
FrantiSek Cermäk (Prague) 

RELATIONS OF SPOKEN AND WRITTEN CZECH 
(With Special Reference to the Varying Degree of Acceptability of 
Spoken Elements in Written Language) 

0.0 The title of this article is, perhaps, too general. Though we intend to deal 
with some of the main aspects of the spoken form of the Czech language and to 
see these aspects as belonging to a structural and functional variety of Czech, we 
do not propose to cover the field exhaustively, e.g. prosodic features will be left 
aside. 

Among the Slavonic languages, Czech occupies a rather special place in that 
the difference between the spoken and written language is comparatively large, 
and also in that the most usual variety of the spoken langugage is currently 
viewed here as a special and independent code (going under the name of obecnä 
öeätina = Common Czech). In some of the Slavonic languages, for instance 
Polish, it is only possible to speak of a spoken variant of the standard written 
language, the two being essentially identical, i.e. apart from being differentiated by 
a certain number of special elements and by prosodic features. In some other 
languages, for instance Bulgarian, the difference between the spoken and written 
language forms is, practically, the difference between the (prescribed literary) 
national standard and local dialects, which, however, does not prevent the native 
speakers of a dialect from speaking the national standard as well. 

The Czech situation is different. Due to an intricate historical development, 
there is no longer any doubt that we are dealing with at least two competing 
varieties of the Czech langugage, differing from each other in a number of ways. 
The qualification two is important here because, so far, there is no general 
agreement on how many variants of the spoken language there might be, not to 
mention dialects. The prevailing view over the last thirty years or so has been that 
there is, above all, Common Czech (obecnä öeStina) which is a self-contained 
variety, quite different from the Literary standard language (Literary Czech = 
spisovnä öeStina). Literary Czech supposedly has its own limited spoken, 
though still "literary", variant (hovorovä CeStina = Colloquial Czech). For a 
number of reasons, however, this picture does not reflect the true state of facts. In 
fact: 

(1) The differences between the Literary Czech form and the Common Czech 
form are not always clear-cut and there is an area of overlap between them (not to 
be identified with the alleged Colloquial Czech). 
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(2) The difference between Literary Czech and Common Czech cannot be 
identified with that between the written and spoken language only (see 0.2 and 
1.2). 

(3) It is far from clear what exactly should be understood by the term 
Colloquial Czech, but it would appear that this so-called variety has no particular 
formal means of expression; indeed, some linguists doubt that such a variety 
exists, as it is not supported by sufficient linguistic evidence and does not form a 
complete code. 

Here, it seems appropriate to posit some further distinctions. It is necessary to 
distinguish not only (1) Literary Czech from Common Czech and (2) the Written 
from the Spoken language, but also (3) the various styles from their formal 
(stylistic) means and devices. The first distinction relates to two structural 
varieties, or codes, of Czech, the second to their communicative modes while the 
third points to the fact that, in every style, one's utterance has its rules and modes 
of organization as well as specific devices one usually and preferably resorts to. 

System -* Its Realization -** (Its Stylization) 

Literary Czech ^ Written « ^ 
(Rules & Devices) Spoken 

Common Czech -=^ Spoken ^^^ . . . 
(Rules & Devices) Written . . . 

As to more pertinent criteria for this dimension - where obviously more 
research needs to be done - no more will be said here, since they fall outside the 
proposed aim of this paper. It is, however, the second dimension and some 
features of it that will be dealt with here, mostly against the background of the 
first one. Moreover, most of the following remarks are concerned with the Czech 
language as it is spoken in Bohemia proper, where dialects have been sub­
stantially watered down and have tended to give place to the widely spread variety 
of Common Czech, which is, for the most part nowadays, quite neutral as to the 
actual place where it is used. In Moravia, where the dialectal situation is different 
and more complex, the use of Common Czech is limited, since there is only an 
interim form here, a so-called (Moravian) interdialect, i.e. one between Common 
Czech and the dialects proper. This interdialect is used in a large part of the 
Moravian territory. The situation of the western part of the country is thus 
somewhat simpler; in fact, Common Czech is originally the Central Bohemian 
dialect from the Prague region which grew up and transformed itself into its 
present status of a competing majority code. 
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0.1 The Relation between Literary and Common Czech Forms. 
Many insights and observations show matters even more complicated, it 

seems. It has been shown that many educated Czech speakers, when confronted 
with a transcript of what they have actually said are often shocked by the amount 
of Common Czech forms they use, and they readily admit that they would never 
write in such a way. They insist that they were not aware that the difference 
between the written and spoken forms was so great. Are we confronted with 
some kind of nation-wide schizophreny, present here? Anyway, on the other 
hand, the Literary Czech vs. Common Czech distinction merges in part, it seems, 
with that of the Written language vs. Spoken language. It also becomes evident 
that some long-held views, especially those concerning the traditional varieties of 
Literary and Common Czech require a functional redefinition. This problem is 
already implicit in the standard grammar of Czech by Havränek-Jedliöka (1984, p. 
4): "At times, the speaker or listener may not even fully perceive whether they are 
using the Literary or Common Czech forms." 

