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INTRODUCTION

The book Eleven Fragments from the World of Czech and South Slavonic
Languages: Selected South Slavonic Studies 2 presents a second summary
of my selected studies and analyses from the field of South Slavonic
languages. The chapters are mainly lexicologically focused. The studies
were originally in Czech, Serbian or Bulgarian and were published in
Czech, Serbian and Bulgarian scientific periodicals and proceedings.
Their content is, however, updated and completed with new knowledge.
The observed phenomena in the South Slavonic languages (mainly in
Bulgarian, Serbian and Croatian) were examined in contrast to Czech,
though the Czech element may also be present in another way. Chapters
4 and 5 are the only ones, that don’t include anything Czech.

I started with a general overview of Brno Masaryk University
linguistic production about South Slavonic languages in 21 century. The
following two chapters addressed Czech-South Slavonic lexicographical
production in 20t and 21 century. In the remaining chapters I looked
exclusively into onomastic questions. In chapters 4-8 I focused on the
translation problematic of the selected choronyms in Bulgarian, Serbian,
resp. Slavonic languages in general. I concentrated on geografical names
for the Netherlands, Ireland, Belarus, Moldova, Czechia, Bohemia, Croatia,
Serbia and Srpska. In chapter 9 I handled the question of semantic
differentiation between Bosnian ethnonyms “Bosanac” and ‘“Bosnjak”
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(and adjectives “bosanski” and “bosnjacki” connected to them) and the
problematic of their translation into Czech. Chapter 10 is a review of Ts.
Avramova’s monograph about nomina habitatorum in Czech and Bulgarian.
In the last chapter I focused on the problem of (in)correct usage of the
onomastic terms “zoonym” and “phytonym” in Czech, Croatian, Serbian
and Bulgarian linguistics.

This book is for all, who are interested in contrastive Czech-South
Slavonic studies, however, primarily for specialists in the field of Balkan,
Bulgarian, Serbian or Croatian studies, but also Czech and Slavonic
studies. Geographers, political scientists, or historians could find useful
information here as well.

At the end of this introduction I would like to thank my reviewers,
who reviewed the first, as well as the second selected South Slavonic
studies: ass. prof. Nadezhda Stalyanova, Ph.D. from Sofia University
(SSSS 2), ass. prof. Boryan Yanev, Ph.D. from Plovdiv University (SSSS 1)
and Roman Madecki, Ph.D. from Masaryk University (SSSS 1 & 2).

Pavel Krej¢i, Brno, Czechia, November 2019



CHAPTER 1

BRNO UNIVERSITY PRODUCTION
ON SOUTH SLAVONIC OR BALKAN LANGUAGES
IN THE 215" CENTURY

(OVERVIEW No. 1)

I.
Introduction

A little less than the first two decades of the new century brought
quite many diverse publications in the field of linguistic Balkan
studies in Brno, especially in the second decade. First of all, it would
be a good idea to think about what we understand under the term
“linguistic Balkan studies”. If we assume that Balkan studies is
a multi-disciplinary area-based science, then its linguistic component
should consequently study the languages of this area and their
interrelationships and influence. This would include most of the
South Slavonic languages, Romanian, Greek, Albanian, and most likely
Turkish, perhaps Hungarian (not to mention micro-languages such
as Banatian Bulgarian, Pannonian Rusyn, Aromanian, etc.). However,
a mere, somewhat random geographical basis for linguistic research is
not sufficient; modern linguistics has been dealing with typologically
related languages that share a common area since the interwar period
(Trubetzkoy 1930 [1928], Sandfeld 1930, before them, however, the
need to examine languages that are geographically, historically and
socially close, was already formulated by J. N. Baudouin de Courtenay)
as part of the Sprachbund (linguistic league) theory, which unites
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languages that are close geographically and which have a number
of typologically identical or similar features, although they may be
genetically unrelated. The expression of linguistic convergence in this
sense in the Balkan Peninsula is the existence of the so-called Balkan
Linguistic League (BLL) and the interest in the contrastive study of the
Balkan languages is automatically linked to the study of the languages
included in the aforementioned league. However, the Balkan Linguistic
League is only composed of Greek, Albanian, Romanian, Bulgarian and,
after 1945, Macedonian!, outside remains the entire Serbo-Croatian
territory?, without which we cannot imagine the Balkan studies
in other scientific aspects such as interliteral relations, historical
processes, ethnography, folklore, international politics, etc. Another
way of studying the languages of the Balkans is Slavistics. However, it
logically ignores the non-Slavonic languages of the Balkans and pays
attention only to the South Slavonic linguistic area, including Slovenian,
which geographically does not really belongs to the Balkans (and not
at all to the BLL), as well as Serbo-Croatian, which is firmly anchored
in the Balkans, but it is not included to the BLL (only South-Eastern
Serbian dialects have BLL features). A subset of Slavonic interest in the
Slavonic languages of the Balkans is Paleo-Slavonic linguistic research,
as the source of the historically first Slavonic language - Old Church
Slavonic - rose from the Slavonic dialects of Thessaloniki and, after
relatively short Great Moravian anabasis associated with the well-
known work of Byzantine scholars of St. Constantine-Cyril and his
brother St. Methodius, was its further development mainly connected
with the Bulgarian empire, from where it spread as so-called Church
Slavonic. However, regarding a very narrow and clearly defined subject
of its interest, Paleo-Slavonic is so specific that its connection with
Balkan studies is not usual. For the Czech scientific environment is
significant that the study of South Slavonic languages is primarily
Slavonic. Therefore, we believe that to talk about Czech, respectively
linguistic Balkan studies in Brno (or Balkan Linguistics in Czechia,
respectively in Brno) is not entirely accurate. This should be taken

1 More about the languages of Balkan Linguistic League see P. Asenova (2002: 16-19).

2 Or,if you like, the territory of the so-called Central South Slavonic diasystem (“srednjojuznoslavenski
dijasistem”), as described by D. Brozovi¢ (2008).
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into consideration if we want to report on the development of research
on South Slavonic languages at MU in Brno over the past two decades.

II.
Multidisciplinary Proceedings and Handbooks
with Linguistic Component

The list of publications that relate to one of the South Slavonic languages
can be started with the so-called multidisciplinary proceedings, which to
a greater or lesser extent contain linguistic contributions. Symbolically
we begin with the proceedings Studia Balkanica Bohemo-Slovaca, which
has been a traditional output of Balkanological symposia organized by the
Brno Balkanists at irregular intervals since the 1970s. Three proceedings
were published during the observed period: Studia Balcanica Bohemo-
Slovaca V(2002), which was edited by Ivan DOROVSKY, two volume Studia
Balcanica Bohemo-Slovaca VI (2006), which were prepared for publication
by Véclav STEPANEK, Pavel BOCEK, Ladislav HLADKY, Pavel KREJCI and
Petr STEHLIK, and Studia Balkanica Bohemo-Slovaca VII (2017), its editors
were Vaclav STEPANEK and Jifi MITACEK. A number of Slavonic and
Balkan studies and reviews of Ivan DOROVSKY are gathered in his book
Studia Balkanica et Slavica (2001). Among them are two associated with
South Slavoniclanguages (Macedonian and Slovenian).3 Other proceedings
has their linguistic part associated with Balkan studies in Brno, but
they are focused on particular national community: Chorvatsko, Chorvaté,
chorvatstina (“Croatia, Croats and Croatian”, 2007) and A la croate (2010),
which were prepared for publication by Pavel KREJCI, resp. Jana VILLNOW
KOMARKOVA, and Studia Macedonica (2008) and Studia Macedonica II
(2015) prepared by Ivan DOROVSKY (in the first case together with Ljupo
MITREVSKI). The proceeding 0d Moravy k Moravé (“From [Czech] Morava
River to [Serbian] Morava River”, 2005) is dedicated to Serbian issues and
it was created by Ladislav HLADKY, Bronislav CHOCHOLAC, Libor JAN
and Vaclav STEPANEK .4

3 Publication Studia Balkanica et Slavica I (Dorovsky 2016) does not contain any linguistic contributions.

4 Sequels were published later on (Stépének et al. 2011, 2017), but they do not contain contributions
about language.
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As is apparent from the list, the target regions in multidisciplinary
publications (including the linguistic component) were mostly the
Balkans, Croatia, North Macedonia and Serbia. Surprising is the absence
of Bulgaria in this category.

