they are included in the group of
semiopen consonants. Similar perception is found in the works of Bogustaw Dunaj (2015) and
Agnieszka Rosinska-Mamej (2014), while in Wisniewski (2001) and Andrzej Dyszak, Elzbieta
Laskowska, and Malgorzata Zak-Swiecicka (1997), these are not described as either vowels or
consonants. In Wisniewski’s study, they are included in the group of non-consonants,
comprising vowels and semivowels; in Dyszak, Laskowska and Zak-Swiecicka’s text, they are
given a standalone chapter. The issue with these phones dwells in the fact that, from functional
point of view, they behave as consonants. From acoustic point of view, however, non-syllabic
I is considered a mixed phone with an insignificant amount of noise (Dyszak, Laskowska,
Zak-Swigcicka, 1997, p. 93, in Dtuska, 1983, p. 14). The articulatory criterion is interpretation-
dependent. From articulatory standpoint, these two phones are open (articulated
without closure), but “with a prominent narrowing (transition between an opening
and a constriction)”1’® (Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012, p. 35). Depending on the evaluation of the
narrowing, they are either considered consonants/non-consonants or a standalone
phone group. In older works (e.g., Jassem), these phones were also perceived as vowels
(Wierzchowska 1965, p. 70).

One further classification that makes appearance in Polish scholarly literature has to be
noted, having been used in the Fonetyka i fonologia [Phonetics and phonology] (1995)
by Leokadia Dukiewicz and Irena Sawicka. The authors utilise the vocoid — contoid opposition.
These terms were introduced by Kenneth Lee Pike (1947) for the purposes of phone
categorisation on the basis of articulatory and acoustic criteria. This classification is contrasted
with the division into vowels and consonants on the basis of functional criterion (Dukiewicz,
Sawicka, 1995, p. 24).

In this book, we divide phones into vowels, consonants and semivowels, which include

the non-syllabic u and non-syllabic i.

5.2 Polish vowels
Bozena Wierzchowska (1965, p. 69) defines vowels as follows: “Vowels are sounds in the
articulation of which a channel without closures and strictures is formed in the central plane of

the speech organs.”!’” Danuta Ostaszewska and Jolanta Tambor (2012, p. 30) approach this

176 In original: “ale z silnym przewezeniem (posrednim migdzy otworem a szczeling)”.
7 In original: “Do samoglosek zaliczane sa dzwieki, przy ktorych wytwarzaniu w $rodkowej ptaszczyznie
narzadéw mowy powstaje kanat bez zwar¢ i szczelin.”
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term in a similar fashion: “in articulation of vowels, in the central plane of the speech apparatus,
a channel without closures and strictures is formed”’®. In Polish language, all vowels are
voiced, syllabic and formed by tones. In certain positions, e.g., in word-final position, they may
be devoiced (Nowakowski, 1997, p. 107).

In the description of Polish vowels in scholarly literature, articulatory criteria are taken
into account — vertical and horizontal position of the tongue and the participation of lips in
articulation Marek Wisniewski (2001) also describes the movements of the palatal uvula,
and Wierzchowska (1965) and Bogumita Toczyska (2016) the movements of the lower jaw
(mandible).

The division adopted in this book is based on a phone’s occurrence in an independent
position. We distinguish basic vowels and their allophones, which occur only in certain phonic
contexts. Allophonic variants are described on the basis of the most up-to-date findings of Piotr
Wojdak (2018). phonics realisations of the letters ¢ and ¢ are also included in discussion of
vowels, despite these not being such, as it is quite likely that the reader will look up the letters
¢ and ¢ in this subchapter. In description of phonic equivalents of the letters ¢ and ¢, we also

provide data from the research of Anita Lorenc (2016).

5.2.1 Basic vowels

Six basic vowels are recognised in the Polish language: [i], [y]. [€], [a], [0], [u].

These are oral vowels, monophthongs (consisting of one segment). Polish, in contrast with
Czech and Slovak, does not have long vowels, it is therefore the most limited in the richness of
inventory of vowels occurring in independent positions. However, it is the only of these
languages to have distinct phonetic values for graphemes y and i.

In this study, on the basis of the newest findings in the field of phonetics, we assume that
monophthong nasal vowels do not exist in Polish. Contrary to popular belief, g and ¢ are letters
and do not simply represent vowels. Their sound realisation shall be discussed later.

The division of basic vowels according to the articulatory criterion is depicted in the
following table. In addition, it includes the lower jaw participation criterion, which is usually
not taken into account in linguistic studies. However, it is considered important by stage
pronunciation speakers. The lower jaw participation criterion was explored by Toczyska
(2016, p. 24).

178 In original: “w czasie wymawiania samoglosek w $rodkowej plaszczyznie aparatu mowy powstaje kanat bez
zwar¢ i szczelin”.
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Table 11: Categorisation of basic vowels on the basis of articulatory criterion as per Toczyska (2016, p. 24).

Vowel Horizontal Vertical tongue | Lip Lower jaw
tongue position | position participation participation

[a] central open natural wide

[e] front mid spread neutral

vl front close spread narrow

[i] front close spread narrow

[0] back mid rounded neutral

[u] back close rounded narrow

5.2.1.1 Pronunciation and characteristics of basic vowels

The pronunciation descriptions of individual vowels are based on the works of Barbara
Karczmarczuk (2012), Bogumita Toczyska (2016), Ewa Skorek (2010), and Bozena
Wierzchowska (1964).

o Vowel [a]

In the articulation of the phone [a], the tongue is in the lowest position from among all Polish
vowels. Jaw angle is wide, the mandible stays relaxed. The tongue touches the lower incisors.
Lips maintain their natural position, that is, they are neither spread nor compressed, but are

prominently rounded.

o Vowel [e]
In the pronunciation of the phone [e], the tongue takes a central position on the vertical axis.
The tip of the tongue touches the lower incisors. Lips are slightly spread and tense. Lower jaw

is in neutral position, it is slightly lowered.
o Vowel [0]

The tongue is positioned in the back of the oral cavity, its tip stays near the teeth. Lips are
rounded and slightly protruded. Lower jaw is open wider than in [e], but less so than in [a].
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o Vowel [u]

In pronunciation of the phone [u], the tongue is resting in the back of the oral cavity, but not as
much as in [0]. Lips are compressed and rounded, as well as protruded. The tongue is close to
the lower teeth. The phone [u] is the phonic realisation of two graphemes, u and 6.

o Vowel [i]
The tongue is moved forward and points to the lower teeth. It is arched. The lips are more spread

than in any other Polish vowel.

o Vowel [y]

This is a phone that is the most difficult to pronounce for most foreigners. For this reason, we
decided to pay closer attention to it, building on the descriptions by Karczmarczuk (2012),
Toczyska (2016) and Skorek (2010).

The lips are more closed than in [e], but less so than in [i] (Karczmarczuk, 2012, p. 88),
and are more spread than in pronunciation of [e] (Toczyska, 2016). Tongue is arched in the
middle. The tip of the tongue is resting against the lower incisors; the lower jaw is in a central-
raised position (Toczyska, 2016).

Toczyska (ibid.) also suggests what should be avoided in practicing the pronunciation of
the phone [y]:

= the back part of the tongue should not be lowered;

= the tongue should be moved to a fronted position, it should not be retracted into the oral
cavity;

= the lips should not be relaxed.

As a result of assimilation'”®, the basic vowels and their allophones influenced by a nasal phone
(e.g., [n], [m], [u], [i]) may become nasalised (see below). Nasalised phone is not the same as
a nasal phone. The basic nasalised vowels in Polish language are: [a], [€], [S], [i], [¥], [G]. The
examples of occurrence of these nasalised vowels are: szansa [$ausa], wgs [vous], kunsztowny

Vo~

[kiiustovny], pansko [paiuko], czynsz [¢§us], pensja [péusii].

179 Change of one or more features of a phone due to the influence of a neighbouring phone, e.g., when a nasal
phone influences an oral phone, making it nasalised.
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5.2.2  Vowel allophones
In Polish language, in addition to the basic vowels, there exist also their allophonic variants,
which are either centralised, or with a raised articulation relative to the basic vowels.
Centralised phones and/or phones with a fronted articulation may additionally be nasalised or
devoiced (Wisniewski, 2001, p. 85). This takes place when a basic vowel occurs in proximity
of soft consonants or certain glides (semivowels). Under such circumstances, a change in vowel
articulation takes place. Only the vowels [a], [0], [e], [u] have allophones in Polish. In
transcription, these are marked with one or two dots positioned above the vowel.
Wisniewski'® (2001, p. 74) observes the occurrence of vowel allophones in the following

contexts:

* in a position between two soft consonants, e.g., in the word ciocia;

» in a position bordered by j on both sides, e.g., in the word jajko;

* in a position following j and preceding a soft consonant, e.g., in the word Jas;

= in a position following a soft consonant and preceding j, e.g., in the word dzieje;

in word-final position following a soft consonant or j 8%,

Additionally, as Wojdak (2018, citing Sawicka, 1995, p. 124) states, raised e and 0 may occur
facultatively, when in proximity of other glides, such as oral j, [1], specifically nasal j, [1],
non-syllabic oral and nasal u ([u] and [u], respectively).

In contemporary scholarly sources, there is a confusion regarding the number of variants
of the described phones, as well as notation of vowels with raised or centralised articulation. In
this book, we are drawing from the results presented by Wojdak in the article titled Kiedy
Zjedng kropkq, kiedy z dwiema? O polozeniu jezyka podczas artykulacji niesamodzielnych
wariantow samoglosek [When one dot, when two? On the position of the tongue in articulation
of vowel allophones] (2018).

Following Wojdak (2018, p. 25), we therefore adopt this notation for vowel allophones:

= two dots — “centralisation of articulation in relation to the basic vowel, i.e., deviation of

182 _ jts movement forward (in [4], [8], [ii]) or

the tongue toward the neutral position
backward (in [€]), with a facultative raised articulation; ([{i]) is not raised, since [u] itself

is already raised,;

180 Wisniewski refers to the works of Zdzistaw Sieber (1966), Maria Steffen-Batogowa (1975), Ostaszewska and
Tambor (1990), Dukiewiczova (1995), and Sawicka (1995).

181 Widniewski, on basis of findings of Sawicka (1995, pp. 122 — 123).

182 In original: “centralizacja artykulacji w stosunku do samogloski podstawowej, czyli odchylenie jezyka
w Kierunku potozenia neutralnego”.
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= one dot — standalone raising of articulation (relative to the basic vowel), without
centralisation ([¢], [0]) (Wojdak, 2018, p. 25).

5.2.2.1 Inventory of vowel allophones

In listing vowel allophones (with the exception of nasalised and desonorised variants), we are
following the conclusions presented in the previously cited paper by Piotr Wojdak (2018, p. 24).
We would like to remind of the differences between the inventory mentioned here and the

notation of vowel allophones and information included in other Polish phonetic works.

Vowel allophones (not including nasalised and desonorised variants)

Allophones of the vowel [u]:

= close, back, centralised u — [ii];
Allophones of the vowel [e]:

» mid-raised, front e — [¢];
Allophones of the vowel [a]:

= open-raised, central, centralised a — [4];
Allophones of the vowel [o]:

* mid-raised, back o0 - [0];

» mid-raised, back, centralised o — [6];

As we have already mentioned, the listed variants can be nasalised or devoiced as a result of

assimilation (Wisniewski, 2001, p. 85).

5.2.3  Nasal vowels
In this publication, we are following the conclusion of Wisniewski (2001, p.76) and
Ostaszewska and Tambor (2012, p. 61) that synchronously pronounced monophthong nasal
vowels do not exist in the Polish language. phonic realisations of the letters ¢ and ¢ preceding
constrictive phones in word-medial position are here considered phones comprising more than
a single segment; their articulation is asynchronous on the basis of the research and
sources cited.

Synchronous nasality takes place when “both cavities — oral and nasal — participate in the

phone articulation from start to finish. Soft palate does not form a closure with the back wall of
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the pharynx, nor with the back of the tongue. (...) Asynchronous course (...) takes place when
the soft palate allows the exhaled airstream into the nasal cavity with a slight delay relative to
the opening of the oral cavity”*®® (Dukiewicz, 1995, p. 29).

The polysegmental character of the described phones was addressed as early as by Tytus
Benni (1924, p. 21). He claimed that Polish nasal vowels have a diphthongal character, i.e.,
they comprise two segments. Bronistaw Roctawski (1976, in Lorenc 2016, p. 329) also talked
about the two-segmental realisation of Polish nasal vowels. Dukiewicz (1995, p. 33) writes
about instrumental, auditive tests, which confirm the polyphthongal and oftentimes
asynchronous articulation of the phonic equivalents of ¢ and ¢ preceding constrictive phones in
word-medial position. This is in agreement with the findings of Halina Koneczna (1934),
Dukiewicz (1967), Maria Zagorska-Brooks (1964), Wierzchowska (1966). Lorenc (2016,
p. 329) adds also the studies of Koneczna (1965), Maria Diuska (1950), Wierzchowska (1971)
to this group. Despite their disagreement on the structural details of the so-called nasal
vowels!84, all of these authors agreed on the fact that these vowels do not comprise one sound
element, and are thus not monophthongs.

Despite a volume of research carried out by prominent Polish phoneticians, a myth of ¢
and ¢ vowels persists to this day. It is fed by schools and orthography, which suggest that ¢ and
¢ are vowels just like the monophthongal [e], [o], [i], [y], [u]. Many publications provide
information suggesting that the phonic realisation of the letters ¢ and ¢ in the specified position
is synchronous and monophthongal. Stownik wymowy polskiej [Dictionary of Polish
pronunciation] (1977) serves as an example — its authors consider synchronous pronunciation
of these phones to be the correct one.

All the contemporary phonetics handbooks of the Polish language (Wisniewski, 2001;
Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012; Dyszak, Laskowska, Zak-Swie;cicka, 1997; Rosinska-Mamej,
2014; Dunaj, 2015) and pronunciation rulebooks (Dunaj, 2006; Karpowicz, 2018) written by
experts contain information about diphthongal phonic realisation of the letters ¢ and ¢ in word-
medial position preceding a constrictive phone. The findings from recent experimental phonetic

18 In original: “obie jamy — ustna i nosowa — uczestnicza w artykulacji gloski od jej poczatku do konca.
Podniebienie migkkie nie tworzy zwarcia ani ztylng $cianka gardla, ani ztylem jezyka. (...) Przebieg
asynchroniczny (...) polega na tym, ze podniebienie miekkie otwiera strumieniowi wydychanego powietrza dostep
do jamy nosowej z pewnym opdznieniem w stosunku do otwarcia ustnego.”

184 The terms nasal vowels and nasals are used in Polish scholarly literature, either in quotation marks, or without
them, but accompanied by a “so-called”, to denote the phonic realisation of the letters ¢ and ¢ in word-medial
position preceding a constrictive (Steffen-Batogowa, 1975, pp. 30 — 34, in Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012, p. 60).
This is related to the fact that, in older literature, these were considered monophthongs with a synchronous
articulation, while today they are perceived as polysegmental phones with asynchronous articulation.
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research carried out by Lorenc (2016) have to be mentioned here, as they prove the
polysegmental pronunciation of the equivalents of ¢ and ¢ in the described position.

5.2.3.1 What are ¢ and ¢ — an explanation
The graphemes ¢ and ¢ are evaluated here as having their phonetic value dependent on the

phonic context in which they occur.

o Phonic equivalents of the letter ¢ in word-final position
In the contemporary handbooks (Wisniewski, 2001; Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012; Dunaj, 2015),
the following are listed as correct phonic representations of the letter ¢ in word-final position.
Due to the differences in their interpretations, we also provide the names of authors listing the
individual realisations. These are:
= vowel [e], e.g., moge [moge] (Wisniewski, 2001, Dunaj, 2015; Ostaszewska, Tambor,
2012);
= diphthong comprising an oral vowel [e] and nasal semivowel with a value of non-syllabic
nasal u, marked as [u], e.g., moge [mogeu] (Wisniewski 2001; Dunaj 2015);
= diphthong comprising a nasalised vowel'®® [&] and nasal semivowel with a value of
non-syllabic nasal u, marked as [u], e.g., moge [mogé&u] (Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012;
Wisniewski, 2001 — seen as a permissible variant).

Diphthong comprising an oral vowel [e] and nasal semivowel with a value of non-syllabic u [y],

as in [mogeu], is considered incorrect.

185 Nasalised vowel formed as a result of assimilation (under the influence of a nasal phone).
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According to the research carried out by Lorenc (2016, p. 327) using experimental
phonetic methods, the phonic realisation of the letter ¢ in word-final position is as follows!:
= single-segment realisation (oral phase) — 37.93 % of verified instances;
= two-segment realisation (oral phase, followed by oral-nasal phase) — 34.48 % of
verified instances;
= three-segment realisation (oral phase, followed by oral-nasal phase, followed by nasal

phase) — 27.58 % of verified instances.

o Phonic equivalents of the letter a in word-final position
In the contemporary handbooks (Wisniewski, 2001; Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012; Dunaj, 2015),
the following are listed as correct representations of the letter ¢ in word-final position.
= diphthong comprising an oral vowel [0] and nasal semivowel with a value of non-syllabic
nasal u, marked as [U], e.9., mogqg [mogou] (Wisniewski 2001; Dunaj 2015);
= diphthong comprising a nasalised vowel [6] and nasal semivowel with a value of
a non-syllabic nasal u, marked as [u], e.g., mogg [mogou] (Ostaszewska, Tambor,
2012; Wisniewski, 2001 — as a permissible variant).