The situation of the Literary language is further complicated by the fact that no 
one speaks it fully and consistently. More generally, it is a standard which is not 
supported by the usage of some prestige social group (as these groups, too, speak 
some variety of Common Czech). 

Because of this and because its mode of existence is the written language, 
Literary Czech tends to have a rigorous artificial codification. While the spoken 
forms (i.e. of Common Czech above all) lack any authoritative codification, they 
do display, on the other hand, many specific formal devices as well as rules of 
text organization. These varying devices and rules are considered to stand either 
nearer or farther from the literary standard and they are thus attributed a respective 
social evaluation.1 (This, then, should explain the unsatisfactory and unsuccessful 
attempt to posit the above-mentioned Colloquial Czech, which was supposed to 
be, paradoxically, both a form of the rigorous literary standard language and, at 
the same time, a form of the spontaneous Common Czeck with its "loose" 
character.) While it is true that, by and large, the literary standard (of Bohemia) is 
limited to the written language, but that it is its prestige that, by some kind of an 
inertia process, makes it also appear, in rather inorganic fragments, in some 
spoken utterances, contemporary Common Czech can be said, on the contrary, to 
find its way fairly often into written communication as well, though in a certain 
and moderate form only. In both cases, the result is a rather characteristic hybrid, 
combining elements of both codes together. This should be distinguished from the 
neutral ground, i.e. neutral devices and means primarily, which is a sphere of 
overlap for both codes and which is readily recognized by the social evaluation 
attributed to it by the native speakers. It should be pointed out that the attitude held 
here is somewhat adverse and critical to the traditional views which consider only 
the literary standard to be a complete, universal code, and the Common Czech 
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variety to be socially a "lower", unofficial one, lacking in prestige and being 
communicatively incomplete (the existence of neutral rules and devices is not fully 
appreciated by these views). 

0.2 Function of Both Codes. 
The preceding remarks about the nature of code, social prestige and 

communication have something in common, i.e. the notion of function. Both 
codes under discussion, Literary and Common Czech, acquire their true meaning 
only when viewed as varieties correlated with a set of functions they usually 
fulfill. We have also implied that traditional views held here are wrong in at least 
one point: that the literary language has capacity to fufill all basic functions of a 
language. It is practically never used in the role of the spoken language - unless 
one takes a literary text read aloud for the spoken language. Without going into 
many of the different language functions, it is necessary to mention briefly what 
could and should be understood by the term Spoken language. It is obvious that 
one must distinguish at least two things here: (1) the spoken existential mode of 
language, i.e. its realization in speech, as contrasted with the written one, which, 
due to its prosodic featues, is different, and (2) a rather broadly conceived 
functional variety which is characterized by such features as (a) informal and (b) 
"near" or even intimate form of communication (whereas the written, or literary 
language is formal and "remote" here). 

It is, then, in this second sense of the Spoken language that one should 
consider Common Czech, too. Because the terms Spoken Language (functional 
variety} and Common Czech (code) are not quite identical, we shall not try, in the 
following, to draw any sharp line between them. One of the reasons for this is 
the existence of a joint neutral ground between Literary and Common Czech and 
the fact that one must take into account different strata within Common Czech 
itself; but the main reason seems to be a theoretical dilemma, present here: it 
seems futile to draw well-defined boundaries where the region itself is ill-defined 
so far and calls for a substantial revision and precision by a new, rigorous and 
unbiased research. For these reasons both terms, Spoken and Common Czech, are 
sometimes used here in free variation. Yet one must not make the obvious mistake 
of simply identifying Spoken Czech with anything that is not literary. 

0.3. Usage, Norm and Codification. 
The specific situation, as it has developed in Czech especially after the Second 

World War, is a result of a number of factors and views, not all of them purely 
linguistic. Thus main and traditional linguistic emphasis is still being laid on 
Codification, while only a mild interest is taken in actual Usage. And since 
Usage is chiefly understood as individual usage, the relation between Usage and 
Norm has become blurred (Norm = collective norm)2 and the Norm itself is de-
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fined in a rather loose manner once it has no actual support in the recognized 
usage. Because there is no up-to-date sociolinguistic research into Usage, which 
should be the sole basis for any specification of the Norm viewed as the collective 
Usage, it follows that the declared nature of the Norm is often vague and the 
subsequent Codification, introduced by the standard grammars and manuals (by 
Pravidla öeskeho pravopisu = Czech Orthographic Rules, among other things), 
often appears to be artificial and not corroborated by any linguistic research. In 
practice, then, this codification of the norm (by an authoritative body of experts) is 
limited to selection and stabilization of an invariant that is supposed to be 
desirable and to suppression of other variants felt to be too colloquial. As to its 
systemic features, one can observe here a pronounced paradigmatic character of 
the codification which, in today's Czech, is reflected primarily in spelling and 
morphology and, to a lesser degree, in orthoepy, i.e. in the paradigmatic aspects of 
the word. All the other spheres, i.e. the syntagmatic ones above all, are codified to 
a low degree only (which is, above all, the case of syntax) or not at all 
(idiomatics). So far, no thought has been given to any alternative approaches, 
either in scope, degree or methods used. Such a tendency could thus be 
understood as an inclination to observe formal language entities and to disregard 
its relational, syntagmatic aspects. 