III.
Linguistic Proceedings and Collective Monographs

A special place in our list includes publications associated with
a conference dedicated to teaching South Slavonic languages (and
later literatures) in today’s Europe. The outcome of the pilot project
were the proceedings IIpenodasaHemo Ha 6®12apcKu e3uK KAmMo 4y
8 CNIassHCKU U HecnassiHcku koHmekem (“Teaching Bulgarian as a Foreign
Language in Slavonic and Non-Slavonic Context”, 2010), followed by
other proceedings, collective monographs or special journal issues:
Vyuka jihoslovanskych jazykli v dnesni Evropé (“Teaching South Slavonic
Languages in Europe Today”, 2011), Blok jihoslovanskych studii (“Block
of South Slavonic Studies” - In: Opera Slavica. Slavistické rozhledy, No.
4, year XXIII/2013, p. 69-391), Vyjuka jihoslovanskych jazyki a literatur
v dnesni Evropé (“Teaching South Slavonic Languages and Literatures
in Europe Today”, 2014), Wuka jihoslovanskych jazyki a literatur v dnesni
Evropé (“Teaching South Slavonic Languages and Literatures in Europe
Today”, 2015) and Vyuka jihoslovanskych jazyki a literatur v dnesni Evropé
III (“Teaching South Slavonic Languages and Literatures in Europe
Today II1”, 2016). Phraseology was the central theme of the collective
monograph Jihoslovanskd frazeologie kontrastivné (“South Slavonic
Phraseology Contrastively”, 2016). Two hundred years since the birth
of the prominent Croatian lexicographer Bogoslav Sulek (1816-1895)
was commemorated by the collective monograph Bogoslav Sulek a jeho
filologické dilo / i njegov filoloski rad (“Bogoslav Sulek and His Philological
Work”, 2016). The common feature of the above-mentioned publications
is the organizational and editorial work of Elena KREJCOVA and Pavel
KREJCI.

As is clear from the list, multilingual publications predominate; the
unifying element is the South Slavonic area; in principle there are only
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two cases, when the publications deal with one language (a proceeding
on teaching Bulgarian as a foreign language and a monograph about
B. Sulek). Most of the above-mentioned publications are characterized
by their multilingualism - together with Czech, Slovak and all South
Slavonic languages are used, rarely also other languages.

IV.
Linguistic Monographs and Handbooks

We present this category with one slavisticaly focused publication Jazyky
v komparaci 2. Charakteristiky soucasnych slovanskych jazykili v historickém
kontextu (“Languages in Comparison 2. Characteristics of Contemporary
Slavonic Languages in Historical Context”, 2009), its author is the
doyen of Czech Slavonic Studies and professor emeritus of Brno Masaryk
University Radoslav VECERKA (1928-2017). We can read about the South
Slavonic languages on pages 60 to 95 and also in the chapter Slavonic
languages non-standard, dead and so-called small standard or standard
micro-languages (pp. 120-142).5 Other publications of a monographic
character were partly created due to the project support from the Education
for Competitiveness Operational Program.® The author or co-author of
five monographs and handbooks is Elena KREJCOVA - her diachronically
focused work is Slovosledné zmény v bulharskych a srbskych evangelnich
pamdtkdch z 12. a 13. stolet{ (“Changes in the Word Order in Bulgarian and
Serbian Evangelical Monuments From the 12 and 13% Centuries”, 2016)
and she used her pedagogical experience in the Bulgarian monograph
CnassiHckusim BasusioH. 3a uHmepgepeHyusima mexcdy caesiHckume e3uyu
(“The Slavonic Babylon. About the Interference Between Slavonic
Languages”, 2016). For the purpose of teaching stylistics, she prepared
Pirucka pro vyuku bulharské stylistiky (‘“Handbook for Teaching Bulgarian
Stylistics”, 2014). Together with Nadezhda STALYANOVA, they wrote the

5  Publication Jazyky v komparaci 1 (VeCerka 2008) which was published a year earlier, we do not include
in the list because it primarily contains the history of Slavistics research in general.
6  Full project name: Filozofickd fakulta jako pracovisté excelentniho vzdéldvdni: Komplexniinovace studijnich oborti

a programii na FF MU s ohledem na poZadavky znalostni ekonomiky (FIFA), Reg. No. CZ.1.07/2.2.00/28.0228
OPVK.
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publication The Power of Public Speech (2017) dealing with current issues of
freedom of speech in the context of hate speech and political correctness
(with examples from Bulgarian and English) and with Pavel KREJCI they
published the book Quo vadis, philologia? (2017), which contains several
studies dealing with didactic, sociolinguistic, lexicological, onomastic and
other topics. Pavel KREJCI himself published two monographs focused
on phraseology during the observed period - the first one Bulharskd
a Ceskd publicistickd frazeologie ve vzdjemném srovndni (“Bulgarian and
Czech Journalistic Phraseology in Comparison”, 2006), and the second
one Srbskd frazeologie v ceském a bulharském prekladu. Kontrastivni analyza
(“Serbian Phraseology in Czech and Bulgarian Translation. Contrastive
Analysis”, 2015) - and one sociolinguistic publication: Eight Fragments from
the World of Serbian, Croatian, Bosnian and Montenegrin Languages. Selected
South Slavonic Studies 1 (2018). Exclusively for the purposes of teaching
the development of South Slavonic languages, the author of these lines
has created a handbook Prehled vyvoje jihoslovanskyich spisovnych jazyki. Od
9. do pocdtku 19. stoleti (“Overview of the Development of South Slavonic
Standard Languages. From the 9™ to the Beginning of the 19™ Century”,
2014).

Seven (!) handbooks for Czech-Bulgarian translation seminars
deserve a special status in this category — Bulharské texty k prekladatelskému
semindfi, ¢dst 1., 2. a 3. (“Bulgarian Texts for the Translation Seminar, part 1,
2 and 3”, 2014, 2015, 2018), Bulharské texty k prekladatelskému semindi, cdst 3.
Cvicebnice (“Bulgarian Texts for the Translation Seminar, part 3. Exercise
Book”, 2019), Texty k prekladatelskému semindfi pro bulharisty (“Texts for
the Translation Seminar for Students of Bulgarian”, 2015), Kouzlo a uméni
prekladu (“The Magic and Art of Translation”, 2018) and Kouzlo a uméni
prekladu. Cvicebnice (“The Magic and Art of Translation. Exercise Book”,
2019). All seven publications are only available in electronic form and their
author is Elena KREJCOVA (in four cases with Nadezhda STALYANOVA).