Diphthong comprising an oral vowel [e] and a nasal semivowel with a value of non-syllabic
u [u], as in [mogouyl], is considered incorrect.

The pronunciation of this phone as a vowel [0] in word-terminal position is incorrect, as
well as unacceptable for most Poles. This manner of pronunciation may even be ridiculed,
especially in case of public figures or people with public trust, e.g., teachers.

According to the research carried out by Lorenc (2016, p. 328) using experimental
phonetic methods, the letter ¢ in word-final position is realised as a phone comprising three
segments: The first is the oral phase, followed by oral-nasal phase, and finally nasal phase. This

realisation was observed in full 100 % of the observed samples.

186 «The detection of sound emission sources with an anticipated threshold of 3 dB drop of acoustic pressure
allowed to recognize three phases of articulation of nasal vowels, which are: 1. Oral phase — expulsion with
resonance in oral cavity occurs. 2. Oral-nasal phase — characterised by participation of both the oral and nasal
energy. 3. Nasal phase — takes place solely with resonance in nasal cavity” (Lorenc, 2016, p. 324). (In original:
“Przeprowadzona detekcja zrodet emisji dzwigku z przyjetym progiem spadku ci$nienia akustycznego
wynoszacym 3 dB pozwolita wyodrebni¢ trzy fazy artykulacji samogosek nosowych, takie jak: 1. Faza ustna —
powstajaca z wylacznym udzialem rezonansu jamy ustnej. 2. Faza ustno-nosowa — charakteryzujgca si¢
réwnoczesnym udziatem energii ustnej i nosowej. 3. Faza nosowa — powstajaca z wytacznym udzialem rezonansu
jamy nosowej.”)
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o Phonic equivalents of the letter ¢ in word-medial position preceding a constrictive
other than [z] or [$]
In the contemporary handbooks (Wi$niewski, 2001; Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012; Dunaj, 2015),
the following are listed as correct representations of the letter ¢ in word-medial position (when
preceding a constrictive other than Z or ). These are:
= diphthong comprising an oral vowel [e] and a nasal semivowel with a value of
non-syllabic nasal u, marked as [u], e.g., kes [keus] (Wisniewski 2001; Dunaj 2015);
= diphthong comprising a nasalised vowel [€] and a nasal semivowel with a value of
non-syllabic nasal u, marked as [u], e.g., kes [k&us] (Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012;

Wisniewski, 2001 — as a permissible variant).

According to the research carried out by Lorenc (2016, p. 325) using experimental phonetic
methods, the realisation of the letter ¢ in word-medial position (preceding a constrictive) is as
follows:
= two-segment realisation (oral phase, then oral-nasal phase) — 84.21 % of realisations;
= single-segment realisation (oral phase) — 6.58 % of realisations.
= three-segment realisation (oral phase, oral-nasal phase, nasal phase) — 5.26 % of
realisations;
= four-segment realisation (oral phase, oral-nasal phase, nasal phase, and finally oral-nasal
phase) — 3.94 % of realisations.

o Phonic equivalents of the letter ¢ in word-medial position preceding a constrictive
other than [z] or [§]
In the contemporary handbooks (Wisniewski, 2001; Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012; Dunaj, 2015),
multiple correct representations of the letter ¢ in word-medial position (preceding a constrictive
other than Z or s) are provided. These are:
= diphthong comprising an oral vowel [0] and a nasal semivowel with a value of
non-syllabic nasal u, marked as [u], e.g., mgz [mous] (Wisniewski 2001; Dunaj 2015);
= diphthong comprising a nasalised vowel [6] and a nasal semivowel with a value of
non-syllabic nasal u, marked as [u], e.g., mgz [mous] (Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012;

Wisniewski, 2001 — as a permissible variant).
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According to the research carried out by Lorenc (2016, p. 326) using experimental phonetic

methods, the letter ¢ in word-medial position (preceding a constrictive other than z or s) is

realised as follows:

four-segment articulation (oral phase, oral-nasal phase, nasal phase, and finally oral-nasal
phase) — 45.88 % of realisations;

two-segment articulation (oral and oral-nasal phases) — 37.65 % of realisations;
three-segment articulation (oral phase, oral-nasal phase, nasal phase) — 16.47 % of

realisations.

Phonic equivalents of the letters ¢ and ¢ in word-medial position preceding Z and §

In the contemporary handbooks (Wisniewski, 2001; Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012; Dunaj, 2015),

the following are listed as correct representations of the letters ¢ and ¢ in word-medial position

preceding Z and s:

diphthong comprising an oral vowel [e]/[o] and a nasal semivowel with a value of
non-syllabic nasal u, marked as [u], e.g., czes¢ [Ceusc] (Wisniewski 2001; Dunaj 2015);
diphthong comprising an oral vowel [e]/[o] and a nasal semivowel with a value of
non-syllabic nasal i, marked as [i], e.9., czes¢ [¢eis¢] (Wisniewski 2001; Dunaj 2015);
diphthong comprising a nasalised vowel [€]/[5] and a nasal semivowel with a value of
non-syllabic nasal u, marked as [u], e.g., czes¢ [¢€usc] (Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012;
Wisniewski, 2001 — as a permissible variant).

diphthong comprising a nasalised vowel [€]/[6] and a nasal semivowel with a value of
non-syllabic nasal i, marked as [i], e.g., czes¢ [¢€i§¢] (Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012;

Wisniewski, 2001 — as a permissible variant).

Phonic equivalents of letter groups -e¢t/-gf

The letter ¢ preceding the letter / is phonically realised as e, e.g., pfyneta [puyneua]. The letter

g preceding 7 is phonically realised as o, e.g., pfyngt [puynou].

Phonic equivalents of the letter group -eli

The letter ¢ standing before the letter 7 in this group is phonically realised as e, e.g., ptyneli

[puyne’li].
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o Phonic equivalents of the letters ¢ and ¢ in word-medial position preceding
a non-constrictive phone

Phonic realisation of the letters ¢ and ¢ in word-medial position when preceding

a non-constrictive will be labelled consonantic pronunciation in this book. The term

asynchronous pronunciation will be reserved for the realisation of the polysegmental letters ¢

and ¢ in word-medial position when preceding a constrictive and for realisation of

polysegmental letters in word-final position.

o Phonic equivalents of the letter ¢ in word-medial position preceding occlusive
bilabial phones [p], [p’], [b], [P’]
The letter ¢ is realised as [em] in this context, e.g., dostgp [dostemp], gleboko [guemboko].

o Phonic equivalents of the letter ¢ in word-medial position preceding occlusive
bilabial phones [p], [p’], [b], [b’]
The letter ¢ is realised as [om] in this context, e.g., kgpa¢é [kompac], glgb [guomp].

o Phonic equivalents of the letter ¢ in word-medial position preceding occlusive or
semiocclusive apico-dental phones [t], [t’], [d], [d’]. [3]. [3’], [c], [C’]
The letter ¢ is realised as [en] in this context, e.g., bede [bende].

o Phonic equivalents of the letter ¢ in word-medial position preceding occlusive or
semiocclusive apico-dental phones [t], [t’], [d], [d’], [3]. [3’], [c], [C’]
The letter ¢ is realised as [on] in this context, e.g., kgt [kont].

o Phonic equivalents of the letter ¢ in word-medial position preceding occlusive or
semiocclusive apico-alveolar phones [t], [t’], [d], [d’], [3], [3’], [c], [¢’]

The letter ¢ is realised as [en] in this context, e.g., meczy¢ [mency¢].
o Phonic equivalents of the letter ¢ in word-medial position preceding occlusive or

semiocclusive apico-alveolar phones [t], [t’], [d], [d’], [3], [3’], [c], [¢’]

The letter ¢ is realised as [on] in this context, e.g., fgczy¢ [uoncyc].
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o Phonic equivalents of the letter ¢ in word-medial position preceding semiocclusive
prepalatal phones [3], [€]

The letter ¢ is realised as [en] in this context, e.g., pie¢ [p’1€n¢].

o Phonic equivalents of the letter ¢ in word-medial position preceding semiocclusive
prepalatal phones [3], [€]

The letter g is realised as [on] in this context, e.g., bgdz [bonc].

o Phonic equivalents of the letter ¢ in word-medial position preceding occlusive
postpalatal and velar phones [Kk], [K’], [g], [g’]
The letter ¢ is realised as [en] in this context, e.g., lek [lenk].

o Phonic equivalents of the letter ¢ in word-medial position preceding occlusive
postpalatal and velar phones [k], [K’], [g], [g’]
The letter ¢ is realised as [on] in this context, e.g., fgka [uonka].

5.3 Polish semivowels
Polish semivowels are:
= non-syllabic oral u [u], e.g., fawka [uafka], terapeuta [terapeuta];
= non-syllabic oral i [1], e.g., jutro [wutro];
= non-syllabic nasal u [u], e.g., awans [avaus];
= non-syllabic nasal i [i], e.q., koriski [koiski];
= non-syllabic oral voiceless u [u], e.g., rzek#szy [zekuSy] (it is articulated when [y] stands
between two voiceless phones or in word-final position after a voiceless phone; it is an
optional variant);

= non-syllabic oral softened u [u], e.g., weekend [y ikent].

5.4 Polish consonants

Bozena Wierzchowska (1965, p. 69) describes consonants as phones, in articulation of which
a closure, constriction, or a combination thereof, is formed in the central plane of the
articulatory organs. The classification of Polish consonants is rather complicated, particularly
so in comparison with Czech and Slovak classifications. Polish language has the richest

inventory of consonants from among these languages — this is linked to the absence of softened
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phones in Czech and Slovak. These two also utilise fewer palatal consonants. Nor do Czech
and Slovak descriptions mention devoiced sonorant phones.

There are many disagreements about the Polish consonants among the current scholarly
sources. The following overview of differences in classification of phones is based on the recent
works of Marek Wisniewski (2001), Danuta Ostaszewska and Jolanta Tambor (2012),
Agnieszka Rosinska-Mamej, Andrzej Dyszak, Elibieta Laskowska, and Matgorzata Zak-
Swiecicka (1997), and Bogustaw Dunaj (2015). The most recent research results by Anita
Lorenc (2018) also reveal new information about the place of articulation of the phones [3] and
[1], as well as about the character of the phone [l].

The main differences in the listed studies are:

= classification of the phonic equivalent of the letters ch and h preceding the vowels [i] and

[1], as in the words Chiny, hiacynt, dach domu: Wisniewski (2001) considers the phones

[x’], [y’] postpalatal. Same is concluded by Dunaj (2015), who records them as [X]/[Y]

and describes them as postpalatal. Ostaszewska and Tambor (2012) and Dyszak,

Laskowska, and Zak-Swiecicka (1997), however, consider these velar softened phones —

[x°], [¥'];

= classification of the phone represented by letters n and 7, occurring before soft postpalatal
phone, or letter 7 occurring before velar phone, as in the words barika, sukienki: this
phone is interpreted as softened velar [n’] in Wisniewski (2001), but postpalatal [g] in

Dunaj (2015);

= classification of semivowels [u], [u], [ul, [u], [1], [i]: in the works of Ostaszewska
and Tambor (2012), and Dunaj (2015), the semivowels are included among
consonants, in Wisniewski (2001) among non-consonants, and in Dyszak, Laskowska,
and Zak-Swiecicka, they are presented as a standalone group;

= classification of the phones [3] and [1] on the basis of place of articulation: the most recent
research (Lorenc, 2018) concludes that these are articulated on the posterior gums and
not on the gums in general, as stated in other publications;

= classification of devoiced sonorant softened phones, e.g., [m’]: in the works of

Ostaszewska, Tambor, and Rosinska-Mamej, these are considered to be a part of Polish

phonetic inventory. In the works of Wisniewski (here with the exception of [n’]) and

Dunaj, these phones are absent. Dyszak, Laskowska, and Zak-Swigcicka do list these, but

do note that they are a source of controversy;
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= (differences in the inventory of phones arising through assimilation and belonging among
optional variants, such as apico-alveolar constrictive n [i] listed by Wisniewski (2001),
which arises as a facultative phonic realisation of the sequences nw, nf;

= names of phones; the phones that are defined as apico-dental in other texts are labelled
as dental in the work of Ostaszewska and Tambor (2012), and apico-alveolar phones as

alveolar.

5.4.1 Division of Polish consonants
In Polish scholarly literature, consonants are divided according to the following criteria:
= place of articulation,
= manner of articulation,
= voicing,
= acoustic qualities of phones,
» movement of the palatal uvula,
= movement of the blade of the tongue,

= additional articulatory movements or absence thereof.

The listed set of criteria represents the most exhaustive summary that — in this full
form — is not available in any other single publication. Some of the mentioned criteria overlap:
for example, the movement of the tongue blade may, but does not have to be, an additional
articulatory movement. The classification on the basis of the additional articulatory movement

is applied in the most recent text by Dunaj (2015 and reissues).

5.4.1.1 Division of Polish consonants on the basis of acoustic properties: sonorant
consonants and consonant pairs
Sonorants are similar to vowels regarding their acoustic and articulatory properties (Dunaj,
2017, p. 17). Due to this, they were labelled neutral, transitional, “co-opened”. Maria Dtuska
and Zenon Klemensiewicz claim that these phones exist “between” consonants and vowels
(Dyszak, Laskowska, Zak-Swigcicka, 1997, p. 61). Sonorant phones are voiced, they have
a regular acoustic contour. In certain phonic contexts, they may lose their voicing. Phones
characterised by qualities typical for consonants are known as (voice) paired consonants

(obstruents).

180



Sonorants include [1], [1], [I’], [m], [m], [m’], [n], [n], [n], [a], [a], [0], [0], [9)[n’],
[0)/[v’], [r], [], [r’], and, depending on the specific publication, may include the equivalents of
voiceless sonorant softened phones, e.g., [I’], [m’], [r’]. In addition, laryngeal phones [1], [],
[’] may be recognised, as in Dyszak, Laskowska, and Zak-Swiecicka.

Paired consonants include [b], [c], [¢], [€], [d], [d], [3], [3], [3]. [f], [g]. [d], [X], [X}/[x’],
(vl [yVIY'L [KD, [D, [pl, [s], [8D (81 [t [t], [v1, [z, [2], [2], [b], [¢’], [€°], [d°], [3°], [3°), [F],
[p’1, [s°], [8°], [t’], [V’], [2’], [2’]. Every paired consonant occurs in a pair comprising a voiced

and a voiceless phone, e.g., [p] — [b].

5.4.1.2 Division of Polish consonants on the basis of voicing: voiced and voiceless
consonants

Movement of vocal cords, or rather the folds in the larynx, is related to the voicing of phones.

When vocal folds are constricted, air encounters an obstruction, which causes it to vibrate — this

is audible as a basic tone. Basic tone is labelled as voice (Wisniewski, 2001, p. 40). If the vocal

folds are open, air flows without any obstructions and the basic tone is thus not created, the

articulated phone is voiceless.

Voiced consonants: [b], [d], [d], [3], [3], [3]. [g]. [4], ¥VI¥'], [¥], [V, [2], [, [Z], [b’],
[d'], [3°], [3°], [V'], [2°], [2°], [1], [m], [n], [n], [a], [0], [0V[0’], [r], [I'], [m’], [r"].

Voiceless consonants: [c], [¢], [€], [f], [x], [XV[x’], [k], [X], [p], [s], [$]. [8], [t], [t], [¢’], [€°],
[, [p°], [s°], [8°], [T']-

Desonorised consonants: [1], [m], [n], [0, [n], [9)/[y’], [r].

Sonorants are voiced in independent positions, but lose their voicing in Polish language
if they occur in word-medial position between voiceless phones, as in the word czosnku, or in
word-final position following a voiceless phone, as in the word mysl. Loss of voicing can
facultatively occur at the beginning of a word, if the sonorant precedes a voiceless phone, as in

the word msza.
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5.4.1.3 Division of Polish consonants on the basis of presence or absence of additional
articulation with participation of the blade of the tongue: hard, softened, and soft

consonants

o Articulation without participation of the blade of the tongue: hard consonants

This group includes the consonants:

[b], [c], [€], [d], [d], [3], 3], [£], [g], [x], [y], (K], [p], [s], (81, [t], [t], [V, [z], [Z], [m], [m], [n],
[n], [n], [ o], [p], (11, (11, [x], [r]

o Articulation with participation of the blade of the tongue as an additional
articulation: softened consonants

This group includes the consonants:

[b’], [¢’), [€°], [d°], [3°], [ 3], [F], [m’], [U], [°], [p°], [8°), [8°), [°], [2°], [V'], [2°]
Ostaszewska, and Tambor (2012), as well as Wisniewski (2001) also consider [x’], [n’],

[n’], [y’] to be softened. Ostaszewska and Tambor (2012) also include here the softened variants

of sonorants which lost their voicing, e.g.,, [m’], [0’], [p’], [I’], [r’]. Dunaj (2015) does not

mention these in his classification. Wisniewski (2001, p. 58) mentions only [p’] from among

these, in an example expression czosnkiem in Krakow-Poznan dialectal pronunciation.
According to the current research, articulation of softened labial phones is asynchronous,

not synchronous as previously believed.

o Articulation with the blade of the tongue which does not represent an additional
articulatory movement: soft consonants

This group includes the consonants:

[¢], [3], [$], [2], [X], [g], [n], []
Dunaj (2015) also includes [x], [Y] and [g], [1] in this category.