There is no arguing the fact that some kind of Norm must be assumed in every 
communicative setup and organization and this holds true of the Common Czech 
variety as well. But the nature of the Norm here, being no better explored than that 
of Literary language, is still far from clear. Alongside such features as its 
undoubtedly greater fluctuation, due to a non-existent condification, and some of 
its locally bound features, it is the existence of various inner strata with a 
corresponding scale of social acceptability that makes the situation of today's 
Common Czech variety so complicated. For this very reason the Norm for the 
Spoken Czech itself is subject to much variation. 

1.0 Communicative and Functional Features of the Spoken 
Language. 

In what follows, a modification of the familiar functional model of language 
communication, as it had been proposed by Jakobson (1960), has been used as a 
background for a brief comment and survey of the main features of the Spoken 
Language in correlation with their current functions. 

, Context 
- Situation^ 

Speaker ̂ ^ ^ Listener 
Message; 

' Code < 
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1.1 Features and Devices, Listener-Speaker Relation. 

Its main features here are emotiveness, familiarity, expressiveness, appeal 
(Appell) and the bulk of the pragmatic means of text organization that support 
this relation, which is one between a rather small number of users. As for its other 
means and devices, it is specifically interjections, particles, the highly used 
intimate ty (thou) etc. that could be included here. 

Speaker-Situation-Listener Relation. 
Features: A direct contact, i.e. in praesentia, which is usually not public-

oriented, is quite spontaneous and strongly conditioned by the type of situation 
involved. 

Devices used: Interjections and particles (whose functions seem to overlap 
and cross several boundaries), intonation, sentence melody, emphasis, timbre and 
idiosyncracies of voice. As to its formal devices (discounting prosodic and 
pragmatic means), one might include here all those means serving the usage of hie 
et nunc, i.e. the first and second person and the present tense. Needless to say, 
this is the sphere of paralinguistic and kinesic features, of gestures and facial 
expressions as well. 

Speaker-Code-Listener Relation. 
Features: As the dialogue form is often involved, this relation tends to be 

simple, economic, improvised and highly variable; semiotically, one frequently 
observes here expressions with rather vague denotations and a high representation 
of indexical signs. 

A wide range of devices is employed here: parataxis, juxtaposition, paren­
thesis, ellipsis, subjective word-order with the rheme in anteposition, often 
incomplete or blended sentences and constructions, a tendency to emphasize, 
often explicitly, sentence subject of all types. Lexical devices include the shorten­
ing of multi-word expressions and combinations to one-word names (uni-
verbization), constructions of a nominal kind (see below), a number of cliches and 
idioms, a limited choice of grammatical words, most of them being phonologically 
reduced, contracted or modified. Last but not least, the contribution of morpho­
logy is a variety of phenomena and means aiming at and serving to a simplifi­
cation of today's inflection. Along with these devices, one can observe a display 
of prosodic means here, for example conspicuous and significant intervals, 
contrast patterns of intonation etc. (to name only the obvious ones), which 
contribute to the articulation of the discourse. 

Speaker-Message-Listener Relation. 
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Features: These include, in the first place, those related to the purely 
informational function of discourse (sdölnä funkce), as it is called in the Prague 
tradition by Havränek and others, which bear upon the basic organization and 
transmission of factual information. 

Which devices, if any, could be brought into an explicit correlation with these, 
is at present a matter of further research. 

Speaker-Context-Listener Relation. 
Features: Language context is fairly loose, less rigorous and depends rather 

heavily on other factors, such as situation. The immediate context ist often short, 
without lengthy complicated relationship to what has been said before. 

Devices: A rather simple and direct way of binding sentences together, repeti­
tion, pleonasms etc. 

1.2 Usage and Distribution of Spoken Czech. 
As has been noted above, the term Spoken Czech covers here that spoken part 

of Czech viewed as a functional variety (i.e. in the second sense of the term 
Spoken mentioned above). This variety has, then, its typical spheres of use as 
well as those where it is found only occasionally; of the latter we shall be 
concerned here with the sphere of the written language, as the title of these notes 
suggests. In this connection some attention has to be given to the acceptability or 
appropriateness of Spoken Czech usage from the point of view of the goal of the 
discourse and of its situation, of the social status of the participants and of the 
type of communication, i.e. to a set of problems whose successful solution leads 
to a desired communicative competence. This kind of competence appears to be 
equally important, if not, in a sense, more important than the basic competence in 
the rules of grammar only. 

What is the distribution of Spoken Czech? Except for a few unusual and 
unnatural cases of discourse interpreted as hypercorrect (where purely literary and 
written code might occur in speech) we can certainly claim that the spoken code is 
used in talk, discussion, narration, etc., in two different manners. 