As is evident from the list, the authors of the monographs most
frequently dealt with Bulgarian language, other South Slavonic languages
are represented to a lesser extent (Serbian, Croatian), or just as part of
comprehensively conceived texts, without explicit expression in the title
of the publication.
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V.
Dictionaries

This group of publications is practically exclusively represented by
specialized dictionaries for those interested in Bulgarian language. The
author of all these dictionaries mentioned here is Elena KREJCOVA. Over the
three-year period, she has gradually developed Cesko-bulharsky prdvnicky
slovnik (“Czech-Bulgarian Law Dictionary”, 2014) and Cesko-bulharsky
a bulharsko-Cesky tematicky slovnik s tkoly na procviovdni slovni zdsoby
(“Czech-Bulgarian and Bulgarian-Czech Theme-Based Dictionary with
Vocabulary Exercises”, 2014) - both within the above-mentioned project
the Education for Competitiveness Operational Program, and later Cesko-
bulharsky specializovany slovnik prdvnické, ekonomické a spolecensko-politické
terminologie (“Czech-Bulgarian Specialized Dictionary of Law, Economic
and Socio-Political Terminology”, 2016) and finally Kpamwskx memamuueH
PeuHUK Ha 6s/12apcKust, YellKus, noackust u ykpauHckust esuk (“Short Theme-
Based Dictionary of Bulgarian, Czech, Polish and Ukrainian”, 2016) - this
one in cooperation with colleagues in Sofia Nadezhda STALYANOVA and
Olga SOROKA. The last dictionaries from this respectable series so far are
Tematicky slovnik Cestiny, bulharstiny, srbstiny a chorvatstiny (“Theme-Based
Dictionary of Czech, Bulgarian, Serbian and Croatian”, 2019), which E.
KREJCOVA prepared along with Ana PETROV and Mirna STEHLIKOVA
DURASEK, and PeuHUK Ha NUH28UCMUYHUME MepMUHU 3a cmydeHmu
cnasucmu A—H (6sn1eapcku e3ux — uewku e3uk — noscku e3uk) (“Dictionary
of Linguistic Terms for Slavonic Students A-N [Bulgarian - Czech -
Polish]”, 2019), created in cooperation with the already mentioned N.
STALYANOVA.

The lexicographic production is complemented by the third edition
of Cesko-makedonsky a makedonsko-cesky slovnik (“Czech-Macedonian
and Macedonian-Czech Dictionary”, 2002, first one in 1994 and 1995),
its authors are Ivan DOROVSKY and Dragi STEFANIJA.

As can be seen from the list, the five dictionaries are Czech-
Bulgarian (one of them also includes Polish and another one Polish and
Ukrainian), one is Czech-“South Slavonic” (it includes Bulgarian, Serbian
and Croatian) and one is Czech-Macedonian.
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VI.
Conclusion

Brno’s publishing activity on South Slavonic languages has been varied
and distinctive over the past two decades. Monographs, collective
monographs, monodisciplinary and multidisciplinary proceedings,
dictionaries, handbooks were published. Out of the 41 detected book,
16 publications contained Slavonic languages in higher number, often
in comparison with Czech or other languages. There is a significantly
higher interest in Bulgarian (16) from the titles focused on one South
Slavonic language (which could again include Czech or another non-
South Slavonic language). The remaining 9 titles concern Croatian (3),
Macedonian (3), Bulgarian and Serbian in comparison (2) and Serbian
itself (1). Striking is the lack of publications dealing with Slovenian, but
this handicap (as well as the structure and proportions of titles dealing
with other South-Slavonic languages) is due to the long-term absence of
Slovene-oriented linguists at the Slavonic Studies in Brno.

VII.
Chronological List of Publications Mentioned in the Text
by Categories

Vi1
Multidisciplinary Proceedings and Handbooks with Linguistic Component (9)

DOROVSKY, Ivan: Studia Balkanica et Slavica. Brno: Masarykova univerzita
v Brné, 2001.

DOROVSKY, Ivan (ed.): Studia Balcanica Bohemo-Slovaca V. Brno: Masarykova
univerzita v Brné, 2002.

HLADKY, Ladislav - CHOCHOLAC, Bronislav - JAN, Libor - STEPANEK,
Vaclav (eds.): 0d Moravy k Moravé. Z historie Cesko-srbskych vztahii v 19.
a2o0. stoleti. Brno: Matice moravska, 2005.

STEPANEK, Vaclav - BOCEK, Pavel - HLADKY, Ladislav - KREJCI, Pavel -
STEHLIK, Petr (eds.): Studia Balcanica Bohemo-Slovaca VI, sv. 1 a 2. Brno:
Ustav slavistiky FF MU; Historicky tistav AV CR; Matice moravska, 2006.
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KREJCI, Pavel (ed.): Chorvatsko, Chorvaté, chorvatitina. Brno: SCSS; SVN
Regiony, 2007.

DOROVSKY, Ivan - MITREVSKI, Ljupco (eds.): Studia Macedonica. Brno:
FrantiSek Salé - ALBERT, 2008.

VILLNOW KOMARKOVA, Jana (ed.): A la croate. Brno: Tribun EU, 2010.

DOROVSKY, Ivan (ed.): Studia Macedonica II. Brno: Filozoficka fakulta MU, 2015.

STEPANEK, Vaclav - MITACEK, Jiti (eds.): Studia Balkanica Bohemo-Slovaca
VII. Brno: Moravské zemské muzeum; Ustav slavistiky FF MU, 2017.

Vil.2
Linguistic Proceedings and Collective Monographs (8)

KPEMYOBA, Enena - KPEMUH, [Tasesn (eds.): [IpenodasaHemo Ha 6snzapcku
e3UK Kamo 4y 8 CNAesHCKU U HeclaestHcku KoHmekcm. BbpHo: Porta
Balkanica, 2010.

KREJCOVA, Elena - KREJCI, Pavel - PRZYBYLSKI, Michal (eds.): Vyuka
jihoslovanskych jazykii v dnesni Evropé. Brno: Porta Balkanica, 2011.

Various authors: Blok jihoslovanskych studii. In: Opera Slavica. Slavistické
rozhledy, ro¢. XXIII, €. 4, Brno: Masarykova univerzita, 2013, 69-391.

KREJCOVA, Elena - KREJCI, Pavel (eds.): Vyuka jihoslovanskych jazykii
a literatur v dne$ni Evropé. Brno: Porta Balkanica, 2014.

KREJCI, Pavel - KREJCOVA, Elena et al.: Vyuka jihoslovanskych jazykii
a literatur v dne$ni Evropé. Brno: Jan Sojnek - Galium, 2015.

KREJCOVA, Elena - KREJCI, Pavel (eds.): Vyuka jihoslovanskych jazykii
a literatur v dnesni Evropé III. Brno: Jan Sojnek — Galium, 2016.

KREJCI, Pavel - KREJCOVA, Elena (eds.): Jihoslovanskd frazeologie
kontrastivné. Brno: Filozoficka fakulta MU, 2016.

KREJCI, Pavel - KREJCOVA, Elena (eds.): Bogoslav Sulek a jeho filologické
dilo / i njegov filoloski rad. Brno: Tribun EU, 2016.

VIL3
Linguistic Monographs and Handbooks (17)

KREJCI, Pavel: Bulharskd a Ceskd publicistickd frazeologie ve vzdjemném
srovndni. Brno: Masarykova univerzita, 2006.
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VECERKA, Radoslav: Jazyky v komparaci 2. Charakteristiky soucasnych
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univerzita, 2014.

KREJCOVA, Elena: Bulharské texty k prekladatelskému semindfi, ¢dst 1. Brno:
Masarykova univerzita, 2014.

KREJCOVA, Elena: Bulharské texty k prekladatelskému semindfi, ¢dst 2. Brno:
Masarykova univerzita, 2015.