5.4.1.4 Categorisation of Polish consonants on the basis of manner of articulation

In Polish language, these methods of articulation are distinguished: occlusion (i.e., total
closure), semiocclusion (occlusion and constriction), constriction (i.e., narrowing). The
classification of phones is therefore as follows:

= occlusive phones (occlusive-explosive):

[b], [b°], [d], [d’], [d], [a], [9]. [K], [], [p], [p’], [t], [ t], [t'];
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= semiocclusive phones (affricates):

[c]. [c’], [€], [€], [€’]. [3], [3°], [3], [3). [3]:
= constrictive phones:
[£], [T, [x], (XVIX’], [y] VYYD [s), 8L [s°], 81 [8°], [vD, V'], [2], [2], [2°], [2], [2°];

= semiopen consonants:
> nasal: [m], [m], [m’], [n], [0], [n], [0’], [A], [4], [0], [0], [9)/[0’], [9)/[0’];

In addition, Wisniewski (2001) lists constrictive variants of certain phones, Ostaszewska and
Tambor (2012) mention desonorised variants of the softened nasal phones.

» lateral: [1], [I’], [1];

» trills: [r], [r’], [1]-

5.4.1.5 Categorisation of Polish consonants on the basis of place of articulation
In Polish language, we distinguish the following articulatory areas: lips, tip of the tongue (teeth,
alveolar ridge), blade of the tongue, root of the tongue. Information on individual phones is
provided in the Subchapter Division of Polish consonants.

In comparison with the Czech and Slovak languages, pharynx is not present as a place of
articulation, though Leokadia Dukiewicz (1995) characterises glottal stop as a phone formed in

the glottis.

5.4.2  Division of Polish consonants
In this section, the characteristics of consonants resulting first from the manner of articulation

and then from the place of articulation are provided.

5.4.2.1 Occlusive consonants
According to Wierzchowska (1965, p. 74), occlusion is the closure of the channel formed in the
central plane of the articulatory organs. It can form in the oral cavity, nasal part of the pharynx

and in the larynx.

5.4.2.1a Occlusive bilabial consonants

Occlusive bilabial consonants include the phones [p], [b] and their softened equivalents
[p’], [b’].
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These are articulated at (both) lips. In pronunciation of these phones, it is necessary to
close the lips and subsequently open them so that the exhaled airstream can escape.

In pronunciation of the phone [p], the lips are closed more tightly as in that of [b]. The
tongue rests in a nearly neutral position. The blade of the tongue is slightly domed, the muscles
slightly tense. In both cases, the soft palate blocks the passage of airstream into the nasal cavity,
touching the wall of the pharyngeal cavity. In pronunciation of the phone [p], the soft palate
pushes more strongly against the cavity wall than in case of [b] (Karczmarczuk, 2012,
pp. 108 —112).

The phones [p’], [b’] are softened (palatalised) bilabial phones. They occur before [i] and
[1], e.g., in the words pi¢ [p’i¢], pies [p’1es], bi¢ [b’i¢], bies [b’1es].

In pronunciation of softened phones, lips are spread wider (Dukiewicz, 1995, p. 44).
These phones have a secondary another place of articulation in addition to the lip closure. It is
the blade of the tongue, which is raised to the hard palate (Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012, p. 42).
According to the current research results, pronunciation of these phones is asynchronous. This
means that the movement of the tongue is delayed relative to the labial articulation
(Karas, 2010).

5.4.2.1b  Apico-dental (dental) consonants
Occlusive apico-dental consonants include the phones [t], [d] and their softened counterparts
[t'], [d’].

The phones [t], [d] are articulated by the tip of the tongue touching the back of the upper
incisors. The tongue is flattened, lips are slightly open. In pronunciation of the phones [t’], [d’],
the anterior tongue blade, immediately behind the tongue tip, touches the upper incisors. The
occlusion in articulation of these softened phones thus starts deeper in the anterior oral cavity
as in articulation of [t], [d] (Wierzchowska, 1971, p. 185).

Additionally, the phone [t] is articulated with more force than [d]; this is related to the
stronger contact of the velum with the wall of the pharyngeal cavity in pronunciation of [t]
(Karczmarczuk, 2012, p. 17). The phones [t] and [d] occur in both domestic and foreign
vocabulary, their softened variants only in occur loanwords, e.g., tir [t’ir], tips [t’ips], tiul [t’xil].

Softened phones [t’], [d’] occur, similarly to other softened phones, preceding the vowels

[i] and [1].
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5.4.2.1c  Occlusive apico-alveolar (alveolar) consonants
The apico-alveolar consonants include those alveolar phones that are denoted with a dot under
the characters [t], [d] in Polish Slavistic alphabet. These consonants are a result of the place of
articulation assimilation, occurring in positions preceding alveolar phones. Examples of their
realisation can be seen in the words trzeba [tSeba], drzewo [dZevo].

Articulation of these phones centres on the forming of an closure of “the tip, or
alternatively, the front part of the tongue and gums or a constriction between them”®’
(Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012, p. 40).

5.4.2.1d  Occlusive postpalatal consonants

The category of occlusive postpalatal phones includes the consonants transcribed variably
across publications as [k], [g] (Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012; Dunaj, 2015) or [k’], [g’]
(Wisniewski, 2001; Dyszak, Laskowska, Zak-Swiecicka, 1997). In pronunciation of these
phones, the posterior tongue blade and the posterior hard palate form a closure (Wierzchowska,
1971, pp. 195 — 196). Both phones occur preceding vowels [i], [¢], e.g., kis¢, kiedy, gil,
giez, plagiat.

Phonic realisation of the letter sequences ki/gi is more nuanced and has to be addressed
in detail. The combinations of the letters ki/gi and a consonant or a semivowel are realised as
[ki/gi], e.q., kis¢ [kis¢], gips [gips]. Sequences of letters containing kie/gie should, according to
most studies, be realised without [1], that is, as [ké/gé], e.g., kiedy [kédy], while the
combinations kio/gio/kia/gia/kiu/giu are to be realised with an [1], e.g., kiosk [k10sk]. According
to Dunaj (2015, p. 34), the articulation without [1] is disappearing, being replaced by a favoured

realisation with an [1] and may fall out of use entirely in the future.

5.4.2.1e  Occlusive velar consonants

The consonants [K] and [g] belong to the category of occlusive velars. Their pronunciation is
based on the closure realised by the tongue dorsum that ends in an explosion. The tongue is
arched in the back part of the oral cavity. The lips are in neutral position (Karczmarczuk, 2012,
p. 132). In Polish, the letter combinations ky and gy are exceedingly rare, particularly in contrast

with Czech and Slovak. Their occurrence is limited to a handful of words.

187 In original: “czubka, ewentualnie przedniej czesci jezyka z dzigstami lub szczelinie migdzy nimi”.
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5.4.2.1f  Occlusive laryngeal consonant

One consonant missing in current Polish phonetic tables is the glottal stop. Interestingly, it can
be found in Czech and Slovak tables. Despite its general absence, Dukiewicz (1995, p. 44) does
characterise it. It is a phone articulated in the larynx. “The closure is formed by the vocal folds;
it is interrupted by the exhaled air accumulated below them. It does not have a voiced equivalent
for obvious reasons. (...) It occurs before syllabic vowels pronounced in isolation or at the
beginning of a word after a pause, and it can be articulated in a middle of a word — usually at
the beginning of a morpheme — following another syllabic vowel. In phonetic transcription, it

is represented by the symbol ?: nauka [na’uka]”*® (ibid., p. 45).

5.4.2.2 Semiocclusive consonants
Semiocclusive consonants have three places of articulation in Polish language: teeth, gums, and
the front part of the soft palate.

5.4.2.2a  Semiocclusive apico-dental (dental) consonants

Polish language utilises four phones that can be classified as semiocclusive apico-dentals. These
are the consonants [3] and [c] and their softened counterparts [3’] and [c¢’]. The hard phones
occur in domestic and foreign vocabulary, as in the words dzban [3ban] and car [car]. The
softened phone [c’] occurs only in loanwords, preceding the vowels [i] and [1], e.g., in the word
cis [c’is]. It is quite more problematic to provide an example of word containing the phone [3’].
Dunaj (2015, p. 34) claims that such words do not exist. He does provide an example of the
phone as a result of voicing assimilation on word boundary, in noc i dzien [N03’_ i__ 3én].
Wisniewski (2001, p. 26) provides a similar example, nic innego [ni3’__inn-ego], stating that
it is a case of Krakow-Poznan pronunciation.

The pronunciation of the phones [3] and [c] is similar. In both cases, lips are slightly open,
the tongue is flat and touches the upper teeth. In pronunciation of [c], the tongue is pressed
against the teeth more firmly than in [3] (Karczmarczuk, 2012, p. 144). The position of the
tongue in the pronunciation of [3’] and [¢’] is reminiscent of its position in pronunciation of [i]
(Wierzchowska, 1971, p. 187). In contrast to Polish language, Czech and Slovak utilise only
the phones [3] and [c] from this category.

18 In original: “Zwarcie tworza wigzadla glosowe; blokade przerywa gromadzace sie pod nimi powietrze
wydechowe. Z oczywistych powodow nie ma odpowiednika dzwiecznego. (...) Wystepuje ona przed
samogtoskami sylabicznymi wymawianymi w izolacji lub na poczatku wyrazu po pauzie, bywa tez wymawiana
wewnatrz wyrazu — najczesciej na poczatku morfemu — po innej samogtosce sylabicznej. W transkrypcji
fonetycznej odpowiada jej znak *: nauka [na’uka].”
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5.4.2.2b  Semiocclusive apico-alveolar (alveolar) or postalveolar-alveolar consonants?
According to scholarly sources (e.g., Dukiewicz, Sawicka, 1995; Wisniewski, 2001;
Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012), semiocclusive alveolar phones include the phones [3], [¢] and
their softened counterparts [3’], [¢’]. The hard phones are realised in words like dzuma [3uma]
and czapka [¢apka]. The softened variants occur preceding the vowels [i] and [1] in loanwords,
e.g., czip [¢’ip], dzip [3’ip].

Recent research using the methods of experimental phonetics shows, however, that in the
case of the phone [3], “an articulation starts with a closure at the posterior alveolar ridge, then
transitions into a constriction formed in the area of alveolar ridge. These realisations represented
65.2 % of all the observed realisations of this consonant (45 out of 69 evaluated samples)”1%
(Lorenc, 2018, p. 170). Only one third (33.3 %) of articulations of this phone was realised as
purely alveolar. Due to this, in this text, we understand the phone [3] as a postalveolar-alveolar

phone.

Table 12: Place of articulation of [3] according to the results of Lorenc (2018, p. 174)%°

Place of articulation Phone [3]

postalveolar (closure) 65.2 % (45 out of 69 participants)
alveolar (constriction)

alveolar (closure and constriction) 33,3 % (23 out of 69 participants)
postalveolar (closure and constriction) 1,5 % (1 out of 69 participants)

The research carried out by Lorenc (2018) also proves the dominance of alveolar place of
articulation of the phone [¢] (observed in 52.2 % of cases), with as many as 41.6 % showing an
articulation starting with a closure at the posterior alveolar ridge and progressing into
a constriction formed at the area of alveolar ridge.

The phones [¢] and [3] occur in both Czech and Slovak, but sound slightly different due
to difference in pronunciation. For Poles, the articulation of these phones is softer, between the

articulation of the Polish [¢] and [¢], [3] and [3].

189 In original: “przewazajg artykulacje rozpoczynajace si¢ od zadzigstowego zwarcia, przechodzgce w dalszej
kolejnosci w szczeling tworzong w okolicy dzigstowej. Realizacje te stanowily 65,2% wszystkich wymodwien tej
spotgtoski (45 na 69 ocenianych).”

190 Order in which the results are provided was adjusted. Other minor adjustments for increased comprehensibility
of the table have also been carried out.
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Table 13: Two most frequent places of articulation of [¢] according to the results of Lorenc (2018, p. 174)

Place of articulation Phone [¢]

alveolar (closure and constriction) 52.2 % (84 out of 161 participants)
postalveolar (closure) 41.6 % (67 out of 161 participants)
alveolar (constriction)

5.4.2.2c  Semiocclusive prepalatal consonants

Polish prepalatal phones articulated at the anterior hard palate are [3] and [¢]. Examples of their
phonic realisation are the words dziadek [34dek] and ¢ma [¢mal].

If the conditions are not suitable for assimilation, these are the phonic realisations of the letters
dz (podzwignely) and ¢ (¢ma), or letter sequences dzi (dzisiaj), ci (ciasto). They do not occur
before the vowel [y].

The phone [3] is, according to Karczmarczuk (2012, p. 163), formed as follows: the
tongue archers upward and the anterior blade forms a closure and then a constriction by contact
with the anterior hard palate.

The phone [¢] is articulated in a similar manner. The tongue is also arched upward,
towards the hard palate. There, a complete closure is formed, later transitioning into
a constriction (ibid. p. 157).

These phones do not occur in Czech or Slovak, but the phones [t'], [d] are formed in

a similar manner in these languages.

5.4.2.3 Constrictive consonants

5.4.2.3a  Constrictive labiodental consonants
Polish language has four constrictive labiodental consonants. These are the phones [v], [f] and
their softened variants [v’], [f’]. Examples of their realisation are represented by the words woz
[vus], farma [farma], wicher [v’ixer], film [f’ilm].

In the articulations of both the phone [v] and [f], a constriction is formed between the
lower lip and the edge of the upper incisors (Karczmarczuk, 2012, pp. 168 — 171).

The phones [v’], ['] are the softened labial consonants, the articulatory status of which
was indeterminate for a long time. As was mentioned in the case of the phones [p’], [b’], their

pronunciation is perceived as asynchronous from the point of view of contemporary research.
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The phones [v’], [f’] occur before the vowels [i] and [1], e.g., in the words wiatr [v’rétr], film
[f1Im].

5.4.2.3b  Constrictive apico-dental (dental) consonants

The constrictive dental consonants include the hard phones [z], [s]. They do not occur before
the phones [i] or [1]. Examples of their realisation are illustrated by the words zupa [zupa], sok
[sok]. This group also includes the softened phones [z’], [s’], which complement the distribution
of the hard phones, occurring before [i] and [1] in loanwords, e.g., sinus [s’inus], Zanzibar

[zanz’ibar].

5.4.2.3c  Constrictive dental-alveolar (alveolar) consonants

The constrictive alveolar consonants include the phones [7], [$] and [Z’], [§’]. The phones [Z],
[$] do not occur in positions preceding [i] or [1]. If the phone [Z] is not subject to assimilation,
it is a phonic realisation of the letters z and rz. Their realisations can be observed in the words
zuk [7uk], rzodkiew [zotkéf], szary [Sary].

Softened counterparts of the hard phones occur in loanwords, e.g., zigolo, szisza. They
are not used frequently in Polish language. The research carried out by Lorenc (2018) has shown
the dominance of alveolar articulation of [Z] and [§]. Such articulation was observed in 87 % of
participants in case of [z] and in 73.5 % of participants in case of [§]. Other observed
articulations include:

= postalveolar: in articulation of [Z] — 7.3 % of participants, in articulation of [§] — 24.7 %
of participants;
= postdental: in articulation of [Z] — 4.9 % of participants, in articulation of [§] — 1.8 % of

participants.

The phones [Z], [$], also labelled as alveolar and constrictive, exist also in Czech and Slovak.
Their articulation differs from the Polish one, however; in Polish pronunciation, they appear
softer, as if forming a transition between the phones [7] and [Z], [$] and [$].

5.4.2.3d Constrictive prepalatal consonants
This group consists of the phones [Z], [$], the phonic realisations of which can be observed in

the words zima [Zzima] and s/imak [$]’imak].
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If the conditions are not suitable for assimilation, these are the phonic realisations of the
graphemes z (Zrebak) and § (slimak), or sequences zi (zima), si (siano). They do not occur before
the vowel [y].

The pronunciation of these phones is relatively difficult. It requires significant effort in
articulation, related to the exceptionally high tension of tongue muscles. Wierzchowska (1971,
p. 192) claims that the blade of the tongue almost breaks under the strain. In Czech and Slovak,

these phones are not present.

5.4.2.3e  Constrictive postpalatal consonants
Phones occurring before i and j in words like Chiny [xiny] or phrases in which voicing
assimilation between words takes place, as in dach Jana [day__1ana], are classified as
postpalatal in the works of Dunaj (2015) and Wisniewski (2001), and as softened velar in
Ostaszewska and Tambor (2012).

In contrast with Czech and Slovak languages, the combinations of letters chi, hi are
realised as voiceless (i.e., [xi]) in Polish. Voiced phone [y] occurs in Polish only as a result of
voicing assimilation, usually between words, as in the example dach Jana. It exists as a voiced

phone in independent positions in dialects only.

5.4.2.3f  Constrictive velar consonants
There are certain issues when it comes to the number of constrictive velar consonants in Polish
language. All the sources agree that the following phones belong to this group: [x] — phonic
realisation of the letters ch and h, which does not occur preceding [i] and [j], e.g., in the word
chata [xata], herbata [herbata]. We also have to note that, regardless of orthography, both ch and
h are realised as a voiceless [x] in Polish, unless assimilation takes place. In this, Polish
pronunciation is distinct from Czech and Slovak. The phone [y] only occurs in Polish as a result
of voicing assimilation, e.g., in the word klechda [kleyda]. This voiced phone does not match the
Czech and Slovak [h] (hrtan) articulation-wise, as that phone is formed in the larynx. On the other
hand, it is reminiscent of the Czech and Slovak phone formed as a result of voicing assimilation,
as in the phrase abych byl [abyy__byl], articulated by the dorsum of the tongue.