(1) It is regularly used 
(a) if the communication is informal and not public, which holds both for the 

means used and for the situation; 
(b) if socio-cultural contexts are not of a formalized nature, i.e. in contexts 

without any too formal rules of contact; 
(c) if partners involved are socially equal or if the user of this code is socially 

higher, e.g. in talking to a child. 
Topics of this kind for discourse can be both loose or specialized, i.e. they can 

and do include highly technical discussion between specialists, too. 
(2) It is often used 
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(a) if the talk, conversation, etc. - as to its motivation - can be viewed as 
spontaneous, emotive or familiar; 

(b) if it occurs among participants characterized as close to each other, i.e. as 
friends etc. 

It is evident, on the other hand, that Spoken Czech is never used in such cases 
that can be grouped under the very opposite features, i.e. not, for instance, in 
public addresses which are, to some extent, always formal, etc. 

1.3 The Spoken Code in the Written Language. 
Leaving aside the last case mentioned above (the spoken language in the first 

interpretation of the term), some amount of spoken language within the written 
text is found in two major cases. These include (1) personal correspondence, and 
(2) modern literature, especially fiction and drama (where some of the minor 
genres such as feuilleton can be included, too). A lot depends here, of course, on 
the strength of the above-mentiond factors represented, or, as is the case of 
literature, on an attempt to simulate them. In practice, then, this means that in both 
genres one can come across a high representation of the spoken language, or none 
at all. In both genres the Spoken Language is currently accepted and evaluated as 
appropriate or not appropriate according to its real function, i.e. as being a full oi; 
partial correlative to the above-mentioned factors. Scientific and journalistic texts 
do not use Spoken Czech a priori but this does not mean one can find no trace of 
it here: an author, especially one from a technical field, can insert (though not 
intentionally) some of the spoken elements into his text, too. 

1.4 Intentionality and Functionality of the Spoken Language 
Usage. 

To sum up what has been claimed above: in some of the written genres and 
contexts also, Spoken Czech can be seen as functional, if it satisfies the above-
stated conditions. Now, before going any further, it is necessary to mention a 
rather serious sociolinguistic fact here. Due to the influence of school, mass media 
and strong codification-oriented inclinations which have become a part of the 
public awareness, there is a wide-spread tendency to view Spoken (Common) 
Czech as something socially inferior, which seems to suggest, then, that it is the 
written and literary code that is to be used as much as possible. Although both 
codes are of necessity equal serving their specific aims and goals, this kind of 
artificially nurtured public awareness may and does lead to a priority conflict 
which assumes a rather strange form sometimes. This cultural "terrorism" of the 
written language (to overstate the situation somewhat), manifested in many forms, 
will also explain the peculiar fact mentioned above, i.e. that even well-educated 
speakers do not recognize the authorship of their own oral discourses when 
confronted, in transcript, with what they have actually said. This phenomenon is 

140 



so wide-spread that it tempts one to reconsider, for such spoken texts, the 
standing formulation of the phonological rules and to claim that Czech has no 
straightforward phonetic spelling. In this hypothetical case, textbooks would have 
to refer to the masculine adjectival ending of Nominative singular as written in 
one way (-/ ) but pronounced in another ([-ej]) etc.3 It is futile to expect that an 
average Czech speaker would, in casual speech, pronounce vysoktf strom as 
really [visoki: strom] and not, as he does, as [visokej strom] etc., the latter case 
being the normal pronounciation of what becomes the former, when commited to 
paper. 

1.5 Marked-Unmarked. 
A brief mention should also be made here of the fact that the spoken discourse 

(just like the written one) has two kinds of means and devices at its disposal: 
typical and specifically marked ones and those which are unmarked, neutral and 
shared with the written code. 

In some of the written genres, yet another manifestation of the "aggres­
siveness" of the written code is found: the result is a wide range of hybrids, 
containing elements of both codes, since the impulse to use the Spoken code is 
partially neutralized. Compare: 

(1) hake knizky (some books), where hi- (from neja-) is clearly a spoken 
element though the second element -кё is fully literary standard (i.e. instead of 
either consistently spoken häkf, or purely literary form nejake). 

(2) Sometimes there is more than one degree to be distinguished in the spoken 
character of some expressions. Thus the hybrid Instrumental plural form kräs -
nfma (spoken -ma) seems to be closer to Written Czech and more acceptable by 
most language users than the typically spoken form kräsnejma (spoken -ej, -ma, 
as contrasted with the literary form of kräsnfmi ) . What is never acceptable, 
though, is a mixed hybrid of the kind kräsnejemi (-mi belonging to the Written 
language only). As Kuöera (1961) has shown, this last example also suggests that 
the spoken code does have its own inner stratification in some areas. 

(3) Another example, taken from the recorded speech of the same speaker as in 
(l): ...je tarn napadlej snih... a poöasimä takovjf docela jinf Charakter, where 
napadlej is a spoken form while takovf and jinf, which could be analogous, are 
written forms. 

(4) The spoken character of a discourse does not consist in a different 
morphology only, of course. Thus vysokf baräk is a mishap, where baräk is of 
the spoken code only (for the literary dum = house) while vysokf is of the 
literary standard. Stylistically, one might argue here that it is desirable to use either 
a purely spoken combination (vysokej baräk) or a written one (vysokfdüm ) . 
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2.0 Some Typical Features and Devices Used in Spoken Czech. 