KREJCOVA, Elena: Texty k prekladatelskému semindfi pro bulharisty. Brno:
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CHAPTER 2

CZECH-SOUTH SLAVONIC LEXICOGRAPHIC
PRODUCTION BETWEEN 1900 AND 2019

(OVERVIEW No. 2)

I.
Introduction

Thanks to the publication of two two-volume Czech-South Slavonic
dictionaries (Czech-Serbian in Belgrade and Czech-Bulgarian in Sofia),
the beginning of the new millennium proved very favourable for anyone
who encounters South Slavonic languages - whether as a professional
or a layman. Before focusing on other contemporary Czech-South
Slavonic dictionaries, in the mirror of today’s linguistic and political
fragmentation of the South Slavonic area, it would be good to recall that
the South Slavonic languages were spoken only in two countries before
1991 - the Kingdom of Yugoslavia and after 1945 Federal Yugoslavia and
Bulgaria. The official language in Bulgaria was and still is Bulgarian
(6Bnzapcku e3uk), the official language in Yugoslavia was Serbo-Croatian,
in the language of Serbs, Montenegrins and Bosniaks (Muslims) most
often called srpskohrvatski jezik (cpnckoxpsamcku jesuk), in the language
of Croats hrvatskosrpski jezik. In the territory of the Yugoslav Republics
of Slovenia and Macedonia, after they were established, the Slovenian
language (slovenski jezik), resp. Macedonian (makedoHcku jasuk) were
used as official languages. The state when the South Slavonic territory
was presented almost exclusively by the two most important standard
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languages - Serbo-Croatian and Bulgarian - naturally manifested
itself in Czech (Czechoslovak), Yugoslav and Bulgarian lexicography. So,
let’s first map the first nine decades of the 20™ century.

II.
Czech-South Slavonic Dictionaries from the Period

1900-1945

IL.1
Czech-Serbo-Croatian Dictionaries, Czech-Croatian Dictionary

The period under observation in the field of Czech-Serbo-Croatian
dictionary production began in 1906, when the first Slovnicek srbsko-
chorvatsko-Cesky (“Serbo-Croatian-Czech Glossary”) was published in
Otto’s publishing house. It was compiled by Jindfich OCENASEK. Four
years later, in 1910, Novy kapesni slovnik jazyka srbocharvatského a priivodce
po jazyku srbocharvatském (“New Pocket Dictionary of Serbo-Croatian
and Guide to Serbo-Croatian Language”) by professor Rudolf KOUT
was published at the Jindfich Lorenz publishing house in Tfebi¢. The
small glossary came out three more times, its last fourth edition was
published fifteen years after its first one. It is actually a small Czech-
Serbo-Croatian and Serbo-Croatian-Czech language guide for business
and tourist purposes, with an introduction to SCr. grammar. It is good to
remember that the term Serbo-Croatian is to be understood as Croatian,
because the author based it on the Croatian form of Serbo-Croatian.
In 1914 a Serbo-Croatian-Czech dictionary is published for the second
time in Moravia - in this case in Brno. Its author is Ante JELCIC and the
dictionary is called Slovnik chorvatsko-srbsko-cesky (‘“Croatian-Serbian-
Czech Dictionary”). It really is a trilingual dictionary, as the title suggests.
The last lexicographic handbook from the “monarchy era” was published
in 1916 by Rudolf BACKOVSKY, the publisher and author in one person.
It is SlovniCek Cesko-srbochorvatsky a srbo-chorvatsko-cesky (“Czech-Serbo-
Croatian and Serbo-Croatian-Czech Glossary”).

The first dictionary from the newly formed Czechoslovakia in our
list is trilingual Kapesni slovnik luZicko-cesko-jihoslovansky a Cesko-luZicky
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(“Pocket Dictionary of Lusatian-Czech-South Slavonic and Czech-
Lusatian”, 1920), which was compiled by the important Czech Slavist of
the first half of the 20th century, Josef PATA. However, it is clear from
the name itself that the South Slavonic, i.e. Serbo-Croatian component,
is secondary. In 1926, Srbsko-chorvatsko-cCesky slovnik (“Serbian-
Croatian-Czech Dictionary”) by Du$an DAJICIC and FrantiSek SOBRA
was published in an edition of Otto’s language dictionaries in Prague,
approaching the range of medium-sized dictionaries. Other Serbo-
Croatian lexicons will be published one decade later. In 1937 Jindfich
Backovsky was first to publish a book by Petr M. VELJOVIC with rare
title Cesko-jugosldvsky slovnik (“Czech-Yugoslavian Dictionary”) in his
edition of the foreign language dictionaries and in 1939 Kapesni slovnik
srbochorvatsko-cCesky a Cesko-srbochorvatsky (“Serbo-Croatian-Czech and
Czech-Serbo-Croatian Pocket Dictionary”) by Vladimir TOGNER was
published in Prague publishing house Kvasnicka and Hampl. The same
author published at the same publishing house a year after that the
above mentioned Maly slovnicek cesko-srbochorvatsky (“Small Czech-
Serbo-Croatian Glossary”).

One of the most important Czech-“Yugoslav” dictionaries of the
first half of the 20" century is undoubtedly Veliki CesSko-hrvatski rjecnik za
prakticnu i Skolsku uporabu (“Great Czech-Croatian Dictionary for Practical
and School Use”) by Jaroslav MERHAUT, published in Zagreb (the term

“great” is misleading, the dictionary contains about 20,000 entries). Data
on the year of publication vary — while in the preface to its new edition
(1998), D. Sesar mentioned “1939 or 1940”, the catalogue record of the
National Library in Prague states 1941. The title of the dictionary clearly
reflects the Croats’ attempts to perceive their language separately from
the Serbian language.

In the observed period, ten dictionaries were published - nine in
Czechia and only one in Yugoslavia (Croatia).

II.2
Czech-Slovenian Dictionaries

Czech and Slovenian lexicography gave from the period of Czechoslovakia
and Yugoslavia works of two Slovenes and two Czechs. Already in 1908,
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Cesko-slovinsky slovnik (“Czech-Slovenian Dictionary”) was published
in Otto’s publishing house, compiled by Antonin ZAVADIL. Another
small dictionary for learning Slovenian is Slovnicek slovinsko-Cesky
a Cesko-slovinsky (“Slovenian-Czech and Czech-Slovenian Glossary”) by
FrantiSek FRYDECKY. The dictionary was published in 1917 in the edition
of Backovsky’s One-Crown-Glossaries of Foreign Languages.

After World War I, the publishing initiative moved to the Yugoslav
side: in 1929, Fran BRADAC published a glossary Cesko-slovenski slovar
(“Czech-Slovenian Dictionary”).

Thus, three dictionaries were published in the observed period - two
in Czechia, one in Yugoslavia (in Slovenia).

113
Czech-Bulgarian Dictionaries

The first lexicographic work from the observed period is Bwneapcko-
uexcku peuruk (“Bulgarian-Czech Dictionary”), written by Vladislav SAK.
The dictionary is from an edition of so-called Otto language dictionaries
and it was published in 1914. The same author has prepared a relatively
big Cesko-bulharsky slovnik (“Czech-Bulgarian Dictionary”), which was
first published in the same year and by the same publishing house.
This dictionary was also re-released in 1926. With the range at the
opposite pole is the small Slovnitek bulharsko-cesky (“Bulgarian-Czech
Glossary”) by Josef FOLPRECHT. It was published in 1917 in the edition of
Backovsky’s One-Crown-Glossaries of Foreign Languages.

The fourth dictionary of the Bulgarian language was published
after the war in 1922 by the Jindfich Lorenz publishing house in
TiebiC. It is called Novy kapesni slovnik jazyka Ceského a bulharského
(“New Pocket Dictionary of Czech and Bulgarian Language”).
The Czech-Bulgarian part was written by Vladimir SIS, Boris IVANOV
worked on Bulgarian-Czech part and FrantiSek RUSINSKY completed it.