The problems are caused by the softened phones [x’] and [y’], which are, as previously
stated, classified differently: as constrictive velars by Ostaszewska and Tambor, and as

postpalatal phones by Dunaj and Wisniewski.
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5.4.2.4 Semiopen consonants (manner of articulation)

Semiopen consonants are divided into nasal, lateral and trill in most publications. A new
proposal for their division is introduced in Dyszak, Laskowska and Zak-Swiecicka (1997,
p. 61). The authors suggest these be included among occlusive consonants, dividing them into
occlusive-nasal, occlusive-lateral and occlusive-trill.

Semiopen consonants are voiced. Their voicing is lost when positioned between voiceless
phones and in word-final position following a voiceless phone. In other cases, they retain their
voicing even in word-final position. These sonorant phones can optionally lose their voicing
even in word-initial position if preceded by a voiceless phone. Similarly to the paired
consonants, sonorants have their softened equivalents that are realised in positions preceding
[i] and [1]. The authors diverge in their opinions on the existence of softened sonorants that lost

their voicing.

5.4.2.4a Nasal bilabial semiopen consonants
In Polish language, only a single basic nasal bilabial semiopen consonant exists — [m], as in the
word mama [mama]. Lips are closed in its articulation. The closure is accompanied by an
opening of passage into the nasal cavity (Oczkos, 2015, p. 65). Karczmarczuk (2012, p. 212)
states that the tongue does not participate in the articulation actively, taking a flat or nearly flat
position. Other phones belonging to this group are the softened phone [m’], occurring e.g., in
the word miasto [m’1asto], and the phone [m], which has lost its voicing and occurs e.g., in the
word pism [p’ism]. Rosinska-Mamej (2014, p. 33), and Ostaszewska and Tambor (2012, p. 22)
also mention the existence of a devoiced softened phone. The first publication uses the word
msciciel [m’$¢icel] as an example of such, the other provides an example kosmki [kosm’ki].
Wisniewski (2001, p. 27), however, interprets the latter word as an example of a hard phone
that lost its voicing: [m].

Additionally, he (ibid., p. 56) also lists an optional constrictive variant, which is a phonic

realisation of the letter combinations mw, mf, e.g., in the word tramwaj.

5.4.2.4b Nasal apico-dental (dental) semiopen consonants
Two nasal dental semiopen consonants exist in Polish language: [n] and its desonorised
counterpart [n]. These are realised e.g., in words noga [noga], piosnka [p1’osnka].

In pronunciation of the phone [n], a closure is formed by the tongue and upper teeth. The

closure is accompanied by an opening of passage into the nasal cavity (Oczkos, 2015, p. 65).
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The lips are slightly open, they can become rounded when the phone precedes [u]
(Karczmarczuk, 2012, p.215). The loss of voicing in [n] takes place under the same
circumstances as in the case of [m].

Other phones belonging to this group are all optional variants. These are the constrictive
phone [n], mentioned by Wisniewski (2001, p. 57) as appearing in phonic realisation of the
sequences nw, nf and nch, ns, nz (inwazyjny, instynkt), and the softened variant of [n], recorded
in the Polish transcription as [n’]. It can facultatively appear as a result of voicing assimilation
in word-final position when followed by [i] or [i]. The word must, in such case, be pronounced
with a heightened tempo, e.g., pan Jerzy (Wisniewski, 2001, p.57, citing Sawicka,
1995, p. 133).

From contrastive standpoint, it has to be reminded that in both Czech and Slovak, the
letter combination ni is realised in two different ways, depending on the word being domestic
or foreign. In domestic lexis, the phone [11] realised in this sequence is equivalent to the Polish
[n]. On the other hand, in foreign vocabulary, a combination of [n] and [i] is articulated instead
of a prepalatal phone. The tongue touches the upper incisors in this case. An example word in
which [n] is not permitted, is univerzita. A similar situation is observed with the letter sequences

ti, di. More information on this issue can be found in chapters on Czech and Slovak phones.

5.4.2.4c  Apico-alveolar (alveolar) semiopen consonants

Two phones belong to the group of nasal alveolar phones. The first is alveolar n, which is
recorded as [n] in Polish transcription. Its place of articulation is the alveolar ridge. According
to Dunaj (2015, p. 35), it occurs primarily before alveolar phones [¢], [3], as in the word mgczka
[moncka]. Wisniewski (2001, p. 58) also takes note of optional realisations of this phone before
the phones [§] and [Z], e.g., in the word inZynier. However, the codification status of this
pronunciation variant is not mentioned either in the Wielki stownik poprawnej polszczyzny [The
great dictionary of correct Polish], or in Dunaj (2006). The same is true for the constrictive
alveolar n mentioned by Wisniewski (2001, p. 58) as a facultative phonic realisation of the

sequences nsz, nz.

5.4.24d Prepalatal and postpalatal semiopen consonants
This group comprises the phone [n] and its voiceless counterpart [1]. The phone [1] is a phonic
realisation of the grapheme 7 and sequence ni. It does not occur preceding the vowel [y]. In

some publications, e.g., by Dunaj, this category also includes the phone [9], which can occur in
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Krakow-Poznan pronunciation of the word sukienki, and the phone [1j] in the word czosnkiem.
Other authors, e.g., Ostaszewska, Tambor, and Wisniewski, interpret the phones in these
contexts as softened velar phones.

The pronunciation of the phone [n] is discussed in more detail in Wierzchowska (1971,
pp. 194 — 195): “In pronunciation of the phone [11], the soft palate behaves in a similar manner
as in nasal apical and labial consonants, that is, it takes an active position (it stays arched) and
is slightly distanced from the back wall of the pharyngeal cavity. The contact of the tongue and
palatal ridge is rather wide. The closure formed by this contact is recorded on palatograms in

the form of a wide band moving across the hard palate.”*!

5.4.2.4e  Velar semiopen consonants

The authors of the sources cited agree that the phone [g] and its voiceless variant [] belong to
this category. These phones occur as phonic realisations of the letter sequences nk, ng, e.g., in
the word bank. In Warsaw pronunciation, this phone does not occur on morphemic boundaries,
as it does in Krakow-Poznan pronunciation; compare [panénka] — [panénka], [p’1’0snka] —
[p’10spka] (Wisniewski, 2001, p. 59).

However, the authors of Polish phonetic handbooks do not agree on the status of the velar
softened [°] and its voiceless counterpart. In their works, Ostaszewska and Tambor (2012) and
Wisniewski (2001) include these two among the velar semiopen consonants. In these
publications, the phones appear in the same contexts where Dunaj (2015) identifies the phone
[0], e.g., in the word barika.

5.4.2.5 Lateral semiopen consonants
This group comprises the phone [1], softened [1’], and desonorised [1]. They are realised e.g., in
the words: las [las], lis [I’is], mys/ [mys]].

In some texts, a voiceless counterpart of the softened phone is also included among these
(Rosinska-Mamej, 2014, p. 35; Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012, p.22). An example of its
occurrence can be found in wymysicie [vymysl’¢e] and umysinie [umysl’fie].

Most Polish publications classify the phone [l] as alveolar. However, Lorenc (2016,

p. 335) has experimentally observed a postalveolar articulation of this phone. Earlier, only

%1 In original: “Przy wymawianiu gloski [A] podniebienie migkkie zachowuje si¢ podobnie podobnie jak przy
nosowych spotgloskach przedniojezykowych i wargowych, to znaczy przybiera pozycje czynng (pozostaje
zagigte) i odchyla si¢ lekko od tylnej Sciany jamy gardlowej. Kontakt jezyka ze sklepieniem jamy ustne;j jest bardzo
szeroki. Zwarcie jezyka ze sklepieniem jamy ustnej zapisuje si¢ na palatogramach w postaci szerokiego pasa,
przebiegajacego w poprzek podniebienia twardego.”
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Wierzchowska (1980) reported this area as the place of articulation of [l]. Additionally, Lorenc
(2016, p. 335) was the first to confirm that this phone is retroflex. The softened and desonorised
phones are formed in accordance with the principles of softening and devoicing of sonorant
phones. From contrastive point of view, it has to be noted that the phone [1] is articulated slightly
differently in the other West Slavonic languages.'%2

Authors of phonetic publications also include the apical [1] and its desonorised variant in
this group. It seems, however, that this pronunciation is restricted to dialects in the

contemporary usage.

5.4.2.6 Trill semiopen consonants
These phones are realised e.g., in the words rak [rak], riksza [r’ik$a], wiatr [v’iétr]. In certain
publications, a voiceless counterpart of the softened phone is also included among these
(Rosinska-Mamej, 2014, p. 35; Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012, p. 22). As an example of its
occurrence, the word form Piotrkiem [p’1otr’kém] is provided in the first of the listed sources.
Additionally, Dyszak, Laskowska, and Zak-Swiecicka (1997) add to this group the phones
articulated in the pharynx: [t], [f], [f’].

Wierzchowska describes the pronunciation of the phone [r] as follows: “In articulation of
[r], the tip of the tongue vibrates. The edges of the tongue adhere to the inner surface of the
upper teeth and gums. The surface of the tongue is slightly tilted to the inside in its predorsal
part. The tip of the tongue hits the alveolar ridge. The period of contact for the tip of the tongue
is very short, only approximately 0.01 5.9 (1971, p. 168).

5.5 Pronunciation of consonant, vowel and mixed clusters

This subchapter introduces the pronunciation of selected vowel and consonant clusters. It is
based primarily on the paper by Dunaj (2006), recommendations of the Wielki stownik
poprawnej polszczyzny [The great dictionary of correct Polish] and handbooks by Tomasz
Karpowicz (2018), Ostaszewska and Tambor (2012), and Markowski (2004). These are
supplemented by the spoken language corpus Spokes and research outputs available in the
Polish scholarly sources, mainly by Wigcek-Poborczyk (2014).

192 Cf. description of the phones in chapters on Czech and Slovak phones.

193 In original: “Przy wymawianiu gloski [r] wibruje koniuszek jezyka. Boki jezyka przylegaja do wewnetrznych
powierzchni gornych zebow i dzigset. Powierzchnia jezyka jest w czgséci predorsalnej lekko wklesnigta. Koniuszek
jezyka uderza o dziasta. Czas przywarcia koniuszka jezyka jest bardzo krotki, wynosi ok. 0,01 sek.”
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5.5.1  Pronunciation of consonant clusters containing consonants with varying voicing
Two situations need to be distinguished in this regard: phonic context with different voicing of
paired consonants, and the presence of a voice paired consonant alongside a sonorant phone or
a voiced semivowel.

In the first case, unification of phones in their voice (voicing assimilation) takes place.
An example of such is the word odkopa¢, in which the voiced [d] is immediately followed by
a voiceless [Kk]. The voiceless [K] influences the voiced [d], and as a result, both are articulated
without voicing, as [otkopac]. A similar process can be observed in the word jakby, in which
a voiceless [K] is followed by a voiced [b]. This word is pronounced [1agby].

Voicing assimilation also takes place when a sonorant or a semivowel stands in word-
medial position, between two voiceless phones or in word-final position after a voiceless phone,
as well as — facultatively — in word-initial position before a voiceless phone.'** However, if
a sonorant occurs in word-final position and is not preceded by a voiceless phone, it retains its
voicing — in contrast to paired consonants, which always become devoiced at the ends of words.
In other cases when a sonorant occurs alongside a true voiceless phone, voicing assimilation
does not take place. The cluster stays non-unified in its voicing. Such situation can be observed
in the word kultura. The phone [I] here retains its voicing even though it is followed by
a voiceless phone.

A specific phonic realisation of a letter sequence comprising a letter corresponding to
a voice paired consonant and a letter corresponding to a sonorant phone has to be mentioned in
context of voicing assimilation. This is the case of the first person plural verb forms in past
tense and in imperative, e.g., zrobilismy, piszmy. In Krakow-Poznan pronunciation, the phone
occurring before the sonorant becomes voiced, e.g., [zrob’il’iZzmy]. The frequency of such
pronunciation is growing also among journalists and film actors, where it was not common in
the past. The voiced realisation existing alongside the voiceless one is in agreement with the
Polish language norm (more on this topic in Ostaszewska, Tambor 2012 pp. 65 — 67;
Wisniewski, 2001, pp. 98 — 108, Wigcek-Poborczyk, 2014, p. 82).

5.5.2  Pronunciation of two identical subsequent vowels
If two letters representing the same vowel stand directly next to each other (with the exception

of the letters u and i), they are phonically realised in accordance with orthography, e.g., dookota,

194 Cf. Subchapter 5.4.2.4 Polish Semiopen consonants.
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feeria. Some publications talk about a glottal stop possibly occurring in between the vowels
(Kara$, Madejowa, 1977, p. XXX).

It appears that this situation does not generally pose significant difficulties to Poles,
though a frequent error is observed in pronunciation of the lexeme zoo as [z0]. The research
done by Wigcek-Poborczyk (2014, p. 168) shows that the pronunciation of these combinations

is realised in accordance with the norm in most cases (84%) in the members of Parliament.

5.5.3  Pronunciation of geminate consonants

Dunaj (2006, p. 169) states that there are two possible correct pronunciations of geminate
consonants. The first, and more frequent, is the pronunciation with a lengthening of the
consonant, the second is a clearly distinguishable pronunciation of two instances of the same

phone.

5.5.4  Phonic equivalents of letter pair au in domestic and foreign vocabulary

The main issue with the phonic realisations of letter combination au among speakers is not
distinguishing between domestic and foreign word stock. In foreign words, this combination is
realised as [au], i.e., the letter u is pronounced in the same manner as the letter £. However, in
domestic vocabulary, the same letter combination is articulated in accordance with orthography,
i.e., uis articulated as [ul].

Examples of words in which the au letter combination is pronounced [au] are pauza,
aplauz, dinozaur, restauracja, szlauch, hydraulik, laur. Examples of domestic pronunciation —
[au] — are the words zaufanie, zauwazaé, naumysinie, nauczy¢ sie, nauka, nauczycielka.

Authors of handbooks specifically warn about the incorrect pronunciation of the words
hydraulik, laur, laurka, nauka. Many Poles pronounce the lexeme hydraulik as [hydraul’ik],
not [hydraul’ik]. The form recommended by linguists is not heard as often as would be
desirable. Spokes corpus contains only 8 instances of the lexemes hydraulik, hydraulika. None
of those is pronounced in accordance with the recommendations.

Another problematic word is laurka, which is a word of foreign origin, and should
therefore be pronounced [layurka]. This, however, is not the correct pronunciation.
As Karpowicz (2018, p. 49) explains, the word laurka is a hybrid comprising three syllables:
la-ur-ka, meaning that the letter u is realised here as a vowel [u]. In the Spokes corpus, all three

instances of this word are articulated with a [u].
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A frequent error is also the incorrect pronunciation of the word nauka as [nauka]. It is
a domestic word, and as such, the u in it should be realised as a vowel [u]. Another mistake in
pronunciation of this word in native speakers is the placement of stress on the first syllable.

The extent of troubles with realisation of the au letter combination is evident in questions
with which Poles turn to language counsellors. This topic is also frequently addressed in
language handbooks.

5.5.5  Phonic realisation of letter pair eu in domestic and foreign vocabulary
The letter pair eu is realised with the letter u pronounced as [u] in domestic vocabulary, e.g.,
nieubrany, nieufnos¢, nieustanny, nieudacznik, nieuk, nieuwaga, niezaufany.

The realisation of this cluster in words of foreign origin is more troublesome. It depends
on whether the cluster forms a syllable, is a diphthong, or stands on a morphemic boundary. In
the first case, the letter u is realised as [u], that is, it matches the phonic realisation of the letter
£. In the second case, the u in it should be realised as a vowel [u].

This realisation can be observed, e.g., in the words muzeum, liceum, panaceum, trofeum,
jubileusz. Thirdly, the letter u in the eu cluster is realised as a part of diphthong [eu], e.g., in the

words pseudonim, pneumatyczny, neurotyczny, Europa, terapeuta.

5.5.6  Phonic realisation of letter pairs ai, ei, oi, uli, ii, yi
Phonic realisation of letter pairs al, ei, oi, ui, ii, yi depends on multiple factors. Of import are:
= whether a word is of foreign origin;
= where are the letter pairs positioned (in word-final or medial position);
= what word class does a word belong to and what grammatical case does it occur in (Dunaj,
2006, pp. 164 — 165).

a)  Orthographic pronunciation

Dunaj (2006, p. 165) recommends careful pronunciation in nouns, verbs, and adjectives formed
with the prefixes do-, na-, po-, wy-, za-, anty-, pre-, pro-, re-, e.g., poinstruowac, poirytowany.
In the Spokes corpus, a pronunciation with a weak pronunciation of [1] can be heard. In these
cases, an analysis with digital tools would be required to properly verify the recordings.
Wiecek-Poborczyk (2014, p. 169) observed as many as 53 % of research cases showing

erroneous realisation (with an [1]) of these words.
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b)  Orthographic pronunciation and pronunciation with [i]

Dunaj (2006) includes in this category the words of the kroi¢ type (as well as the verbs ba¢é sie
and sta¢) and domestic words in which the letter sequences ai, ei, oi occur in word-medial
position, e.g., naiwnos¢. He lists the pronunciation with [1] as primary, a careful orthographic
pronunciation as secondary. In words of foreign origin (e.g., reinkarnacja), he switches the
order, recommending the orthographic pronunciation as primary and pronunciation with [1] as

secondary.

c)  Pronunciation with [1]

Dunaj (2006) includes in this category the forms of singular masculine and feminine nouns in
genitive, dative and locative cases (e.g., bez Mai), as well as the forms of plural masculine
nouns in genitive (e.g., pokoi) and some pronouns. It seems that, in this regard, Poles have
trouble with orthography more so than with pronunciation, evidenced by the large number of

questions on correct spelling addressed to language counsellors.