In the following, a brief account of what is a very large and complicated field is 
given, to enable a non-native speaker of Czech orientate himself or herself in 
spoken discourses. As it is a selection of only the most typical phenomena, the 
suggested frequency indexes and ratings will almost always be in high values. 
Owing to the lack of solid research, all of the views and evaluation are of 
necessity somewhat subjective and are meant to give only an approximate idea (it 
is based on older sources, esp. Hronek 1972, and personal experience). Since 
one of the aims of this paper is to outline the degree of acceptability of the spoken 
elements in the written text (in contexts specified above), an attempt will be made 
here, alongside a characterization of frequency, to say something about the accept­
ability as well. 

For the frequency of the spoken code in general the following broad indices 
will be used: 

a = occuring always or in most instances, 
b = occuring often, 
с = occuring less often. 
For the acceptability and use of the spoken elements in the written text the 

following designations will be used: 
A = accepted (and used) currently as normal, 
В = accepted sometimes, 
С = accepted seldom or never 

2.1 Phonology. 
(1) Prothetic v-: von, voba, vobraz, vod voka; povotoöit (on, oba, obraz, od 

oka; pootoöit)4. Because of a degree of cacophony felt here, such forms as 
vovoce are not possible or are rare, cf. voves (oves). This v- is seldom or 
never found in foreign loan-words: (v)omeleta; orchidea, orientalistika. Rating: 
A-B/a.5 

(2) Literary [e:] substituted by [i:] (written as i/$): mliko, nfst (mleko, nest). 
In some cases (where the substitution would result in homonymy, etc.) this 
phenomenon does not take place: lito - *lito (leto). Chief distribution of the fea­
ture seems to be in the endings and prefixes, however:6 Acc/Nom vysokfceny 
(vysoke ceny), Ace pro velkflio kluka (pro velkeho chlapce/kluka), dat frfmlad? 
holce (te mlade divce/holce). Rating: A-B/a. 

(3) Literary / substituted by -ej: tejden, bejt, mejt se, prej (tjfclen, bjft, mjft se, 
pr^) etc., but never in e.g. t$Z. Chief distribution is, again, in endings and 
prefixes: vejbor, vejlet etc. (vjfoor, v^et), or Masc Adj dobrej kamaräd (dobrj? 
kamaräd/pfitel), but never in e.g. vejdaj (for v^daj) or seldom in vejehod 
(v^chod) where, in the first case, two diphthongs would make it an unusual 
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combination, or in the second case, the word is not as frequent, as it seems. 
Instrumental ending -jfrn (e.g. in dobrfm kamarädem) is never changed, however. 

If, however, the [i:] phoneme is preceded by c/z/s/1 and is writtten as /, then 
the same substitution may occur, but not so regularly: cejtit, lejt, nosejk, zejtra 
(citit, 1ft, nosfk, zftra). The adjectival -ni, as in jarni, is always retained. Overall 
rating: A/a. 

(4) In Czech words originally, the literary initial long u- becomes ou-
sometimes: ouzkej, oufad, (üzkj?, üfad), but a lot of words do not have the 
change, e.g. utok (outok is improbable), usili. Instances such as ourok, oustav 
(urok, ustav) are very rare now. Rating: C/c-b. 

(5) Shortening of long [i:] to [i]: fikäm, pani, neni, etc. (ftkäm, pani, nenf). It 
does not usually occur in the adjectival and some other suffixes, however: 
modern!, böhäm? etc. Rating: B-C/a-b. 

(6) Reduction and simplification of some rich and difficult clusters. Common 
is the dropping of the initial j-\ du, pude, sem,% тёпо, e$tö, esli (jdu, püjde, 
jesem, jmeno, jeSte, jestli), but there are other types as well: cera, utyry, kerej, 
zpominat, jabko, dycky, tajdle, Hak, häkej, etc. (dcera, ötyri, kterjf, vzpominat, 
jablko, vzdycky, tadyhle, nejak, nejakjO* Rating: C/a. 

2.2 Morphology: Nominals and Adverbs. 
(1) General and uniform use of -ma in the Instrumental of plural: s tema 

cizejma hdma, s naSima chytiejma holkama (s temi cizfmi lidmi, s naSimi chytr^mi 
dövöaty/holkami); näma, väma, nima, vSema, etc. (nämi, vämi, nimi, vSemi). 
Rating: A/a. 

(2) Gender neutralization in the plural forms of Adjectives and some adjectival 
pronouns: e.g. Nom ty mf starf kamarädi/kamarädky/stoly/kola (ti mi staff 
kamarädi, ty me stare kamarädky, ty me stare stoly, ta mä starä kola), see also 
above. Rating: A/a. 

(3) Shortening in the Dative pi. form of all Masculine and some Neuter nouns: 
mu±um, hradum, mestum (-urn). In other Dativ forms (-am, -im ) the vocalic 
length is usually retained, however. Rating: B-C/a-b. 