Thus, in the observed period, four dictionaries were published - all
in Czechia.
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II1.
Czech-South Slavonic Dictionaries from the Period
1946-1990

In this period in Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria social life
was dominated by communist ideology. Publishing houses have been
nationalized. This is probably why the Czech-Serbo-Croatian and Czech-
Bulgarian lexicographic production is very similar. The Czechoslovak
Academy of Sciences has given the scope and appearance of virtually
identical dictionaries Bulgarian-Czech and Serbo-Croatian-Czech. The State
Educational Publishing House (SPN) has published bidirectional handbooks
for both Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian in the edition of Pocket Dictionaries
and has added a slightly smaller tourist dictionary of both languages. In this
period, the State Technical Literature Publishing House (SNTL) prepared two
bidirectional Czech-Bulgarian technical dictionaries (newer in cooperation
with the Bulgarian State Publishing House “Tehnika”), but not even one
Czech-Serbo-Croatian. In Bulgaria, a small Czech-Bulgarian dictionary
was published immediately after the end of World War II. In the 1970s, at
Bohemian studies in Sofia began work on a completely new and extensive
Czech-Bulgarian dictionary. In Yugoslavia, the Serbian Academy of Sciences
and Arts began working on a two volume Czech-Serbo-Croatian dictionary
at the beginning of the 1970s. Czech-Slovenian dictionary production was
limited to Slovenia, Czech-Macedonian did not bring any fruit neither in
Czechia, nor in Yugoslav Macedonia.

1.1
Czech-Serbo-Croatian Dictionaries

In 1963, the Srbocharvdtsko-Cesky a Cesko-srbocharvdtsky kapesni slovnik
(“Serbo-Croatian-Czech and Czech-Serbo-Croatian Pocket Dictionary”)
was prepared by Milo§ NOHA and published by the SPN edition of Pocket
Dictionaries. By 1990, four more editions had been published (1965, 1967,
1969 and 1984). It contains about 20,000 entries in SCr.-Cz. parts and
only about 8,000 entries in the Cz.-SCr. Significant reduction in the Czech
part was intentional. Explicitly for the touristic purposes, Rechik cesko-
srpskohrvatski i srpskohrvatsko-cCeski (sa primerima konverzacije) (“‘Czech-
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Serbo-Croatian and Serbo-Croatian-Czech Dictionary [with Examples of
Conversations]”) prepared by Nikola KRSIC and was published in edition
called Rec¢nik za turiste (Dictionary for Tourists) in Sarajevo in 1966. The
dictionary offers almost 4,000 Cz. entries and about 4,500 entries in the
SCr.-Cz. part. The 1970s did not remain without a dictionary - in 1973
in Daruvar, Croatia, small Slovnik chorvatosrbsko-cesky (“Croato-Serbian-
Czech Dictionary”) was dedicated to the local Czech minority, composed
by Otto SOBOTKA and published in the edition of Jednota Handbooks
(estimated to contain about 30-40,000 entries). The dictionary is, from
the point of view of the Czech language, rare because it is the only one
that contains in Czech basically unused expression chorvatosrbsky (Croato-
Serbian, according to Cro. name hrvatskosrpski used only by Croats -
otherwise in Czech we only come across a srbochorvatsky [Serbo-Croatian]
corresponding to original word srpskohrvatski). It was not until 1982 that
a representative one-volume academic Srbocharvdtsko-cesky slovnik (“Serbo-
Croatian-Czech Dictionary”) was published and group of authors, led
by Jan SEDLACEK (together with Karel LEMARIE, Anna JENIKOVA and
Stanislava SYKOROVA), have been working on it for more than one decade.
This medium-sized dictionary is very close to Hora's Bulgarian-Czech
dictionary in terms of size and format (see below). The publication of the
academic dictionary was accompanied by a brief but quite practical Cesko-
-srbocharvdtsky, srbocharvdtsko-cesky slovnik na cesty (‘“Czech-Serbo-Croatian,
Serbo-Croatian-Czech Travel Dictionary”) written by Jarmila GLEICHOVA
and Anna JENIKOVA and was re-released in 1987. The Cz.-SCr. part contains
about 7,000 and the SCr.-Cz. part contains about 6,000 entries.

In 1977, in Czechoslovakia, few specialized dictionaries appeared
Technickoekonomicky  hutnicky  slovnik, dil 1. Srbocharvdtsko-cCesky
a Technickoekonomicky hutnicky slovnik, dfl 2.: Cesko-srbocharvdtsky (“Technical -
Economic Metallurgical Dictionary, Volume 1: Serbo-Croatian-Czech” and
“Technical-Economic Metallurgical Dictionary, Volume 2: Czech-Serbo-
Croatian”). Both three hundred-page dictionaries were created by Otto
KRISTEK and the handbooks were published for the needs of Ironworks
Tfinec.

Thus, in the observed period, six dictionaries - four in Czechia (one
of which was a specialized in technical field) and two in Yugoslavia (one in
Bosnia and Herzegovina and one in Croatia) were published.
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III.2
Czech-Slovenian Dictionaries

Reworked and extensively expanded into a small dictionary format, Fran
BRADAC wrote a new Cesko-slovenski slovar (“Czech-Slovenian Dictionary”) in
1967. Brada¢ was then replaced by RuZena SKERL] in lexicographic work. She
first issued a small Slovensko-ceski slovar (“Slovenian-Czech Dictionary”, 1976)
which was missing from the market, and shortly after - in 1981 - a brand new
Cesko-slovenski slovar (“Czech-Slovenian Dictionary”). Three dictionaries were
published, all in Yugoslavia (Slovenia), in the observed period.

I3
Czech-Bulgarian Dictionaries

In 1947 Yewko-6sneapcku peuHuxk (“Czech-Bulgarian Dictionary”) by
Tsvetana ROMANSKA was published in Sofia. The vocabulary was primarily
intended as a tool for Bulgarian students of Czech language and literature,
so it included a number of outdated or literary expressions, dialect,
colloquial, or slang words. However, it also served to researchers, civil
servants, tourists and other interested persons from the scientific, cultural
or economic spheres. It was re-released for the second time two years later,
the third, revised edition was published in 1961. This latest version contains
about 35,000 words of the basic vocabulary of the Czech language of that
time. In addition, technical terms or phrases occurs and the dictionary
is adapted to the changed Czech orthography. It is worth recalling that
academic Stoyan Romanski was also a significant contributor to the first
two editions, while Svetomir Ivanchev contributed to its latest, revised
version, and with his name a new, more extensive and comprehensive
Czech-Bulgarian dictionary, which will be discussed below, is linked.

In 1959, one-volume Bulharsko-cesky slovnik (‘“Bulgarian-Czech
Dictionary”) written by Karel HORA in cooperation with Bohdan PROSEK,
Jaromir CHAROUS and RiiZzena NIKOLAEVOVA, was published in Prague. An
overview of Bulgarian grammar was written by Antonin FRINTA. Collection
of materials began in 1949 by V. CHLEBECEK and K. Hora took over the
management of the editorial office two years later. With 60,000 entries, the
dictionary is regarded as a medium-sized one. Its old age is already its great
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disadvantage, but we can state that it is still being sought-after, not only
because another corresponding Bulgarian-Czech dictionary does not exist
yet, but also because of its high-quality lexicographic processing. However,
it would be desirable for a new, contemporary Bulgarian-Czech dictionary
to appear on the book market as soon as possible, reflecting the current
form of Bulgarian language.

In 1964, the SPN published Bulharsko-Cesky a cesko-bulharsky kapesni
slovnik (“Bulgarian-Czech and Czech-Bulgarian Pocket Dictionary”) in
the Pocket Dictionaries edition. It was prepared by Bohdan PROSEK in
cooperation with Véra DVORAKOVA-PROSKOVA. The dictionary contains
14,000 (Bulg.-Cz.), respectively 13,000 (Cz.-Bulg.) entries. It is primarily
intended for the general public. The second edition was published five years
later, the third in 1976 and the last one in 1983. Roughly half the range,
compared to a pocket dictionary, shows Cesko-bulharsky, bulharsko-cesky
slovnik na cesty (“Czech-Bulgarian, Bulgarian-Czech Travel Dictionary”)
(7,000 entries in the Cz.-Bulg. part and 5,000 in the Bulg.-Cz. part),
a specialized dictionary guide for Czech tourists heading for the beauties
of Bulgarian nature, especially the Black Sea coast. It was written by Marie
BUBLOVA and Mihail VIDENOV. The SPN published it for the first time in
1978, the second time in a modified form in 1987.