5.5.7  Letter pairs ao, €o, uo, ae, oa, ua — orthographic pronunciation

Dunaj (2006, p. 166) states that the subject letter combinations should be realised in accordance
with their orthography. An insertion of another sound element — a pharyngeal closure or a weak
labial segment, i.e., a weakened sound matching the phone [u] — before the second vowel is also
deemed permissible. phonic realisation with a strong labial element, i.e., the phone [y], is not
acceptable, however.

Karpowicz (2018, p. 50), on the other hand, emphasizes that the pronunciation with an
additional element matching the weakened articulation of [u] does not comply with the model norm.
He does admit, though, that field research shows its presence in articulation of these combinations.
According to the Wielki stownik poprawnej polszczyzny, only the orthographic pronunciation is
deemed correct in words containing the letter combinations ao, eo, uo, ae, 0a, ua.

Corpus excerption of example words in Dunaj (2006, p. 16) shows that the phonic
realisation of lexemes beginning in aktual- (aktualy, aktualnie, aktualnia, aktualnosci) mostly
contains the phone [u] in between the vowels. In these cases, only 5 out of 45 (approximately
11%) realisations can be classified as pronunciation with a weak labialised element.

Similarly, in the case of kontynuowaé, corpus excerption shows that approximately
20% of all realisations contain a weakened phone [u], a clearly articulated phone [u] can be

heard in the rest.
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The research into the pronunciation of the letter combinations ua, ea and uo
(Wiecek-Poborczyk, 2014, p. 166) carried out among the members of Parliament shows that
the largest number of non-normative pronunciation realisations takes place in pronunciation of
these sequences. Out of all the observed realisations of the letter sequence ua, 54% were

erroneous. It was observed that the most commonly mispronounced word is sytuacji.

5.5.8  Pronunciation of foreign vocabulary with letter sequences comprising a vowel,
letter m or n and a constrictive
In the words of the instytut, kunszt, awans type, a dual pronunciation is permissible: either in

accordance with orthography ([instytut]), or with a nasalised vowel ([iustytut]) (Dunaj, 2006).

5.5.9  Phonic realisation of n preceding s, z, sz

Authors of studies on correct pronunciation frequently pay attention to the pronunciation of the
phonic equivalent of 7 positioned before constrictives. Orthographic pronunciation is deemed
erroneous in these cases. Nasal timbre of 7, described as non-syllabic and nasal in later
publications, is seen as correct. An example of such are the words parnski [paisk’i] and korski
[koisk’i].

5.5.10 Combinations of bi + vowel in foreign vocabulary
In words containing a combination of cluster bi and a vowel (biologia, biblioteka), [1] is
pronounced after the softened phone in contemporary Polish, i.e., [b’16log’1d], [b’ibl’10teka].
Earlier studies mention also a previously heard bisyllabic pronunciation, [b’i10log’a]
(Kara$, Madejowa, 1977, p. XXXVII). This pronunciation is perceived as obsolete by
Dunaj (2006).
Spokes corpus search for words starting in bio- revealed 60 examples of the lexemes
biologia, biotechnologia, biografia, biopsja, biologiczny, biologicznie, biosfera, bioprqd,

biograficznie, biowital, Biomer, biorytm. In all examples, [b’10] pronunciation was realised.

5.5.11 Phonic realisation of letter sequences ke, ge as ke, kie, ge, gie
Words with letter sequences ke and ge are pronounced according to their orthography. The
following words serve as examples: Gerwazy, geometria, gen, generaf, gestykulacja. Dunaj

(2006, p. 167) and Karpowicz (2018, p. 51) claim that in Polish, among the oldest generation,
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a few words are retained that carry evident markers of older soft pronunciation, e.g., the word
inteligencja pronounced as [intel’ig’encja].

On the other hand, words containing the letter sequence kie and gie, e.g., kiedy, gietda,
can be realised in two ways: with and without [1], e.g., [k’ edy] or [k’1edy], [g’euda] or [g’1euda]
(Dunaj, 2006; Karpowicz, 2018).

5.5.12 Pronunciation of nouns ending in -izm/-yzm — singular locative forms

The authors of the Podreczny stownik poprawnej wymowy polskiej [Concise dictionary of
correct Polish pronunciation] deem two forms acceptable: -izmie and -izmie. They classify the
first pronunciation type as highly pedantic, the second as pedantic. The current compendium
Wielki stownik poprawnej polszczyzny informs that the form -iZzmie is used more frequently than
-izmie. In the Spokes corpus, there are 10 examples of the relevant form, e.g.: pacyfizmie,

organizmie, socjalizmie. All the examples are pronounced with a [Z].

5.5.13 Phonic realisation of sp- group in word-initial position in spieszy¢ si¢

The Wielki stownik poprawnej polszczyzny [The great dictionary of correct Polish] mentions
two pronunciation options for this group: the model spieszy¢ sie and the colloquial spieszy¢ sie.
Instances extracted from the Spokes corpus confirm the dominance of the spieszy¢ sie form
over the spieszy¢ sie. Out of 35 instances, only 5 realisations contained the cluster sp in word-
initial position, out of which one was dialectal.

5.5.14 Sonorisation of consonants in loanwords

Markowski (2004, p. 160) provides a large number of example words in which erroneous
change of voiceless consonant into its voiced counterpart takes place. The greatest degree of
uncertainty from among these is caused by the word bransoletka, which many Poles pronounce
with [z] instead of [s]. In the Spokes corpus, all instances of the lexeme bransoletka (14) are
pronounced with the consonant [z]. Based on the observations of language reality carried out
so far, it can be pointed out that the erroneous pronunciation is more frequent in younger and
middle generations. Pronunciation with [s] has been observed in older speakers. The research
in question is not concluded, however, and representative conclusions thus cannot be drawn

yet.
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5.5.15 Permissible simplifications of some phones and consonant clusters

Creators of the norm permit certain simplifications of specific phones and consonant clusters.
Simplification of the phones [u], [u] (phonic realisation of the grapheme 1) in the endings of
verb forms, e.q., gniott, wiodt, is permissible in colloquial speech, but in careful pronunciation,
this phone has to be realised in full (Dunaj, 2006; Markowski, 2004). Similarly, simplification
of phonic realisations of the letter sequences -wsk-, -wstw- into -sk- and -stw-, e.g., in the words
Jjezykoznawstwo, warszawski, is permissible in colloquial, but in this case also in pedantic
pronunciation. In both pronunciation types, it is also allowed to simplify the phone clusters
represented by trz, drz in writing into czsz and dzz if they occur in word-initial or medial
position. Non-simplified realisation is dominant in pedantic pronunciation, simplified

articulation is more common in colloquial pronunciation (Dunaj, 2006; Markowski, 2004).

5.6 Stress

In contrast to Czech and Slovak, in both of which it is fixed on the first syllable, stress is stable
in Polish language, occurring on the penultimate syllable (i.e., the language is paroxytonic). In
some word groups, stress is placed on the ultimate syllable, or on the antepenultimate or

preantepenultimate syllable.

o Words with stress on the preantepenultimate syllable

This category comprises the verbal forms of first and second persons plural conditional, e.g.,

zrobilibysmy, zrobitybysmy, zrobilibyscie, zrobitybyscie.

o Words with stress on the antepenultimate syllable

This category comprises:
= verbal forms of singular in all persons and third person plural conditional, e.g., zrobitby,
zrobitaby, zrobiliby;
= foreign nouns ending in -yka/-ika (nom. sg. forms), e.g., matematyka, fizyka, muzyka;
= verbal forms of first and second persons plural in past tense, e.g., robi/ismy, robiliscie;
= numerals 400 — 900.
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o Stress on ultimate syllable is found in:

= certain abbreviations, e.g., UW, Pekaes;
= words prefixed with eks-, arcy-, wice-, e.g., eksmgz, wicemistrz;

= certain loans from French, e.g., foyer, jury.

Unstressed words also exist in Polish language, taking a position before a stressed word
(proclitics) or after a stressed word (enclitics). They form a single stress group with the relevant
stressed word. Proclitics include, e.g., the particle nie and monosyllabic prepositions do, nad,
pod. Enclitics include, among others, the monosyllabic forms of pronouns and adverbs, e.g.,

mi, ci, go, mu, jg, tu, tam.

5.7 Intonation

Intonation is the pitch modulation of tone (Wisniewski, 2001, p. 124), also known as sentence
stress. In Polish, it is not standardised, however, the most common stress markers of sentence
endings are stabilised (Ostaszewska, Tambor, 2012, p. 95).

The basic intonation melodemes of Polish language include the rising intonation
(so-called anticadence) and the falling intonation (cadence). Their essential feature is the
change of tone from lower to higher and vice versa.

Cadence is typical for declarative sentences and variable questions in Polish (Wisniewski,
2001, p. 124); anticadence occurs in polar questions and inconclusive utterances (Wisniewski,
2001, p. 124), for example:

Jem obiad. N

Jedziesz autobusem czy taksowkq? N

Jedziesz autobusem? A
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6 Application of orthoepic principles in speech practice

The final chapter of this book reflects the authors’ approach to research into the phonetic aspects
of their native languages — primarily orthoepy — as well as their individual educational activities
in this area. Just as the scholarly approaches to the topic and practical experiences of the
individual authors differ, so does their treatment of the partial subchapters herein. Some parts
introduce findings from the educational process, both of native speakers and foreigners who are
studying the given language at the authors’ home institutions or who participated in
pronunciation workshops organized in the course of the project that also resulted in publishing
of this text; one of the subchapters also reports on the results of long-term cooperation with
institutions representing different fields of activity and points to frequent shortcomings in
speech of their workers — public speakers; author of another subchapter pays greater theoretical
attention to current orthoepic issues as viewed through the prism of sociolinguistics, pondering
the shifts in pronunciation norm of selected phenomena and evaluating them in relation to the
codified norm. This approach complex clarifies the application of orthoepic principles in speech
practice from multiple angles.

6.1 Deviations from Czech orthoepic norm in selected speaker groups

Pavlina Kuldanova

The descriptions of the orthoepic principles of Czech language (cf. chapter 3) mentioned certain
deviations from the required pronunciation of selected phenomena at both segmental and
suprasegmental levels, which can be registered in native speakers in those types of
communication that require the literary language. We discuss these in more detail in this
subchapter, while relying mainly on the current results of our own longitudinal observation of
the speech delivered by public speakers. We focus primarily on the acoustic aspects in their
assessment, as these are violated more frequently in contrast to other linguistic levels and are
paid less attention to. However, we do not discuss the overall sound culture of speech
professionals here (such discussion should also include vocal quality, vocal onsets, breathing
techniques, hesitations, etc.). Considering the focus of this publication, this description is
limited to the elements related to violation of the orthoepic norm (although these sometimes
cannot be separated from other acoustic means).

The observed groups of speakers include teachers at various types of schools (especially
from Ostrava region, but from other regions of Moravia and Bohemia as well), future teachers
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(students in various programmes at the Faculty of Education of the University of Ostrava , most
frequently the pedagogy for kindergartens and for the first and second primary education stages),
as well as newsreaders and presenters of journalistic programmes in public audio media, press
spokespersons from various institutions, and theatre actors. The communication studied is
observed not only via media, but also through personal meetings — during lessons, training of
teachers and press spokespersons, direct cooperation with National Moravian-Silesian Theatre
when preparing premiere performances and cooperation with newsreaders from Ostrava
Television Studio.

Since our assessments of sound culture among public speakers with specific examples of
shortcomings have previously been published (more recently e.g., Kuldanova, 2018a and
2018b), we list only the basic types of the most frequently occurring non-functional deviations
from the pronunciation norm*®® observed at schools, in media and theatres. We draw attention
to these deviations because the representatives of the aforementioned professions are perceived
as prominent speech (and phonetic) role models and persons who significantly influence the
overall language culture. Our findings indicate that not all of them fulfil this role, i.e., the effect
of their influence on the culture of language cannot be considered positive.*®® The causes of
specific deficiencies are diverse (dialectal influence, negligent or incorrect articulation, fast
pace of speech, ignorance of orthoepic principles, etc.), but they have a common root — the
absence of speech and vocal education at primary schools, even though it is supposed to be an
integral part of this level of education (for further information on this topic, cf. e.g., Kuldanova,

2017).

195 In our assessment, we take into account the statements made by Zdena Palkova (1994, p. 320). The manner of
phone articulation in Czech language plays a substantial role in the final impression from speech. The manner of
pronunciation may be explicit, full or significative, negligent. “To a large extent, the degree of care in
pronunciation in a specific speech depends on the speaker’s abilities; furthermore, the listener also usually
evaluates them as an expression of the speaker’s personal culture”. The basic level of literary pronunciation
consists of a set of standards that are not marked dialectically and ensure the necessary degree of formal exactness.
“Regarding the stylistic strata on the correctness — negligence axis, the essential criteria for selecting the forms
from the listener’s point of view are the comprehensibility and explicitness. This realistic approach, respecting the
needs of practical spoken communication, results in a fact that the codified form of Czech pronunciation is
recognized in the public consciousness and its violation is viewed as the inability of the speaker”.

196 We would like to highlight the fact that not all communication carried out by public speakers can be considered
“model”; it is important for both the native speakers and foreigners learning Czech, as these are the people who
frequently look for support of proper pronunciation in listening to audio media. (This publication does not deal
with the foreigners’ obstacles in mastering the proper pronunciation observed in lessons for foreigners, as these
are very diverse and individual, and are always associated with “phonetic base” of their native languages and
potential interlingual interference.)
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6.1.1  Deviations observed in teachers and students of teaching study programmes
The breakdown of shortcomings observed in students of pedagogy comes from several years of
examining the quality of their speech delivery in seminars on Czech phonetics, language
culture, rhetoric and orthoepy and vocal education (their speech presentations — both read aloud
and spontaneous, prepared and unprepared, formal and informal — were assessed). The list of
shortcomings observed in teachers is based on the information acquired in courses related to
phonetic aspects of Czech language within the supplementary studies at the Faculty of
Education of the University of Ostrava and trainings dedicated to language culture:
= consonant pronunciation disorders: there is an increasing number of students with
improper articulation, especially articulation of alveolar consonants (listed here in order
from the most to the least frequent types of dyslalia): lambdacism — the most widespread
disorder, various forms of sigmatism, rhotacism and rotacismus bohemicus, incidence of
incorrect articulation of phones [d], [t], [n] is also increasing; the articulatory disorder
situation is similar in teachers, however, this group differs in frequency of their
occurrence — it is comparable to students among the youngest age group of teachers, the
articulation disorders are less frequent in middle-aged teachers (40 years old and up):
= improper articulation of vowels and phone clusters as a result of articulatory negligence
(weakened articulation of phones or their elision) or due to the influence of native dialect:
inappropriate quality or quantity of vowels, undesirable consonant assimilations
(especially the so-called Moravian voicing assimilations):
= deviations in use of prosodic means: incorrect intonation contours in reading aloud,
incorrect phrasing, improper placement of logical stress and sometimes word stress, high
speech tempo, violation of word stress — especially in improvised speeches, generally
high speech tempo and incorrect intonation in certain persons. An insufficient ability to
fully read aloud is observable chiefly among students — they are sometimes incapable to
logically segment the text even after preparation (with possibility of using marks for
pauses, sentence stresses and intonation) — they read according to punctuation marks, not
the meaning (they create pauses at the positions of commas), or they make illogical pauses
due to improper breathing techniques; the students employ incorrect intonation both in
inconclusive pauses and at the ends of utterances (inappropriate rising intonation at the
end of sense units, i.e., anticadence instead of conclusive cadence or semicadence, but
more frequently falling conclusive cadence instead of semicadence; they lack awareness
of the different intonation contours of rogative sentences — especially the variable

questions are formed incorrectly); students from the Silesian dialectal region tend to
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frequently shift word stress to the penultimate syllable; the unawareness of the orthoepic
rules pertaining to the stressing of prepositions is also repeatedly observed, as is the
improper use of logical stresses (which is frequently placed on incorrect words or is
omitted altogether, other times used redundantly); the overall voice modulation tends to
be careless, the students do not know how to purposefully change the pace and dynamics
based on the meaning of the text (their incorrect phrasing and modulation often results
from a lack of understanding of the text — they cannot distinguish relevant information

from irrelevant, they are unable to comprehend the meaning of the text without aid).