(4) Strong tendency to use only one type of ending in analogous situations, 
namely the hard one after the stem in k/g/h/ch with Masculines and Neutres (Loc 
pi): vojäkäch, modräkäch, jabkäch etc (vojäcfch, modräcfch/modräkäch, jablcfch/-
jablkäch) which amounts to a tendency to simplify and drop any variation here. 
Rating: A/a. 

(5) Tendency to a uniform vocalic length of the stem in all forms of the same 
word: e.g. Nom präce but also Instr sg präci (pracf) etc. Rating: A/a. 

(6) Tendency to an uniform use of -ovi in all Datives and Locatives of all 
Masculine Animate nouns: muiovi, soudcovi, pänovi (muzi/muzovi, soud-
ci/soudcovi, panu/pänovi). Rating: A/b. 
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(7) Partial suppression of the declension type "kost" in favour of the type 
"pisen" in the Feminines: e.g. Nom pi lode (lodi), Instr pi zdema (zdmi). Rating: 
A-B/a-b. 

(8) Choice of other dual endings, namely in Dative and Locative: krukoum, 
nohoum as against voäim (k rukäm, nohäm, o£im), na rukouch, nohouch as 
against na voöich (rukäch, nohäch, o£fch). Rating: B/b. 

(9) Loss of the whole declension of Possessive Adjectives except the Nom and 
Ace sg forms -üv, -ovo. Instead, forms of proper adjectives are used: e.g. vod 
tätovftio/matöinfäokamaräda (od otcova/matöina kamaräda). Rating: A-B/a-b. 

(10) Loss of the rest of the short predicative adjectival forms: пет ocnej, 
zdravä, etc. (nemocen, zdräva). Rating: A/a. 

(11) Strong tendency to "personify" some Masc Inanimate forms by providing 
them with "animate" endings, e.g. in Ace sg kupit si fiata, ma singra (koupit si 
fiat, mä sing(e)r). This is notably a sphere of a pronounced emotive and ex­
pressive evaluation of this (some of the everyday utility objects as cars and the 
like). Rating: A/a. 

(12) There are a number of pronominal forms9, different from the literary ones 
(covered, partly, above): 

(a) Instr pi: töma, naSima, väma, näma, nima, etc. (temi, naSimi, vämi, närni, 
jimi). Rating: A/a. 

(b) Nom/Acc pi: ty chlapi/domy/holky/mesta (ti/ty/ty/ta...). Rating: A-B/a. 
(c) Dat/Loc sg Feminines: ty/tejholce (te divce/holce). Rating: B/a. 
(d) Gen Masc: mflio, tvßio, svftio (meho, tveho, sveho). Rating: A-B/a. 
(e) Nom/Acc Masculines: muj, tvuj, svuj (muj, tvüj, svüj). Rating: В/а. 
(f) Ace Masc: nöj (neho/nej). Rating: A/a. 
(g) Demonstratives and Local Adverbs have -die (-hie): tendle, semdle, tajdle 

etc. (tenhle, semhle, tadyhle). Rating: B/a-b. 
(13) Comparatives and Superlatives of Adverbs have (a) regularly -eje (-eji): 

pomalejc, rychlejc (pomaleji, rychleji), but (b) monosyllabic forms are different: 
dfi, veju, nii, lip, hüf (dele, v^Se, nfze, lepe, hüfe). Rating: B/a. 

2.3. Verbs. 
(1) 1st Person pi Present Tense (of the 1st and 2nd class) can either have the 

ending -m (which is only spoken) or -me (which is neutral): dem(e), nesem(e). 
Verbs with a long stem vowel, as in döläme, säzfme, retain, however, only -me. 
Rating: A/a. 

(2) 3rd Person pi Present Tense (of the 3rd class) has -ou: krejou, kupujou 
(kryji, kupujf). Rating: A/a. 

(3) 3rd Person pi Present Tense (of the 4th class) has an uniform -j: prosej, 
trpöj, säzej etc. (prosi, trpi, sazi). Rating: B/a. 
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(4) 3rd Person sg Past Tense of all stems ending in a consonant drop the final -
-1 in the masculine forms: nes, moh, sed, fek, tisk etc. (nesl, mohl, sedl, fekl, 
tiskl), but jel, spa/etc.! This -1 is retained when followed by another vowel, as 
in, for example, Feminines: nesla, nesly etc. A spoken alternative to the type tisk 
is tisknul. Rating: A-B/a. 

(5) Cancellation of the Infinitive form in -ci in favour of -ct: moct, pict/pect, 
fict, tlouct etc. (moci, peci, frei, tlouci). Note that all of the forms in -ü are 
obsolete and bookish now and are replaced, in Literary Czech, by forms in -t, 
which used to belong to Spoken Czech only.10 Rating: A/a. 

(6) 1st Person sg Present Tense (of the 3rd class) has -u:: kreju, kupuju, and 
similarly the type: peöu (kryji, kupuji, peku).11 Rating: A/a. Note: krejt (krjft) -> 
kreju. 

(1) A strong tendency to preserve the morpheme -nou/nu- is felt throughout 
the whole conjugation (see also above 4): tisknul, natisknutej etc. (tiskl, natiSten). 
Rating: A/a. 