In order to illustrate the situation in 1946-1990 it is necessary to
mention the specialized Bulharsko-cesky a cesko-bulharsky technicky slovnik
(“Bulgarian-Czech and Czech-Bulgarian Technical Dictionary”). It was
published in 1958 by SNTL. Its author is above mentioned lexicographer
Bohdan PROSEK. The dictionary contains approximately 23,000 (Bulg.-
Cz.), respectively 24,000 (Cz.-Bulg.) entries. Its disadvantage had already
showed in the year of its publication as it did not reflect the change in
the orthography of Czech language in 1957 (it was already introduced at
the time of the change). New Bulharsko-cesky a cesko-bulharsky technicky
slovnik appeared on the shelves of Czech and Bulgarian bookstores in 1988.
It represented a joint product of the Czechoslovak SNTL and the Bulgarian
State Publishing House “Tehnika”. It was prepared by a group of authors -
mainly Bulgarians, the main editor was Blanka KUTINOVA, editors-in-
chief Martin KAPOUN, Irena SELEPOVA and Margarita KYURKCHIEVA. In
essence, the dictionary copied the previous Prosek’s work in format, scope
and processing, but the entries were naturally updated and supplemented.
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Cesko-bulharsky zdkladni hospoddisky slovnik pro zahrani¢ni studenty
VSE (“Czech-Bulgarian Basic Economic Dictionary for Foreign Students
of the University of Economics”, Prague) and Bulharsko-Cesky zdkladni
hospoddrsky slovnik pro zahrani¢ni studenty VSE (“Bulgarian-Czech Basic
Economic Dictionary for Foreign Students of the University of Economics”,
Prague) represented a certain peculiarity in Czech-Bulgarian lexicographic
production. Both dictionaries with the university textbooks format were
compiled by Petr PANEV and published in Prague in 1978 (Cz.-Bulg.), resp.
in 1982 (Bulg.-Cz.). The rarity is trilingual Rusko-cesko-bulharsky odévdrsky
slovnik (“Russian-Czech-Bulgarian Clothing Dictionary”), which was
written by Marie KRATOSKOVA, Véra LEITNEROVA and Sima VASILEVA.
The 250-page A4 format dictionary was published for the needs of the
Czech clothing industry in Prostéjov in 1971.

Nine dictionaries - eight in Czechia (five of which specialized in
technical vocabulary and one was trilingual) and only one in Bulgaria -
were published in the observed period.

IvV.
Czech-South Slavonic Dictionaries from the Period
1991-2019

The collapse of communist regimes in Central, Eastern and South-Eastern
Europe has opened a wide possibility for publishing of smaller or bigger
dictionaries and dictionaries of varying quality. The commercial aspect
was also reflected in the publication of Czech-South Slavonic and South
Slavonic-Czech dictionaries — sometimes positively, sometimes negatively.
With the dissolution of Yugoslavia, Serbo-Croatian language lost not only
meaning of existence but also a political s upport. The territory of Serbo-
Croatian language of former Yugoslavia has been territorially divided
into: Croatia (with Croatian official language - hrvatski jezik), Bosnia
and Herzegovina (with three official languages: Bosnian - bosanski jezik,
Croatian and Serbian), Serbia (with Serbian official language - cpncku
jesuk) and Montenegro (with four official Slavonic languages: Montenegrin
- crnogorski jezik, Serbian, Croatian and Bosnian). Serbia and Montenegro
made up the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia between the years 1992 and
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2003, it was renamed the State Union of Serbia and Montenegro just before
its collapse (2003 to 2006). The old Serbo-Croatian, whose importance laid
in fact that it was the language of more than 20 million inhabitants of the
Balkans living in an internationally prestigious Yugoslav state, has now
been probably replaced by Croatian in international significance. Less than
5 million people speak it, but thanks to the combination of the commercial
and political importance of Croatia (amount of tourism in the Adriatic, or
the belonging of the Croats to the Western Christian cultural sphere, as well
as the fundamental socio-political consensus on sharing Western, Euro-
Atlantic values, whose expression is Croatia’s membership in the EU and
NATO) today, in our opinion, the importance of Croatian prevails over the
importance of other contemporary post-Yugoslav languages or “languages”
(Bosnian, Montenegrin, Macedonian, Slovenian, but also Serbian), not to
mention the fact that speaker of Croatian language can communicate in
almost the entire territory of former Yugoslavia.

The new language situation in the Czech-South Slavonic, respectively
South Slavonic-Czech dictionary production has been reflected in various
ways. We have noticed a lexicographical “boom” especially when it comes
to Czech-Croatian dictionaries. However, it did not occur immediately
after the declaration of Croatia’s independence (1991) - the first, in some
point and also by its scope “emergency” dictionary with the Croatian
attribute was published in 1996 and came from the Czech side. By 2000,
in a relatively short period of time, another five (!) smaller or bigger
dictionaries of different quality, extent and focus had been published -
two of these five dictionaries were published in Czechia, three in Croatia.
While on the Czech side it was mainly pocket, resp. tourist publications
(two bidirectional, one Czech-Croatian), Croatians had come up with
more diverse dictionaries — one completely new medium size Croatian-
Czech and two small Czech-Croatian, the first of which was the reprint
of the nearly sixty-year-old first edition of this scarce handbook. These
dictionary “incunabula” were supplemented by a number of other,
exclusively pocket handbooks, of which only two were published in Croatia.

In the case of Serbian, the disproportion between the high number of
published dictionaries of Croatian (with only one exception but mostly only
in pocket format/range) and only four Serbian dictionaries, of which two
are medium-sized, is clearly visible. However, it should be remembered
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that the demand - whether commercial or professional - for Czech-Serbian
dictionaries was not nearly as strong as it was for Czech-Croatian production,
even more so as the existing large Serbo-Croatian-Czech dictionary from
1982 was sufficient enough for understanding Serbian texts.” Therefore,
a long-prepared Czech-Serbo-Croatian dictionary was expected, and it
eventually “lived to see” the end of Serbo-Croatian, which was reflected
in its final name, but not in its content. The two volume Czech-Serbian
dictionary of medium size was completely published on the threshold of
the new millennium, in 2001. In addition to Serbian words, however, it
also contains expressions belonging to the “Western variant”. It represents
the most extensive work of Czech-South Slavonic translation lexicography.
After that, two small practical bidirectional dictionaries (one in Czechia, one
in Serbia) and one medium-sized dictionary in Czechia were published.

So far, we have not seen any Czech-Bosnian lexicographic record in
Bosnian, for which we see more causes, but above all the unsatisfactory
definition of what Bosnian language actually represents and how it differs
from the standard form of Serbian, resp. Croatian language. Restraint
is also supported by the fact that this language is not studied at Czech
universities, as well as the fact that existing Serbo-Croatian, Serbian or
Croatian dictionaries are quite sufficient for understanding between Czechs
and Bosniaks. Basically, we could say the same thing about Montenegrin
language.