6.1.2  Deviations observed in newsreaders and presenters
The following shortcomings are identifiable in speech delivered by newsreaders and presenters
of news and journalistic programmes of public broadcast media (radio broadcasting station
Radiozurndl and television channels CT1 and CT24, where we focused on programmes
broadcast from Prague and Ostrava studios):
= non-orthoepic pronunciation of vowels and vowel clusters: overtly open or closed
pronunciation of vowels (due to influence of dialect, common Czech®), violation of
vocal quantity (lengthening of final vowels preceding a pause is more frequent than
erroneous shortening), elision of vowels or their weakened pronunciation (due to
negligent articulation, incorrect form of lip aperture, high speech tempo), unawareness of
orthoepic principles is also demonstrated in improper use/neglecting of glottal stops;
= improper consonant articulation: it is observable in articulation of certain alveolar phones,
especially [1], which sounds hard, as well as in overtly hissing pronunciation of sibilants
[s], [z], [c], or in vibrants [r] and [f], which are articulated with either insufficient trill, or,
in case of [r], with excessive trill;
= non-orthoepic pronunciation of consonant clusters: weakened articulation or complete
elision of phones, incorrect simplification of the consonant cluster, undesirable consonant
assimilation changes (both voicing and articulatory);
= lack of proficiency in use of prosodic means — intonation, phrasing, logical stress, speech
tempo: incorrect intonation is evident especially in inconclusive pauses, in which the

falling conclusive cadence occurs instead of appropriate inconclusive semicadence,

197 Common Czech is one of the non-literary (non-standard) forms of Czech language, levelled non-literary
language of Central Bohemia (it is an interdialect that evolved as a result of the development of the Bohemian
dialect); today, it is used not only in private, non-public communication, but frequently also in public speech, in
which only the literary language has been previously used.
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incorrect intonation of questions, and utterance endings are not correctly signalled by
intonation and subsequent utterances follow without pauses — the listeners receive
a barely comprehensible flow of information without meaningful partitions; certain
newsreaders show a stereotyped intonation for sentences with various communicative
functions, certain female speakers even show “singing” intonation — the intonation is
oscillatory and the manner of speech does not correspond with the communicate type;
illogical phrasing — the pauses are shifted to incorrect positions (the pauses are sometimes
redundant or omitted altogether); inconsiderate placement of logical stress — it is either
shifted to words with meaning of lower significance, or almost every lexical word is

emphasized — the so-called “chanted speech” is becoming more frequent.

The listed deficiencies can make it difficult for the listeners to comprehend the information
being communicated — especially the negligent articulation of vowel clusters and simplified
articulation of consonant clusters causing a meaning change in words, failure to apply the
signals of conclusiveness or inconclusiveness of the utterance, and inconsiderate placement of
logical stresses.

Regarding the aforementioned shortcomings observed in the television and radio news
environments, it is possible to conclude that there is an evident difference in the most frequent
errors made by speakers from Ostrava and Prague studios. The Prague centre is typified by
a larger amount of errors in vowel articulation resulting in meaning changes and incorrect
phrasing and intonation. Inability to appropriately utilise prosodic means is a prevalent
shortcoming at Ostrava centre, incorrect articulation of phones is only an issue of specific

individuals.

6.1.3  Deviations observed in theatre actors
The actors from the Ostrava theatre showed the least number of pronunciation errors from
among the compared professions, nevertheless, specific phenomena were observed in this group
as well, some more frequently, others only on individual basis. The most frequently occurring
types of non-functional deviations from the orthoepic norm are listed, taking into account the
basic principles of stylized stage speech and disregarding accidental errors and mistakes:
= all actors sometimes produced incomprehensible phrases or entire lines, articulatory
mumbling which resulted in the omission of a phone or phones (syllables), “swallowing”
of words or its parts, weakened, reduced articulation of phones; the cause of these issues

is usually the insufficient articulatory effort or higher tempo; certain actors demonstrated
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negligent articulation more frequently at rehearsals, yet such articulation almost never
occurred during public performances (however, according to the actors, such mumbling
is sometimes purposeful, as they use it to cover forgetting the script on their part);

= non-orthoepic articulation of vowels and vowel clusters (violation of quality and quantity
of vocals due to the local Silesian dialect, as well as common Czech by actors from
Bohemia), the issues with glottal stops were rather rare;

= non-orthoepic articulation of consonant clusters: undesirable consonant assimilation
changes (both voicing and articulatory);

= deviations in consonant articulation: the actors do not usually demonstrate these, only
some of them manifest a more hissing articulation of sibilants [s], [z], [c] or hard
articulation of [I];

= prosodic means: some actors showed incorrect intonation — questions were pronounced
with indistinct intonation (close to declarative sentence intonation), non-functioning
fluctuations in melody (“intonation leaps” to high pitch in women), use of falling
conclusive cadence in place of inconclusive semicadence;

= certain deviations are typical “acting speech mannerisms” (these are observable in older
actors): voiceless articulation of voiced consonants (in males) or articulation of open
vowel [a] instead of other vowels (in females) which arise mostly from the actors’
increased emotional involvement and the effort to overemphasize expressions (if these

are not considered speech affectation in certain actresses).

The listed deviation types observed by auditory analysis of selected public speaker groups (both
the current teachers, presenters, actors, and the future professionals in case of students)
correspond with the orthoepic issues discussed in the scholarly literature. These are dealt with
by employees of various universities in Bohemia and Moravia, but especially at the Institute of
Phonetics at the Faculty of Arts, Charles University in Prague,®® where the researchers base
their analyses of phonetic and prosodic phenomena on precise instrumental measurements.

For example, Marie Krémova (2008, pp. 202 — 208) states that orthoepic difficulties occurring
in combining morphemes manifest at morpheme boundaries, i.e., word boundaries, boundaries
of prepositions and following words, boundaries of prefixes and bases and parts of compounds.
She adds that “the more pedantic the pronunciation, the more acoustically emphasized these

boundaries” and states that, in such cases, the combinational principles are “somewhat

198 Cf. e.g., Janouskova, Veronkova (2008); Pofizka, Kopeckova (2018); Stépanova (2013a); Veronkova (2004;
2012); Veronkova, Janouskova (2010).
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regionally differentiated, the regional pronunciation not always viewed as a literary doublet”.1%

Orthoepic elements requiring increased attention include connecting of pairs of vocals or
a consonant and a vocal belonging to different syllables, pitfalls of assimilatory changes
(voicing issues in case of combining consonants with sonorants or with v), as well as
articulatory assimilations that result in the simplification of the pronunciation of two identical
or different consonants and more complex consonant clusters. Regarding prosodic means, she
points out the vitality of the overall acoustic segmentation of the entire utterance via pauses,
stresses and intonation.

In her summary of frequent deviations from literary pronunciation examined in speech of
students “aspiring to become professional speakers”, Veronika Stépanova points out, on the
suprasegmental level, “the application of inconclusive melodeme in places where the
conclusive melodeme is expected” and “non-orthoepic stressing, rapid tempo and inappropriate
placement of breathing pauses”.?%° Regarding segmental level, she emphasizes high frequency
of speech errors, deviations in the quantity and quality of vocals, omission of glottal stops, non-
orthoepic voicing and articulatory assimilations, simplification of consonant clusters, and
complete omissions of consonants. “The largest number of deviations from the literary standard
that can be considered pronunciation deficiencies are caused by negligent and untrained
articulation, others occur as a result of the speaker’s belonging to a specific dialectal group.
Conversely, fewer analysed phenomena can be attributed to the exaggerated effort of an
untrained speaker to speak correctly”?*! (Stépanova, 2019, pp. 218 — 219).

Ultimately, the enumeration of problematic phenomena by various authors points not only
to the need for a more thorough familiarization with the acoustic qualities of the spoken
language in elementary and secondary schools, but also to the necessity of monitoring the
current pronunciation norm and of its comprehensive description, which could result in
modification of certain orthoepic principles in a future, modern pronunciation codification
handbook.

199, ¢

19 In original: “&im je vyslovnost peclivéjsi, tim vice se tyto hranice zvukové signalizuji”; “ponékud odliseny
regionalné, pfiCemz ne vzdy je regionem podminéna vyslovnost chdpana jako spisovna dubleta”.

199, <

200 In original: “maji ambici stat se profesionalnimi mluv&imi”; “uZivani neukonéujiciho melodému tam, kde by
byl na misté¢ melodém ukoncujici”; “neortoepické piizvukovani, piekotné tempo feci a nevhodné umistovani
nadechovych pauz”.

21 In original: “Nejvétsi podet odchylek od spisovné normy, které lze povaZzovat za vyslovnostni nedostatky, je
zpusoben nedbalou a netrénovanou artikulaci, dal$i jsou projevem nafecniho pltivodu mluvéich. Méné

analyzovanych jevi lze pficist naopak prehnané snaze nepoucené¢ho mluvéiho o korektni mluvu.”
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6.2 Current topics in Slovak orthoepy

Patrik Petras
In this subchapter, we deal with the most frequent pronunciation deviations from the codified,
literary Slovak pronunciation observable in the contemporary speech. Concurrently, we pay
attention to the causes of these deviations. Some current issues in Slovak orthoepy (e.g.,
pronunciation of the phone [I'], or the intonation of Slovak sentences) are not satisfactorily
resolved, we are therefore paying increased attention to these. We are observing these topics
through the prism of sociolinguistics. For example, in case of intonation forms of declarative
sentences that do not match the codified conclusive cadence, we pose a question whether these
have to be automatically evaluated as erroneous — without taking their function into account.

We base the description of pronunciation deviations primarily on own language
performance research carried out on university students of philologically and pedagogically
oriented study programmes in Slovakia, and on public speakers, chiefly media employees
(presenters, newsreaders, etc.). Our observations are supplemented by statements and
evaluations
of other linguists.

Dialectal bases tied to Slovak speakers’ regions of origin have a significant impact on
contemporary pronunciation. It should be noted that, in recent years, a restructuring in
dominance, or influence, of dialectal macroareas on standard Slovak can be observed. Central
Slovak used to have a defining role for development of literary Slovak in the past, serving as
the foundation for Stur’s codification?’; today, the “core” position is held by the “Western
Slovak™”. LCubomir Kral¢dk (2015, p. 89) states that “in political, cultural, and — most
prominently — mass media centre, the language with Central Slovak dialectal foundation is
under an unceasing influence of spoken form of Slovak, into which elements of Western Slovak
dialectal base permeate”.?%® This spoken literary Slovak is then dispersed through media into
other regions of Slovakia and becomes understood, and gradually fixed, as the spoken norm
among the language users. According to the author’s observations, an average language user in
Western Slovakia considers diphthongs (especially those with an i segment) to be one of the

most prominent indicators of the literary language. Kral¢ak then reports that it is the Western

202 On this topic, cf. 2.2.2 Codification of literary Slovak by Ludovit Stir.

203 In original: “jazyk so stredoslovenskym nareGovym zdkladom je v slovenskom politickom, kultirnom a najmé
masovokomunikacnom centre v prevaznej miere pod nepretrzitym vplyvom hovorenej podoby slovenciny,
do ktorej presakuju prvky zapadoslovenského nare¢ového zakladu”.
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Slovak communicants who are the source of hypercorrect forms, such as pliesenn (correctly
plesen), ciasnik (correctly casnik), sialka (correctly salka) etc. (ibid.).

Kralcak (ibid., p. 90) points out that today, the form most capable of spreading macroareal
elements nation-wide is the spoken form of Slovak in official and semi-official communication
aiming at literariness intentions, or the standard variety.

He perceives the following phenomena as a manifestation of the fact that the Western
Slovak dialectal base participates on the shaping of the spoken literary Slovak:

= pronunciation of central | in positions of soft /;

= weakening of the u segment in the articulation of the diphthong é [uo], or its replacement
with a long vocal 6, e.g., mozem, vobec instead of the correct forms maézem, vobec;,

= constituting of a diphthong io as a result of paradigmatic analogy, e.g., o babiom lete, but
also forms s vdcsiou, 0 lepsiom, which the author observed in spontaneous, as well as

some premeditated speeches in mass media (televised weather reports).

6.2.1  Segmental level of contemporary Slovak

In the context of vowel pronunciation, we can most commonly observe the violation of
quantity as a result of a higher speech tempo or efforts to shorten lengthy words, idiomatic
expressions or commonly used collocations.?®* Shortening, or failure to apply quantity can be
observed chiefly among Eastern Slovaks — this is one of the basic markers of Eastern Slovak
dialects (e.g., dialectal forms rubac, lupac instead of literary forms rubat, liipat). Shortening in
dialectal lexis can then extend into shortening in otherwise literary words. Western Slovaks, on
the contrary, tend to incorrectly apply lengths under the influence of their dialects, as in the
forms vojak, bol, kraja (correctly vojak, bol, krdja), as pointed out in Pravidla slovenskej
vyslovnosti [Rules of Slovak pronunciation] (Kral’, 2009, p. 42).

From among the most frequent errors in pronunciation of diphthongs, the one that
warrants mentioning is the replacement of diphthongs with long monophthongs, e.g., porddna
instead of poriadna (coupled with violation of rhythmic law), lepsé instead of lepsie, cudzu
instead of cudziu, etc. Others include the pronunciation of diphthong as a bisyllabic coupling
of two short vowels or epenthesis of the consonant j into the so-called i-diphthong.?®

Though the hard vocal onset and glottal stop do not occur in literary Slovak except for

several specific cases®®® according to the Pravidia slovenskej vyslovnosti (Kral', 2009, p. 46),

204 On this topic, cf. 4.1.2.1 Quantity of vowels
205 On this topic, cf. 4.1.2.3 Pronunciation of diphthongs
206 On this topic, cf. 4.1.2.4 Pronunciation of vowel clusters in Slovak.
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the research by Lubomir Rendér (2015) carried out on television news recordings has confirmed
that they do occur in speech practice. The author identified them in the following phrases, for
example: zZivotnym optimizmom, a ten, a teraz, majitelom a peniaze, mala aj podla: [Zivotnim
P0ptimizmom], [?a__ten], [?a__teraz], [majitel'om ?a__peniaze], [mala ?ai__podl'a].?” Rendar
further observed whether glottal stops occur also in word-medial positions on the recordings of
texts read by university students of Slovak language and literature. In this manner, he identified
articulation of glottal stop in the following, among others: vysokoakostnej, naaranzované,
ktovieako, neefektivne: [visoko?akostnei], [na?aranzované], [ktovie?ako], [ne?efektiviie].
Rendar’s research thus proves that the hard vocal onset and glottal stops occur frequently also
in positions other than word boundaries.?®®

In the context of the consonantal system, the pronunciation of soft (palatal) 7’ is possibly
the most discussed topic in Slovak orthoepy. We can state that the articulation of this phone is
disappearing from contemporary Slovak, especially in positions where the softness is not
marked with a caron, e.g., lebo, les, lipa pronounced as [lebo], [les], [lipa] instead of the
codified [l'ebo], [les], [Iipa] (these are the so-called phonologically weak positions).?® In
official speeches, for example in the nationwide media broadcasts (chiefly in the news), the
pronunciation of the phone [I] is usually observed in cases where the softness is marked with
acaron in writing, e.g., vela, lahky, lavica pronounced as [vela], [Paxki], [Favica]. In less
official communication, or in common colloquial communication, the soft 7’is disappearing also
in these positions: [vela], [laxki], [lavica]. From the point of view of regional differentiation,
soft 7 is more easily preserved in areas where it is supported dialectically (e.g., Eastern and
Central Slovak dialects). Dialect is not the only factor deciding the “support” of pronunciation
of the soft /. SiniSa Habijanec (2017, p. 216) points out that the rural connotations associated
with the [I'e], [i] pronunciation has also influenced the speakers of dialects, who avoid this
pronunciation in urban or socially prestigious environments. Pronunciation-wise, the failure to
pronounce soft 7’ is one of the most criticised shortcomings, or rather, it used to be one of the
most commonly criticised pronunciation errors in the past. For example, Vlado Uhlar claimed
that the situation in pronunciation of /’is unsatisfactory as early as in 1940, criticising primarily
the educational practice (Uhlar, 1940, pp. 204 — 211). He took note of the negligence of
pronouncing 7’ in cities and some other areas also later, paying special attention to failure to

pronounce /7 in syllables containing the vowels e and i, 7, and diphthongs ia, ie, iu, where the

207 Cf. in detail Rendar (2015, pp. 7 — 71).
208 Cf. in detail ibid., pp. 74 — 77.
209 On the codified pronunciation of | - 7, cf. Subchapter 4.2.3.5 Hard and soft consonants.
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softness is not marked with a caron (Uhlar, 1958, pp. 91 — 102). More recent scholarly texts
also contain critical evaluations of insufficient softening of 7’ or its replacement with a so-called
hard |, pointed out also directly by Abel Kral’ in the Pravidid slovenského pravopisu (2009,
p. 68). According to Jan Kacala (1997, pp. 65 — 72), a part of Slovaks considers | and /'to be so
close, that they do not distinguish between them in pronunciation (and sometimes in writing)
and identifies both with |. He registers the failure to distinguish these phonemes even in those
cases where they distinguish among minimal pairs, as in lavica — lavica, rola — rola, lad — l'ad,
etc. Kacala warns that the phone [I'] has a fixed position in the Slovak phonetic system, it is
functionally, linguo-geographically, and codificationally justified, and it is therefore necessary
to strengthen its systemic position in everyday communication practice. Rendar (2006,
pp. 51 — 60) states that even though soft /’appears with ever diminishing frequency in common
communication and in public speeches, it is still supported even in less cultivated
communication (especially in East and Central Slovakia). In the speech of actors, presenters,
commentators, and other public speakers, he considers the codified pronunciation of /" to be
individual (in Rendar’s opinion, important factors here are the individual’s dialectal
background and adopted speech habits), but hard or weakened — semi-soft — pronunciation is
gaining prominence. The most problematic is the pronunciation of /" in the so-called weak
positions, i.e., when the palatal /” occurs before the vowels e, i, / and diphthongs ia, ie, iu.
Slavomir Ondrejovi¢ (2019, pp. 154 — 155) also concludes that the living norm of the cultivated
Slovak language requires the pronunciation of palatal / preceding back vocals, consonants and
stop, but when preceding the vowels e, i, 7 and diphthongs ia, ie, iu, non-palatal pronunciation
is common in most cases, and he evaluates the palatal pronunciation in these positions as
frequently strongly marked. Habijanec (2017, p. 216) also evaluates the articulation of the
sequences [le], [I'1] as irreversibly marked today.