(8) Loss of all transgressives and of the 1st Person pi. of the Imperative, as 
well as a limited use of Participial Adjectives in -ici/-ouci, -vSi etc. Rating: A/a. 

(9) Some other separate forms: 
(a) 1st Person pi Conditional Mood: bysme (bychom) 

2nd Person sg Conditional Mood: bysi (bys) etc. Rating: A-B/a. 
(b) МШи, mMou (mohu, mohou). Rating: A/a. 
(c) Imperative: pod, podte (pojd, pojäte). Rating C/a. 
(10) Most of the forms of btft, or rather bejt, have undergone a change in the 

Spoken language sem, seS/si/-s, je; sme, ste, sou (jsem, jsi, je; jsme, jste, jsou). 
If used in enclitic position, this verb assumes a pronounced enclitic character, 
especially in the 2nd Person sg of the Past Tense when following an explicit 
(pronominal) subject or even a conjunction, object, etc.: Byls tarn ? (byl jsi tarn); 
Tys psal ? (Ty jsi..); Rek, zes to slibil (Rekl, ze jsi to slibil); Karlas nevidel ? 
(Karla jsi...). These forms are used even if it means a reduplication or lengthening 
of a sibilant: Prods to nefek ? (Pro£ jsi..); Ptiness mi to ?(Prinesl jsi..). As a 
result of this, yet another weakening of the analytical nature of today's Past Tense 
and a sort of return to the original character of old Czech occurs (compare Polish 
here). Analytical forms are thus effectively reduced to only a half of its literary 
forms: 

1 ja sem fek, 2 tys fek/feks, 3 (von) fek; 
1 my (sme) fekli/fekli sme, 2 vy ste fekli/fekli ste, 3 (voni) fekli. Rating: A/a. 

2.4 Lexicon. 
Let us briefly summarize the main features here. They include all of those 

which qualify the language denomination as emotive, expressive, evaluative, 
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vague (as contrasted with neutral, fact-finding, exact etc.). Specific sources used 
are, above all, these: 

(1) Shift of meaning, especially from a thing or an animal to humans: dfevo 
(wood ••-* clumsy clot), buchta (cake -* blockhead), vül (ox — son-of-a-
bitch/idiot) etc.; verbs: drbat (rub-*• gossip), zatopitпёкоти (makewarm-* 
punish, make things hot for somebody), vrazit песо покат (bump into - put 
into); chrnet (onomatopoeic -* sleep) etc. 

(2) Loan words, especially from German: eiknout se (come in handy), 
pasovat (fit in), cälovat (pay), fajn (fine), cimra (room), furt (constantly), 
famiäe, öokl (dog), akorät (just, only), prima (fine) etc. 

(3) Univerbization (univerbizace, as it is called in Czech), i.e. a process of 
reducing combinations of two or more words into a single one by a kind of 
derivation (while preserving its meaning), or other means. This device, without 
any counterpart in the literary language, and quite unique among Slavonic 
languages, is to a high degree, based on the use (or rather overuse) of two suf­
fixes: 

Masc -äk: spacäk, näklaääk, nädraZäk, blonUäk, Väclaväk, päiäk etc. (spaci 
pytel, näkladnf auto, nädrazni zamöstnanec, blonden, Väclavske nämestf, student 
päteho roöniku). 

Fem -ka: sanitka, päraöka, bouraöka, Opletalka, asfaltka, etc. (sanitnf auto, 
operace, sräzka, Opletalova ulice, asfaltovä silnice). 

Some other suffixes used here: -a ßärna (kdo flämuje), -aöka levaöka (leva 
ruka, zena preferujfci levou ruku), -as krafas (krätke spojenf) , -ice stätnice 
(stätni zkouSka), -och tlusfoch (tlust^ muz), -oun drzoun (drz^ muz), -our 
hubenour (huben^ muz), -ou$ teplouS (homosexual), -yrka lakfrka (lakovna-
nabota)etc. One might note here, however, that the suffix -äk, due to its almost 
universal distribution in various semantic classes, has achieved a relative mono­
poly in its semantic depletion and a loss of any particular meaning. 

(4) Idioms, which are, however, too rich and complex an area to be illustrated 
here in any meaningful way. 

In connection with these types, at least one more complex and rather subtle 
process should be mentioned here. It is the type of a functional shift of the 
category of a particular device (originally from the written language), which thus 
acquires, alongside its new function, a new distribution, too. This is the case of 
the type zlobidlo (wretched, naughty child), where the suffix -dlo , typical of 
nouns denoting instruments, is used to signify a person. Alongside all the above-
mentioned processes, operating on full words or lexemes, one also can observe 
here word reduction or clipping, resulting in inorganic chunks, e.g. nas hie, bezva 
etc. (nashledanou, bezvadnjT). 

Vocabulary has always been the focus of attention and a lot of correlations and 
decorrelations of the spoken language with the written one have been pointed out. 
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Yet this is, it seems, only secondary. What matters here primarily is the status of 
denotation and meaning, and these are often different, more vague, and with a 
pronounced cluster of pragmatic features that the written language avoids.1 2 

General rating of the whole area is A/a. 