As for Slovenian, three dictionary handbooks have been published
since 1990, all of which are bidirectional, two of them in format for tourists.
In Slovenia, a relatively rich bidirectional Czech-Slovenian dictionary
was published in 1995. Essentially, the author made only a synthesis and
update of the two older unidirectional dictionaries from 1976, resp. 1981
and which is in a way the highlight of the Czech-Slovenian dictionaries
published in Slovenia. In 2006, a simple dictionary of the basic vocabulary
of both languages was published in Ljubljana in the edition Evropski
slovarji (European Dictionaries). For the first time since 1917, the Slovenian
language was processed in the pocket-sized tourist dictionary published

7  Of course, we do not claim that this vocabulary was not enough to understand Croatian texts, but
the strong emancipation efforts were particularly evident in Croatian, which was reflected, among
other things, by certain overproduction of translation dictionaries; it was simply part of satisfying
the desire for professional recognition and the social admission of the new standard language.
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in Czechia in 2002, which means that those interested in a high-quality
Czech-Slovenian dictionary will have to look for it in Slovenia (at least so
far).

More attention has been paid to Czech-Macedonian dictionaries after
the declaration of independence of the Republic of Macedonia, especially on
the Czech side - three times the first, rather small, bidirectional translation
dictionary of this relatively young language, was published by Masaryk
University in Brno. Until the end of the 20 century, two Macedonian-
Czech dictionaries appeared (the first one Macedonian and the second one
Czech) and in the first decade of the new century their long-awaited Czech-
Macedonian counterpart was published in North Macedonia.

As far as Bulgarian is concerned, it was lexicographically rather quite
well represented before 1990, including technical translation dictionaries
that we lack in other South Slavonic languages. Therefore, in the new era,
just (i.e. “just” compared to the Croatian situation) two pocket dictionaries
were published, but by the end of the 1980s, the long-awaited new Czech-
Bulgarian dictionary of medium size and in two volumes was published,
due to problems with the publisher, he did not get into distribution in its
completed form until in 2002. The remarkable specificity of Bulgarian is
also seven (!) specialized translation dictionaries, with one exception from
the middle of the second decade of the new century. While one of them, also
being the only one, contains two other South Slavonic languages (Serbian
and Croatian) next to Bulgarian, and is therefore included into a separate
subchapter.

Now, to the individual dictionaries.

Vi1
Czech-Croatian Dictionaries

In the light of what we have indicated in the introduction to the third chapter,
it is not surprising that Czech-Croatian dictionaries, small dictionaries and
conversational guides literally began to swarm in the second half of the 1990s.
Already in 1996, the first one appeared on the market — Cesko-charvdtsky
slovnik (“Czech-Croatian Dictionary”) from authors Ivan DOROVSKY and
Véra BARTOSOVA. It is a small dictionary with about 8,000 basic vocabulary
entries - an emergency solution by which the authors tried to meet the
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requirements of, among others, Czech students of the Croatian language.
In 1998, a reprint of MERHAUT’s dictionary from 1940 was published
in Croatia under the title Cesko-chorvatsky slovnik (“Czech-Croatian
Dictionary”). At the same time in Czechia, a small and with a poorer quality
Chorvatsko-Cesky, cesko-chorvatsky slovnik s nejpouZivanéjsimi konverzacnimi
frdzemi (“Croatian-Czech, Czech-Croatian Dictionary with the Most Widely
Used Conversational Phrases”) - a simple tourist guide with approximately
5,000 basic entries in Cro.-Cz. and Cz.-Cro. part created by Slavko KRTALIC.
Czech Dictionary”) appeared in Croatia, the medium-sized dictionary
with over 50,000 entries. Its authors are Dusanka PROFETA and Alen
NOVOSAD. The Czech side comes with Cesko-chorvatsky a chorvatsko-cesky
slovnik na cesty (“Czech-Croatian and Croatian-Czech Travel Dictionary”),
a practical and successful tourist guide, on which the Czech Anna JENTKOVA
and Croatian Katica IVANKOVIC cooperated. The dictionary contains about
7,000 (Cz.-Cro.), resp. 6,000 (Cro.-Cz.) entries. In 2000, Cesko-hrvatski
rjecnik (“Czech-Croatian Dictionary”), containing approximately 15,000
entries and, unfortunately, many uncorrected spelling mistakes and typing
errors, is published in Rijeka as a teaching aid for local people interested
in Czech courses. Dictionary was prepared by Milan NOSIC. The series of
miniature dictionaries includes Cesko-chorvatsky slovnik (“Czech-Croatian
Dictionary”), which was published in the new millennium (2002) and was
written by Ivana LISA. The same author then came two years later with
the Croatian-Czech version (Chorvatsko-cesky slovnik [“Croatian-Czech
Dictionary”], 2004). Despite the miniature format, both Lisd’s dictionaries
declares up to 7,000 entries. The rich Czech-Croatian lexicographic
production continues with one of the highest quality handbooks in pocket
Croatian-Czech Practical Dictionary”, 2002), an adequate small dictionary
of Zagreb’s Bohemist Dubravka SESAR with almost 14,000 (Cz.-Cro.), resp.
almost 11,000 (Cro.-Cz.) entries, which in 2004 (and for the second time in
2007) received Czech edition under the title Chorvatsko-ceskyacesko-chorvatsky
slovnik (“Croatian-Czech and Czech-Croatian Dictionary”), and Univerzalni
rjecnik cesko-hrvatski, hrvatsko-ceski (“Universal Czech-Croatian, Croatian-
Czech Dictionary”, 2003) of other Zagreb’s Bohemists Renata KUCHAR and
Suzana KOS with approximately 10,000 entries from contemporary Czech
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and the same number from contemporary Croatian language. The decade
after 2005 is in the Czech-Croatian lexicography in the hands of practical
pocket dictionaries associated with the name of Vladimir UCHYTIL. In 2005
(and in re-editions in 2007 and 2011) a small compact Chorvatsko-cesky,
Cesko-chorvatsky slovnik (“Croatian-Czech, Czech-Croatian Dictionary”)
firstly appeared, from authors Vladimir and Tomdas UCHYTIL with scope
and focus close to Jenikova and Ivankovi¢. Then, in 2013 Chorvatsko-Cesky,
Cesko-chorvatsky kapesni slovnik nejen pro turisty (“Croatian-Czech, Czech-
Croatian Pocket Dictionary Not Only for Tourists”) and Chorvatsko-cesky,
Cesko-chorvatsky kapesni slovnik pro kazdého (“Croatian-Czech, Czech-
Croatian Pocket Dictionary for Everyone”) followed with uniformed design
- as an author of both, only Vladimir UCHYTIL is mentioned. In the same
year, two women in Croatia - Ivana BASIC and Anna PLEADIN - created
Hrvatsko-ceski prirucni rjecnik (“Croatian-Czech Desk Dictionary”) which
contains only about 2,500 entries on 80 pages. The place of publication of
this elementary tourist dictionary is significant - the Adriatic port of Split.
The latest achievement in a rich but qualitatively diverse Czech-Croatian
lexicographic production is the publication Chorvatstina — slovnicek nejen pro
zacdtecniky (“Croatian — A Dictionary Not Only for Beginners”) published
in 2016 as part of a series of practical language handbooks of the Brno
publishing house Lingea. This latest pocket dictionary has Cz.-Cro. and
Cro.-Cz. part and it contains around 30,000 entries.

In the observed period, sixteen dictionaries were published - ten in
Czechia and six in Croatia.