Regarding the softness correlation of ¢, &, 11, I'—t, d, n, |, cases of incorrect softening of
other consonants are to be observed, especially the articulation of soft 7 instead of hard t in the
demonstrative pronouns tie, tieto. Their pronunciation as [tie], [tieto] is a frequent occurrence,
replacing the codified pronunciation [tie], [tieto].?%

In speech practice, incorrect direction of voicing assimilation is also observable in
certain situations. Such pronunciation is frequently influenced by the speaker’s native dialect.
For example, assimilation of prepositions s/so, k/ku preceding personal pronouns, where it

should not take place, is a typical characteristic for Eastern Slovak dialects. Especially among

210 On the codified pronunciation of t — £, cf. Subchapter 4.2.3.5 Hard and soft consonants.
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speakers with this dialectal base, pronunciation of phrases s nim, s riou, S hami, s vami, SO mnou,
kumne as [z__nim], [z__tiou], [z__nami], [z__vami], [zo__mnou], [gu_ mne] can be noticed.?*
Another factor influencing pronunciation is the nationality of the speaker, or rather their native
language. In Slovak language environment, frequent substitution of voiced h with voiceless
ch [x] can be observed in native Hungarian speakers. This substitution then influences the
direction of voicing assimilation, e.g., in the words rozhodnut, rozhlas, which these speakers
pronounce as [rosxodnut’], [rosxlas] instead of [rozhodnut’], [rozhlas]. The opposite situation —
articulation of [h] instead of [x], regardless of the impact of native language, can be observed
in less cultivated communication, for example the pronunciation of the word nechat’ as [fiehat’]
instead of [fiexat’]. These cases are also highlighted by the Pravidld slovenskej vyslovnosti
(Kral, 2009, p. 61).22

The next pronunciation phenomenon worth mentioning is also dialectally preconditioned,
this time especially by Western Slovak dialects. It is the substitution of bilabial [u] in syllable-
final position with a [f], which results in such pronunciations as [krf], [prfki] instead of [Kru],
[pruki] in the words krv and prvky.?3

Simplification of consonant clusters that should not be simplified according to the
valid codification also ranks among the more frequent pronunciation deviations. This is chiefly
the case of consonant clusters stn, s, zdn, zdn, sti, zdn, stl, zdl, s¢/, ctn, which occur e.g., in
the words cestny, miestny, vlastne, stastny, prdzdniny, starostlivy, tyzdnovy, etc. In the
pronunciation of these clusters, we can observe the elision of consonants t, d, so that the
example words are pronounced as [Cesni], [miesni], [vlastie], [§t'asni], [praziini], [staroslivi]*4,
[tiziiovi] instead of [Cestni], [miestni], [vlastiie], [$t'astni], [prazdnini], [starostlivi], [tizdiiovi].
The stabilised exception from the rule of non-simplification in this case is the pronunciation of
numerals, so that the numerals Sestndst, Sestnasti (cardinal numeral), Sestndsty (ordinal
numeral) are correctly pronounced as [Sesnast’], [Sesnast’i], [Sesnasti], however, non-simplified
pronunciation [Sestnast’], [Sestndst’i], [Sestndsti] can also be heard. Consonant clusters s, Zs, s5,
z$, zZ, s¢, ¢s, z¢ are also occasionally simplified, when, for example, the words cernossky,

kovacsky are pronounced as [Cernoski], [kovacki] instead of [CernoSski], [kovacski]. This

211 On the direction of voicing assimilation preceding personal pronouns, cf. Subchapter 4.2.3.3 Voicing
assimilation.

212 On assimilation of consonants [x], [y] ([h]), cf. Subchapter 4.2.3.3 Voicing assimilation.

213 On pronunciation of the consonant v and its variants, cf. Subchapter 4.2.3.2 Consonant v and its pronunciation
variants.

214 On pronunciation of soft /' preceding i, 7, e, ia, ie, iu cf. earlier parts of this chapter.
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pronunciation error is evaluated as a sign of uncultivated speech by the Pravidla slovenskej
vyslovnosti (ibid., p. 77).2°

6.2.2  Suprasegmental level of contemporary Slovak

The most prominent pronunciation deviations on suprasegmental level can be observed in the
area of word and contrastive stress placement, but chiefly in sentence melody. We have to keep
in mind, though, that these suprasegmental phenomena act as a single complex and form the
intonational colouring of the sentence.

In literary Slovak, the main stress of a word is positioned on the first syllable and is fixed,
i.e., it does not change its position.?® In certain speaker groups, however, we can identify the
stressing of penultimate syllable in a word (if it has three or more syllables) preceding a pause
inside a sentence or at its end. It is a characteristic central Slovak stress, which Marta Bugarova
(2001, pp. 17 — 22) considers a sentential melody phenomenon. She documents the difference
between Central Slovak melody and literary Slovak melody on the example sentence Nikto sa
ta nezastdava, where the characteristic Central Slovak stress occurs on the word nezastdva. The
typical pitch rise takes place on the penultimate syllable #i, followed by a fall on the last
syllable. In literary Slovak, the stress is on the first syllable, ne (here a rise in pitch relative to
the preceding syllable occurs) and then the pitch falls until the end of the word and the utterance.
Especially in contemporary media communication, we can observe the use of sentence stress,
or rather contrastive stress in a sentence not taking into account the semantic structure
of the utterance. In this regard, Pravidld slovenskej vyslovnosti [Rules of Slovak
pronunciation] (Kral’, 2009, p. 89) lists an example sentence Dennda teplota sa bude pohybovat
okolo dvadsat stupriov, in which the sentence stress should, considering the comment of the
utterance, be placed on the word dvadsat, not stupriov, as can be observed in the television
forecasts according to Kral'.

Furthermore, in contemporary television news broadcasts (especially of private
channels), there can be observed an inappropriate contrastive stress placement on the parts
of the utterance that lead to dramatization of the utterance, which manifests in an increased
intensity and various melodic rises on syllables of the emphasized parts. We consider this
phenomenon to be one of the characteristic speech elements of specific newsreaders, who

present the so-called field reports in the news broadcasts (either live or pre-recorded).

215 On pronunciation of consonant clusters, cf. Subchapter 4.2.3.7 Consonant clusters.
216 On codification of stress, cf. Subchapter 4.3.1 Stress.
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In the traditional conception, Slovak sentence intonation tends to be evaluated on the axis
of intonationally neutral — intonationally marked — intonationally incorrect sentences.
According to Bugarova (2001, p. 54), if the situation is normal, without prominent emotions,
the utterances also have a neutral character, without intonation disruptions and allowing for
a fluid perception of information. Such utterances are characterised by a conclusive cadence.
In a marked utterance, emotional stance of the speaker to the reality is represented. Markedness
can thus be signalised by both lingual and paralingual acoustic means, e.g., lengthening of
vowels, emotional pauses in the utterance, etc. Bugarova evaluates the utterances without
a clear conclusion as incorrect; in these, a tendency to raised pitch can be noticed.

This traditional evaluation of intonation contours is deemed dated today, especially in the
area of television news broadcasts, where a great variability of content focus of the reports is
evident, and with it a variety in their intonational portrayal. In our opinion, such rigorous
evaluation of intonation realisations of utterances cannot be expected, as it does not sufficiently
reflect the communication focus of the utterances modulated.

Research into intonation variant in television news broadcasts was carried out by Marcel
Olsiak. He observed a regularly repeated, stereotypical violation of correct melody in ends of
sentences. Instead of an expected fall at the end of an utterance, the voice is raised on the last
two syllables, and as a result, the pitch of the final word exceeds that of the previous segment.
This mechanical intonation rise on the final word or phrase in a sentence was a repeating
non-functional contour of the final sentence segment, which the listener perceives as an
oscillation, or “singing”. If this phenomenon recurs, it appears stereotypical, monotonous
(Olsiak, 2008, p. 179). The intonational fragmentation of sentences with the intent to emphasize
certain part of the utterance are evaluated as stereotypical by the author. In his opinion, the
announcer frequently fragments sentences in incorrect places, which can result in perception of
sentence conclusion signal at the place of fragmentation. The sentence then continues, however,
specifically starting from a raised pitch position, which is reminiscent of an intonational onset
of a new sentence. Ol$iak also warns of the risk of adopting the so-called reading intonation,
which the announcer can acquire as a result of repeated and regular loud reading. This
phenomenon is tied to the expressive perspective. Sentence melody is flat in this case, the
reading appears unnatural, modal signalisation of the utterance type usually only appears at its
end, acoustic signalisations of the topic and the comment are absent. Presenters and
newsreaders are attempting at a certain relaxation, spontaneity, or declamatoriness according
to the author, with the aim of increasing familiarity towards the listener; use of further

intonation elements is connected with these efforts. The mentioned markedness can be observed
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especially in less serious topics. In these cases, efforts to push voice to a lower position is
characteristic, resulting in an inability to articulate such an interval of melodic fall as would be
necessary for a conclusive cadence of a declarative sentence (ibid., pp. 180 — 181).

Abel Kral also takes a critical stance towards the intonational realisation of media
speeches, pointing out the marked intonational forms in the delivery of radio and television
speakers on the basis of comparison with neutral intonation of a declarative sentence. In his
opinion, this is a marked stereotype, where media workers “intonate the last rhythmic group of
an utterance with a rising or raised neutral melody, frequently also with rising, or non-falling
intensity”?!” (Kral’, 2001, p. 261). This intonation stereotype reminds of a signal of inconclusive
melody, but is not the same. From a phonological point of view, he evaluates this type as
facultative, or individual variant, to which no specific language function can be assigned (ibid.).
Kral’ supports his claims by recorded examples from the broadcasts of the public-service radio
Slovensky rozhlas, as he himself states, primarily intending to provide objective facts on long-
criticised errors “of language culture in the area of Slovak sentence intonation in the Slovensky
rozhlas, Slovenska televizia, and Markiza”?*8 (ibid., p. 275).

Helena Certikova penned a reaction to this paper (2002, p. 74); she considers the breaking
of the natural melodics to be voguish, a certain “aesthetic ideal” in her own words, that private
media started promoting in Slovakia and which is gradually starting to appear also in speech of
news presenters and youth show hosts of the Slovensky rozhlas. She attempts to analyse the
reasons for this state and concludes that the situation is unfavourably influenced by the fact that
presenters with experience from private companies, having previously acquired the marked
intonation of these media, frequently come to work for the Slovensky rozhlas. Similarly, the
students of journalism, she continues, frequently listen to private radio broadcasters, possibly
even cooperate with them. As a result, they naturally adopt the defective intonation. In her
opinion, these workers are influenced by a quite strong intonation stereotype, which impacts
not only the sentence melody, but also its overall rhythm, resulting in violation of natural speech
demarcation by stresses on peaks of stress groups, syllabified speech, and accentuation,
“pushing” of the final syllables of sentences. The author also noticed the substitution
of melodics with force, translating into strictly dynamic contrastive stresses and pushing

of terminal syllables replacing melodic falls (ibid., pp. 74 — 75). She does not agree with the

217 In original: “posledny rytmicky takt vety alebo stvetia (vypovede) intonuji so stipavou alebo zdvihnutou
rovnou melodiou, Casto aj so stipajiicou, resp. neklesajicou intenzitou”.

218 In original: “jazykovej kultry v oblasti intonécie slovenskej vety v Slovenskom rozhlase, v Slovenskej televizii
a v Markize”.
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ranking of media on the basis of defective intonation frequency suggested by Kral
(2001, p. 275) (that is: Slovensky rozhlas, Slovenska televizia, Markiza). In Certikova’s opinion
(2002, p. 76), from the language and speech culture point of view, Slovensky rozhlas is still in
the best shape.?*®

Slavomir Ondrejovic also replied to Kral’s study, pondering whether intonation can even
be codified in the same manner as other sound phenomena, or if it requires an individual
approach, whether the orthoepic situation is the same (at the time of writing of the discussed
paper) as it was at the time of writing the Pravidla slovenskej vyslovnosti (1984) (Ondrejovic,
2002, p. 77). Ondrejovic¢ notes that the media have the greatest influence on norm development
(not only intonational and acoustic), and also reminds that the area of intonation is sometimes
seen as a phenomenon that is more mutable and variable in realisation, as well as harder to
record and codify than segmental sound level (ibid., p. 78).

He also highlights the dual function of intonation: the first function is related to the
communicated content, the second to the overall emotional state of the speaker, with the two
overlapping in spoken utterances (ibid., p. 79). In Ondrejovi¢’s opinion, the cadence of
declarative sentences (and similarly of imperative sentences and variable questions) is truly
falling in Slovak language, with the tone starting to fall at the stressed syllable of the comment
of the utterance and continuing to fall until its end. However, he notes that the melodic fall does
not need to end at the lower end of the speakers register as in a declamative expression. The
melodic forms singled out are characteristic for this type, but they are not the only ones possible.
While unmarked cadence occurs in a neutral utterance as a simple form of its conclusion,
marked cadence mediates additional information — by the shift of sentence stress from the final
position, among other things. The most important role is played here by a functional application
of intonation contour, not its contrasting with an abstract model. To illustrate this, the address
sentence Dobry den, vazeni posluchaci can be imagined with a cadence that is not perceived as
falling without a negative effect (ibid.). The media broadcasts, the author claims, “are not only
about informing, but about the presenter’s speech affecting the listener along the intentions of
persuasive effect and eliciting a pleasant atmosphere”??° (ibid.). Ondrejovi¢ therefore states

that, in media environment, only those intonation forms can be deemed incorrect that

219 At the time of publishing of Kral' and Certikova’s papers, Slovensky rozhlas and Slovenskd televizia were
independent institutions. At present time, they form a unified institution Rozhlas a televizia Slovenska (RTVS).
Available at: https://www.rtvs.org/o-rtvs/organizacna-struktura. [cited 13. 2. 2022].

220 [n original: “nejde len o Glohu informovat’, ale aj o to, aby prejav moderatora posobil na posluchaca v zmysle
persuazivneho efektu a vyvolal prijemnua atmosféru”.
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have a negative effect on the listeners — the described oscillating intonation schemata do belong
to this category (ibid., p. 80).

We provide two examples of speeches from Slovak language news broadcast by private
television channels, on which we attempt to prove that even the declarative sentence intonation
not identifiable with the codified conclusive cadence is not necessarily erroneous, as it can be
used to signalise positive connotations of the presented information and positive, friendly
attitude of the presenters towards the viewers.??!

The provided examples come from introductory blocks of news show that consist of
contact elements (greetings, welcomes) and the so-called introductory information, i.e.,
information on an event that took place that day. The efforts to positively attune the viewers
can be observed also in the affirmative formulations of the introductory information. In some
cases, the newsreaders directly signal to the viewers that they have good news to deliver, stating
one immediately within the introductory information. Such case is represented in the following

example:

Example 1:22

JZ:  Blizi sa vikend a S nim aj dobré spravy.

MCh: Pocasie uz bude pripominat jar a bodku za zimou ddvaju aj meteorolégovia.
JZ:  Prijemny dobry vecer pri sledovani Televiznych novin na Markize.

MCh: Dobry vecer.

In this example, the most interesting melodic contour is evident in the utterance Pocasie uz
bude pripominat jar a bodku za zimou davaju aj meteorologovia, especially its final part aj
meteorologovia. The particle aj introduces the word meteorolégovia with its weaker melodic
rise relative to the previous segment. This word, with an atypically high number of syllables
for Slovak language, concludes the utterance with a positive content, which can be seen as the
main reason for absence of the melodic fall expected in a conclusive cadence. Melodic curve
of the segment aj meteroroléogovia points to a very weak melodic fall (cf. also Graph 1), but it
is unobservable from an auditory point of view. In general, this word can be evaluated as more
or less maintaining a single melodic level. In this case, the melody is primarily a reflection of
a positive topic, but it could be said that it also expresses the positive attitude of the presenter —
these two facts being naturally linked.

22 A more detailed analysis of the examples provided available in Petras (2016, pp. 55 — 70).
222 The initials JZ and MCh denote the turns of the presenters that took turns reading.
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Graph 1: Melody of the terminal segment of the first utterance of MCh in the Example 1:
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The following speech is also an example of presenting positive information in television news

broadcast, again manifesting also in the intonational realisation of the utterances.

Example 2:22
PS:  Dnes v noci si |109 ms| pospime o hodinku menej.
ZP:  Meni sa Cas a to znamena, Ze dni budi odrazu |64 ms| ¢arovne dlhé.

PS:  Este predtym su tu ale nase Televizne noviny.

ZP:  No a aj dnes sme tu pre vas S aktualnymi informaciami, sme radi, Ze ste s nami.