2.5 Syntax. 
A number of specific features, such as the use of interjections, particles, 

subjective word-order, parataxis, juxtaposition, parenthesis, mixed or broken 
constructions, ellipsis, repetition, etc., have already been mentioned above, and we 
shall not go into them here, as their illustration would be somewhat lengthy. 
Instead, brief attention will be paid to five other features. 

(1) High functional load of some relatives and connectives results both in a 
higher synonymy of some and in the loss of others: 

(a) dy±, ponevadZ, esliljesi, kerej, dyby (kdyz, ponevadz, jestli, kterj?, kdyby) 
occurring instead of the literary forms zda,jenZ, coi, which are never used in the 
Spoken code. Conjunctions ie, со, jak are neutral, but highly used here. A 
concomittant feature of some cases is a broader scope of their functions: dyi 
(literary kdyz) is not only temporal but also conditional and causal here. Rating: 
B-C/a. 

(b) Ten samej, tarnten, со za ? for the literary tf&, onenjakf? Rating: A-B/a. 
(2) Tendency to a frequent explicit statement of the formal pronominal subject, 

especially at the beginning fo the sentence: 
(a) Type Ja (sem) ptiuel, resulting in loss of the auxiliary, due to a change of 

the word-order (PriSel jsem, see also above). Rating: A/b. 
(b) Type of the pragmatic second subject von, vono (on, ono), to , which 

has an emotive, situationally complex or emphatic nature: Von Karelpfide zejtra ! 
(Karel pfijde zftra, i.e. not today, as someone might assume); VonoprSi! (Look, 
it's raining!), To prMl (What a rain!). Rating: A/b. 

(3) A suppression or reduction of the periphrastic Passive Voice, namely (a) in 
a favour of the Reflexive Passive form: Posilä se, etc. (je posflän). Rating: A/b. 
Or (b) resulting in a semantic shift from the verbal action, considered as a 
process, to an action interpreted as a resulting state. The auxiliary bejt is retained 
here, but it is followed by an Adjective derived from the Passive Participle: je 
zpüsobenej, etc. (je zpüsoben). Rating: A/a. 

(4) A shift of Interrogatives to the emphatic end of the question: Atysmu fek 
со ? (А со jsi mu fekl ty ?); A von Sei kam ?, etc. (A kam Sei on?). Rating: B-C/b. 

(5) Complete loss of the Genitival Valency in favour of the Accusative one 
(with non-reflexive verbs):13 natrhatkytky, ptilejt vino, etc. (natrhat kvetin, pfilft 
vina). Rating: A/a. 
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3. Conclusion. 
In the choice of instances offered above the Acceptability Index A is dominant 

throughout, and in the lexicon it is the only one used. This could lead to an 
impression that Spoken Czech displays a structure which is more compact and 
closely bound than it really is. It should be noted, once again, that the material 
presented here does not include much of the peripheral and rather intricate 
phenomena, which are also a legitimate part of the area. It also appears that Syntax 
and Lexicon are not only the least codified spheres but, understandably, the least 
codifiable ones as well. However, any deeper-going knowledge of the situation 
and nature of things here must follow from a comprehensive investigation; these 
remarks, then, cannot be but a preliminary and tentative survey of the field. 

N o t e s 

1 In fact, some kind of stratification within the Spoken Language is often 
suggested, cf.e.g. Kuöera (1961); see also 1.5. 

2 For an elaboration of these concepts, see especially Havränek (1963). 

3 In fact, a strong tendency to pronounce - / as [-ej] was recorded as early as in 
1809 by J. Dobrovsk^ in his Ausführliches Lehrgebäude der Böhmischen 
Sprache (Prag 1809), p. 3-4. 

4 Note that forms of the Literary standard are given in parenthesis, to facilitate 
comparison. 

5 Here, as well as in other cases, only some of the typical cases, are given, and 
the suggested rating relates to them, above all. That does not mean, however, 
that transitional, less clear-cut examples cannot be given, too, in most cases. In 
this case, the estimated rating is very high with short words, preferably mono­
syllables. 

6 The frequency rating of nfst, due probably to the interference of the written 
form, seems to be lower than that of the type mliko. 

1 This is the case where some quantity reduction (though not a complete 
shortening) is possible, with some speakers. 

8 The variant sem is now recognized, though only as secondary, by Literary 
Czech, too. 
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9 Most of these cases (under (12)) belong, really, in several of the preceding 
paragraphs. 

10 This is a case example of the pressure which Spoken Czech exerts upon 
Literary Czech, where forms moct, pect, fict, tiouct etc. have recently been 
accepted as alternatives to those in -ci. 

11 Here, too, the forms in -u have become officially recognized by Literary 
Czech as variants. 

12 A situation, similar to that of the internal stratification of competing forms 
within the spoken code, is to be found in vocabulary, too, cf stale - pofäd -
poräd - furt (constantly/all the time) in descending order from Literary to 
Common Czech, where only the first two are accepted in Literary Czech, 
whereas Common Czech makes use of all four of them. 

13 However, some (infrequent) cases are usually retained: upit vody. 
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