Intonation-wise, this speech contained multiple interesting segments. With regard to the
outlined goal of this discussion, we focus solely on the contour of the utterance Meni sa cas
a to znamend, Ze dni budi odrazu carovne dlhé. Possibly the most transparent manifestation of
the positive emotional state of the presenter, as well as her attempts at a kind of “declamation”
effect, is evident in the terminal segment carovne dihé. This part was melodically raised (cf.
Graph 2); the last syllable [hé] does not show a noticeable melodic fall, the syllable maintains
a relatively high pitch, which is emphasized by its increased duration (304 ms). We believe that,
in this case, it is possible to talk about empathic signs in the given utterance. Melodic contour

of the analysed segment is recorded in the Graph 2.

223 In the example 2, significantly lengthened words or syllables occurred. These are marked with an understroke.
Duration of pause in miliseconds (ms) is reported in between vertical bars in the places where such pauses
occurred.
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Graph 2: Melodic contour of the final segment of the utterance by the presenter ZP in the Example 2
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Even though this melodic contour is not an explicit example of a conclusive cadence, we find
it appropriate to perceive it as being in agreement with the function of this utterance — it is an
introductory block of a news show, where the newsreaders try to act in a friendly, declamatory
manner and are therefore emphasizing the positive aspects of the introductory information,
which they actuate also melodically.

We believe that the analysed samples showed that the intonation is a rather mutable
phenomenon that cannot be codified to the same extent as the segmental dimension of the sound
level of language, that it can express also particular communicative functions (e.g., establishing
of an amicable contact with the receiver, inducing of a pleasant atmosphere, etc.). Because of

this, an approach to this phenomenon needs to be more differentiated.

6.3 Pronunciation issues among Polish native speakers — selected topics
Milena Hebal-Jezierska

In this subchapter, certain language phenomena are described that cause difficulties to native
Polish speakers, particularly students of philology. The description is based on observations
from the seminars of orthophony carried out as a part of the Orthophony of West Slavonic
Languages grant project and courses on phonetics. There were 100 participants in the seminars.
These were primarily university and secondary school students. The selection of topics was
determined by the exercises carried out in the seminars and courses. Most of the tasks were
prepared for use in the phonetic seminars carried out as a part of the grant. These are collected

in the Orthoepy of West Slavonic Languages. Practical Exercises (2020). In the end of this
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subchapter, we include a brief reflection on the seminars of Polish pronunciation for Czech and
Slovak students not studying Polish language.

6.3.1  Pronunciation of vowels
It would seem that Polish vowels should not cause trouble to Poles. Yet, most studies point to
their erroneous articulation. This problem pertains to Poles not working with their voices, as
well as public speakers, including actors, singers and reporters. The authors of publications
dealing with stage pronunciation and artistic logopaedics point to the following errors, among
others: voiceless vowel pronunciation (Dolezynska-Walczak, Dolezynski, 2020, p.505;
Nowakowski, 1997, p. 108); changes in phone timbre: vowels [a], [0] reminiscent of the vowel
[u] in pronunciation, vowel [i] realised acoustically similarly to the vowel [y], wide
pronunciation of vowels [i], [y], [u] crossing over into [e] and [o] (Dolezynska-Walczak,
Dolezynski, 2020, p. 518; Nowakowski, 1997, p. 105); partial or total vowel reduction (Lubon,
2020, p. 540; Nowakowski, 1997, p. 104).

The main issue observed in students is not phone substitution, but rather weak articulation
of vowels, which leads to incomprehensible speech in certain cases. This issue is also reported
by speech therapists and pronunciation coaches (Majkowska, 2004, p. 104; Toczyska, 2016).

This phenomenon is linked to incorrect opening of the mouth.

6.3.2  Pronunciation of phones in word-final positions

In this subchapter, we deal with two pronunciation error types occurring in word-final positions
preceding a pause. The first is the weakened articulation of phones following a consonant in
such position, which often leads to phone reduction. The second is the pronunciation of voiced
phones at ends of specific words.

Among students, reduction of the semivowel corresponding with the grapheme # occurs
frequently. This is true for the position in which a voiced or voiceless variant of the phone [u]
follows a consonant, as in the words pomyst, biegt, pieki. These cases are problematic also for
professionals. Due to this, experts on stage speech also pay attention to this issue. Pawet
Nowakowski (1997, p. 119) observed elision of this phone in verb and noun forms among the
then-young generation of actors in as much as 87 % of realisations. A high percentage of
semivowel [u] reduction, including its voiceless variant, was observed in the middle generation
of actors (94 % of realisations). It can be assumed that the problems with this semivowel

realisation only worsened with time.
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Despite the fact that word end ranks among the weakest articulatory positions, in some
words, a voiced realisation can be noticed in speech practice. Bogustaw Dunaj (2013, p. 29)
provides a list of words in which a voiced consonant is pronounced in terminal position: blog,
kod, log, mag, smog, snob. According to Dunaj, this is caused by the efforts to distinguish these
words from the forms blok, kot, lok, mak, smok, snop.

It can be concluded from the observations that the voiced phone pronunciation takes place

also among the educated speakers trying to use a careful form of Polish, e.g., in medical
practitioners — [kod] (i.e., code — of a recipe), university lecturers — [kod] (code of a course).
In phonetic seminars, the students were given a task to read aloud sentences into which they
were to insert pairs of words distinct only in the orthographic word-final letter kod/kot,
miedzImie¢. Majority of respondents articulated a voiced consonant in kod and miedz. The result
was certainly influenced by orthography.

Examples of fill-in-the-gap exercises (Hebal-Jezierska, 2020, p. 44):

224

Dla tych, ktorzy znali ........, wszystko bylo jasne.

Z ostatniej stodoly ........ ucieki do puszczy.??®

6.3.3  Phonic realisation of letters g and ¢

A lot has been written on phonic equivalents of the letters ¢ and ¢. Rules of phonic realisation
of these letters can be found in virtually every study on Polish phonetics or art of pronunciation.
Despite this, the awareness of this topic among general populace has not been improving for an
extended period of time and the reaction of first-year university students learning these rules is
always more or less the same. At first, they are surprised, sometimes even expressing they feel
as if having been lied to, that they were unaware of this for such a long time. This is true for
almost all students, regardless of the correctness of their pronunciation of the phonic equivalents
of the letters in question.

When asked the initial question of the seminar dealing with phonic realisation of the
letters ¢ and ¢ — “what are these letters?” — most students answer “vowels”. The causes for the
wrong interpretation of their status and lack of knowledge of the rules by which they are
governed has to be sought chiefly in school curricula, in their emphasis on the orthographic
aspect (Karpowicz, 2018, p. 38), as well as in teaching listening based on phonematic principle

(Dukiewicz, 1995, p. 35). Teachers we interviewed confirm Karpowicz’s argument (2018,

224 NCPL: Siemion, Piotr. Finimondo — komendia romantyczna. Warszawa, 2004.
225 NCPL: Grzegorczyk, Jan. Chaszcze. Krakow, 2009.
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p. 38): “(...) in teaching orthography of words containing ¢ and ¢, attention is paid to their
spelling to such an extent that they are pronounced incorrectly in order not to forget how they
should be properly written.”?28

“In order not to forget all the ‘tails’, we all articulated these phones not with just
significant, but even excessive nasality, for example, the noun fecza, which we tried to
pronounce as [*tgcza] to memorize the correct spelling and avoid an orthographic error
[*tencza].”??" This error is made also by some teachers of Polish as a foreign language.

The authors dealing with research into pronunciation agree that errors in phonic
realisation of ¢ and ¢ are quite frequent (Karpowicz, 2018, p. 38; Sambor, 2020, p. 481; Smolen,
2008, p. 199, Wiecek-Poborczyk, 2014, p. 181). They occur both in careful and colloquial
speech (Karpowicz, 2018, p. 38). Since there is a high likelihood that the readers will attempt
to look up information on ¢ and ¢ in the section devoted to vowels, the rules of phonic realisation
of these letters is included in that section. The incorrect realisations occur in both word-final
and word-medial positions. The authors of handbooks warn about the erroneous realisations of
the letter ¢ in word-final position, e.g., [ido] or [idom], [idou] (in prs. 3 pl.), and of the letter ¢
in the same position, e.g., [idem], [ideu] (prs. 1 sg.), as well as their erroneous realisations in
word-medial positions preceding non-constrictive phones.??®

Exercises for phonic realisation of the letters ¢ and ¢ prepared and delivered within the
grant seemed so difficult to students that they required the answers to them be recorded in the
exercise book prepared specifically for these workshops. Another issue appeared in the form of
the pronunciation rules and orthography awareness. Students that had articulated the
equivalents of these letters correctly beforehand became lost in the tangle of various rules after
learning about the phonetic system rules. An exercise that required insertion of the words #¢gpo,
tempo and a poem excerpt with an increased frequency of the letters ¢ and ¢ in various positions

proved especially difficult.

226 In original: ““(...) przy uczeniu ortografii 3 i e zwraca si¢ uwage na zapis do tego stopnia, ze wypowiada sie
niepoprawnie, zeby nie zapomnie¢, jak powinno by¢ ortograficznie.”

227 |n original: “Zeby nie zapomnieé o ogonkach, wszyscy wymawialiémy te gloski nie tyle z wyrazna, ile wrecz
z przesadzong nosowoscia, np. staraliSmy si¢, zeby rzeczownik tgcza za brzmiat [*t¢cza], dzigki czemu mielisSmy
zapamigtaé poprawng pisowni¢ i uniknaé btedu ortograficznego [*tencza].”

228 Cf. Subchapter 6.3.1 Pronunciation of vowels.
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The students were to deal with these tasks (Hebal-Jezierska, 2020, p. 42):

Witold Gawdzik, Z ortografii chcesz mieé piec... (excerpt)??®
Z ortografii chcesz mie¢ pigec,

Wiec wbij w glowe, zapamietaj:

Detka, cetka, wezel, chec,

Kolednicy, kqdziel, swieta.

Fill in the correct words into the gaps and then read the sentences aloud.

a) Tepo, tempo
e Utkwione gdzies, w brudnej blonie okienka, wyblakte slepia Adamusa patrzyty ........
i nieruchomo?®®,

o Wytrzymuje pan takie ........ pracy®L.

In reading the words containing ¢ and ¢ preceding non-constrictive phones, the students also
tended to articulate polysegmental phones instead of the correct pedantic pronunciation in
lexemes with positive or polite content. The words pi¢kny, dziekuje are examples of this.

An experiment was also carried out?3? among people who were not explained the rules of
phonic realisation of the letters ¢ and e before participating in the exercise. The goal of this
experiment was to find out how the knowledge of orthography influences the phonic realisation
of these letters. Forty-five native speakers of Polish participated in this experiment: secondary
school pupils, students of philology, persons with philological education, and an actor.

The task was divided into two parts. In the first, the participants were to label what they
saw in pictures with a single word. They were asked to answer as fast as possible. The following
objects and persons were depicted in the pictures: angle, trumpet, pigeon, heel, tooth, teeth,
fifteen, screwdriver, nurse, priest, spider, hand.

The second part of the task was to carefully read aloud the written down words labelling

what was previously depicted: kqt, trgbka, golgb, pieta, zgb, ze¢by, pietnascie, srubokret,

229 Gawdzik, Witold. Ortografia na wesoto i na serio. Warsaw, 1998.
230 NCPL: Kruczkowski, Leon. Kordian i cham. Warsaw, 1979.
231 NCPL: Krajewski, Marek, Czubaj, Mariusz. R6ze cmentarne. Warsaw, 2009.

232 \We would like to thank the students of the Institute of Western and Southern Slavic Studies of the University
of Warsaw and the pupils of LO CLXII, as well as all the others who participated in this exercise.
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pielegniarka, ksigdz, pajgk, reka. Additional words dzigkuje (thank; prs. 1 sg.) and pigkny
(beautiful; sg. nom. masc.) were included in the list on the basis of earlier observations.

The results of the experiment obtained by listening shown that 50 % of participants
realised the letters ¢ and ¢ in word-medial position preceding a non-constrictive incorrectly in
the second part of the exercise. Those participants who realised the words erroneously in both
parts of the exercise were excluded from the results. It can thus be concluded that the pedantic
pronunciation is hypercorrect for many speakers, that is, it is incorrect from codification point
of view. Influence of orthography significantly contributes to this erroneous pronunciation.
A rather intriguing observation was made in the group of secondary school pupils, in which
a part of the participants was interested in the topic and a part was not. The correct phonic
realisation of the letters ¢ and ¢ in this group is owed to the lack of interest in the topic,
“neglectful” pronunciation, and a greater physical distance between the pupils and the lecturer.
It was these group that succeeded in the second part of the exercise. On the other hand, pupils
that attempted to articulate the letters correctly and clearly in question produced an erroneous
pronunciation. Physical distance between these and the lecturer was smaller than in the previous
group. Their phonic realisation of the letters ¢ and ¢ should have been in accordance with
orthography and not that of polysegmental phones, as the letters ¢ and ¢ stood in word-medial

positions preceding non-constrictive phones in the lexemes used.

6.3.4  Phonic realisation of dz, drz
Many handbooks contain recommendations how to phonically realise the letter sequences dz
and drz (Markowski, 2004; Karpowicz, 2018).

In seminars, students were to correctly read aloud the words: dzem, dzinsy, budzet,
Andrzej, drzazga, drzemac, drzemigcy, drzewo, drzwi, drzwiczki, Jedrzejow, medrzec, nozdrza,
odrzuci¢, podrzucié¢, przedrzeé, W zanadrzu, wydrzeé, zdrzemng¢ sie.

The greatest difficulties were caused by the lexeme drzwi, which almost all students
realised as [dZzv’i], and not [%Vv’i] as recommended, nor the colloquial variant [3Zv’i]. The
Spokes spoken language corpus search confirms that the pronunciation deemed erroneous is
the most frequent.

Another word causing trouble in pronunciation was the word budzet, which a part of the
participants pronounced [bu3zet]. Other words caused no significant trouble to most of the
participants. Some erroneous realisations, for example, of the words [dzem], [An%e1] occurred,

but were infrequent.
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6.3.5  Pronunciation of selected lexemes containing letters combinations au, eu, ou, al,
oi, ei, oi

The combinations of the subject vowel clusters were discussed in the section dealing with

pronunciation of vowels and consonants. In the seminars, these words were the most

troublesome for Polish students: hydraulik, neutralny. All the students pronounced the words

hydraulik and neutralny as [hydraul’ik] and [neutralny] instead of [hydrauyli’k] and [neutralny].

6.3.6  Pronunciation of numerals
The numerals in the range from 400 to 900 caused problems in both stress and pronunciation
to students. They were not sufficiently aware that the stress in these words is positioned on the
antepenultimate syllable.

Tendency towards erroneous pronunciation in accordance with orthography was obvious
in the phonic realisation of the numerals 500, 600, as well as 50, 60, and 15.
The issues with pronunciation of numerals among teachers of Polish as a foreign language is
discussed in detail by Marcin Maciotek (2015).

6.3.7  Pronunciation of selected lexemes
One of the words causing trouble to students and pupils was the word pojedynczy. Most
participants were not aware that the word is correctly pronounced with a [f] or a [n].
Pronunciation of the word jabtko also proved troublesome. In the Wielki stownik
poprawnej polszczyzny [The great dictionary of correct Polish], the form japlko [1apuko] is
deemed correct, as well as less frequent jabtko [1abuko]. All the participants pronounced it in
the form deemed less frequent. Of note is also the exercise in which the correct form of lexemes
standard, standardowy, standardowo were to be filled in. Declension forms such as standardy,
standardzie were to be used. The goal of this exercise was to verify whether the students will
articulate the phone [t] or [¢] in the lexeme standard in cases other than nominative and in the
lexeme standardowo, e.g., standarty [standarty], standarcie [standarce], standartowy
[standartovy] instead of standardy [standardy], standardzie [standar3é], standardowy
[standardovy]. The latter realisations are proscribed by the Wielki stownik poprawnej
polszczyzny. Despite this, a quite significant tendency towards such pronunciation has recently
been observed especially among the middle and older generations, as well as in the media. None
of the seminar participants pronounced these words incorrectly. It can thus be concluded that

this error is not as frequent in the younger generation.
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Orthophonic seminars are organised only sporadically in Poland. They are rare even at
universities. Most students evaluated such seminars as necessary, providing new knowledge
and improving language awareness. Workshops on pronunciation of Czech and Slovak
languages aimed at their native speakers proved popular. Seminars on Polish language
pronunciation for Czech and Slovak students not learning Polish language were also interesting
for the participants. The greatest surprise for them was learning that monophthongal nasal
vowels do not exist in Polish. Pronunciation of individual Polish phones was not easy for the
students; with pronunciation of the vowels [i] and [y] being the most problematic. It was hard
for the participants to perceive the difference between the two. From among consonants,
articulation of the phones [t] and [d] turned out to be troublesome due to the fact that their
pronunciation is more alveolar in Czech and Slovak. Students also had trouble with
pronunciation of alveolar and prepalatal phones. In Czech and Slovak, these phones are
articulated with a different tongue position — with the tongue touching the alveolar ridge/palate
in a different place. Additionally, differences were observed in phonic realisations of the letters
recorded in Polish as h/ch, j, and I. Despite all these difficulties, students voiced great
satisfaction with the classes where they could try out the pronunciation of phones of a language

belonging to the same language family, that is, the West Slavonic languages.
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