V2
Czech-Serbian Dictionaries

Czech-Serbian lexicography was significantly poorer in the past decade.
In fact, new dictionaries were published only in the new millennium.
There were more reasons for this: Serbian-Czech dictionaries existed,
and they were not outdated yet, but they were presented as Serbo-
-Croatian-Czech in accordance with the situation at that time. In addition,
on the Serbian side, a political, social and cultural need to “cut off” from
the past (Serbo-Croatian) was not as visible as on the Croatian side.
Although the academic Serbo-Croatian Dictionary was quite enough for
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orientation in both Serbian and Croatian, the Croatian side nevertheless
created its Croatian-Czech dictionary, while the Serbian side did not
attempt to publish the Serbian-Czech dictionary with the appropriate
size. At the turn of the century, academic Yewko-cpncku peuHuk y dea
moma (“Czech-Serbian Dictionary in Two Volumes”) was finally released
in Serbia after years of hard work. Its authors are Emilija KACANIK,
Dragutin MIRKOVIC, Slobodanka UROSEVIC, KreSimir GEORGIJEVIC,
Nada PORPEVIC, Vlado PUKANOVIC and Mirjana RADOVANOVIC. The
first volume A-O was published in 2000, the second volume P-Z a year
later. The dictionary contains almost 78,000 entries and represents
the most extensive Czech-South Slavonic lexicographic work. On the
Czech side, in 2002, Srbsko-cesky a cesko-srbsky slovnik (“Serbian-Czech
and Czech-Serbian Dictionary”) was made thanks to Anna JENIKOVA,
doyenne of Czech-Serbian-Croatian lexicography. It is a practical and
very successful dictionary which contains almost 40,000 entries — 20,000
in Serb.-Cz. and Cz.-Serb. part and it was re-released in 2014. To some
extent, equivalent can be seen in Serbian Cesko-srpski, srpsko-ceski recnik
(“Czech-Serbian, Serbian-Czech Dictionary”) which was published
in 2008 (and re-released in 2017) by Verica KOPRIVICA. Although the
dictionary is larger in size than its Czech counterpart, it has half of the
number of entries. The latest, but the most extensive contemporary
Czech language dictionary of the Serbian language with about 55,000
entries is Yewxro-cpncku peuruk (“Czech-Serbian Dictionary”), published
in 2013. It was compiled by Branka RADOJKOVIC KUBESOVA and was
credited by Serbian cultural institutions active in Czechia. The specialty
of this dictionary is the short three-page dictionary of the Serbian-
-Czech homonyms.

Four dictionaries - two in Czechia and two in Serbia - were published
in the observed period.

V3
Czech-Slovenian Dictionaries

In the field of Czech-Slovenian lexicography, there have been no major
changes after the declaration of the independence of the Republic of Slovenia.
In 1995, Cesko-slovenski slovar, slovensko-ceski slovar (“Czech-Slovenian
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Dictionary, Slovenian Czech Dictionary”) by RuZena SKERL]J was published
in Slovenia in edition of Slovarji DZS (Dictionaries of DZS). It contains
around 40,000 (Cz.-Slo.), resp. 25,000 (Slo.-Cz.) entries. In essence, the
author made a synthesis of her two older dictionaries. About a decade later,
Slovenians published a glossary on the range between extra small and
pocket formats in the Evropski slovarji edition — Cesko-slovenski in slovensko-
~Ceski evropski slovar (“Czech-Slovenian and Slovenian-Czech European
Dictionary”, 2006). Its authors are Ur§ka JARNOVIC and Bojana MALTARIC.
This dictionary with elementary content offers about 5,000 entries in each
of the two parts. The book is printed somewhat unconventionally, as it does
not have a last page - from one side is a Slovenian-Czech part and if we
turn the dictionary over the shorter side, we can leaf through the Czech-
-Slovenian part. In Czechia, Slovenian was also compiled in two handbooks
in the observed period - a small tourist Slovinsko-cesky, cesko-slovinsky
slovnik s mluvnici a nejpouZivanéjsimi konverzacnimi frdzemi (“Slovenian-
Czech, Czech-Slovenian Dictionary with Grammar and the Most Widely
Used Conversational Phrases”), published in 2002 and for the second time
in 2007, containing about 2,500 (Slo.-Cz.) resp. almost 3,000 (Cz.-Slo.)
entries of basic vocabulary and it was written by Alena SAMONILOVA. The
latest publication is Slovinstina — slovniCek nejen pro zacdtecniky (“Slovenian —
A Dictionary Not Only for Beginners”) published in 2018 as part of a series
of practical language handbooks of the Brno publishing house Lingea. This
latest pocket dictionary has Cz.-Slo. and Slo.-Cz. part and it contains
around 30,000 entries.

Four dictionaries were published in the observed period - two in
Czechia and two in Slovenia.

V.4
Czech-Macedonian Dictionaries

In the last decade, considerable attention has been paid to Macedonian-
Czech dictionaries, especially on the Czech side. This was due to the fact
that by that time no Macedonian-Czech dictionary had been on the shelves
of either Czechoslovakian or Yugoslavian bookshops (this was largely
due to the fact that Macedonian became official language in Yugoslav
Macedonia only at the end of World War II), and secondly, due to the fact
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that Macedonia became independent in the first half of the 1990s. Three
editions had a handy Cesko-makedonsky a makedonsko-¢esky slovnik (“Czech-
Macedonian and Macedonian-Czech Dictionary”, 1994, 1995, 2002)
written by Ivan DOROVSKY and Dragi STEFANIJA. The dictionary contains
8,000 (Cz.-Mac.), resp. over 4,000 (Mac.-Cz.) entries. At the end of the
century, the Makedonsko-cesky slovnik (“Macedonian-Czech Dictionary”,
1999) finally appeared in the sale. It was being prepared for many years
by the doyen of Czech-Bulgarian-Macedonian lexicography Karel HORA.
This small dictionary has around 40,000 entries and it also contains the
Macedonian grammar by FrantiSek Viclav MARES. It was finished in
the early 1990s, but because it had to wait a long time due to financial
reasons, it was overtaken one year earlier by MakedoHcKoO-uewKU peyHuK
(“Macedonian-Czech Dictionary”) published in North Macedonia and
written by Jadranka VLADOVA and David M. PASTYRIK. In 2006, a long-
awaited Yewro-makedoHcku peuHuk (“Czech-Macedonian Dictionary”)
was released in North Macedonia, prepared by Donka ROUS and FrantiSek
CERMAK together with Jasminka DELOVA and Katefina VITOVA. Despite
the promising format, it contains only about 17,000 entries.

In the observed period, four dictionaries were published - two in
Czechia and two in North Macedonia.

Vs
Czech-Bulgarian Dictionaries

In the late 1980s, the long-awaited new Czech-Bulgarian dictionary was
practically finished. Works began in the first half of the 70s. The initiator,
the necessary authority and the greatest “hard worker” was the professor of
Czech studies at Sofia University of St. Clement of Ohrid Svetomir Ivanchev
(1920-1991). Under his leadership, the dictionary was ready for publication
in 1989. The political changes and the unexpected death of the chief editor
of the dictionary S. Ivanchev complicated its publication and when changes
in the standard Czech language were added to the inconveniences, it was
necessary to revise the whole dictionary. It also had a positive side - it was
possible to include a large number of new expressions in the dictionary and
to update the semantics of the older expressions as needed to make the
dictionary as close as possible to the current Czech language.
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After a difficult search for a publisher (Bulgarian academic publishing
house bankrupted), Yewko-6wsneapcku peuHuk 8 déa moma (“Czech-Bulgarian
Dictionary in Two Volumes”) was finally published thanks to the combined
forces of the publishing house “Trud” and “Prozorets” in 2002 (I. A-O, II.
P-7). This medium-sized dictionary finally contains about 61,500 entries,
although a total of 65-70,000 words were stated in the 1990 preface by S.
Ivanchev. A slightly smaller first volume was published in early 2002, and
the second volume appeared on the shelves of the bookstore at the end of
that year. The editors of the dictionary were led by Svetomir IVANCHEV
until his death, and Yanko BACHVAROV took over the work after him.
Other members of the editorial team Ludmila KROUZILOVA, Margarita
KARAANGOVA, Margarita MLADENOVA, Milada MINCHEVA, Violeta
MITSEVA, Violeta MILEVA, Yordanka TRIFONOVA, Stiliyan STOYCHEV
and Lyudmil YANEV. This high-ranking two volume dictionary designed
primarily for professional users got its pocket “companion” in 2009 - the
author of Bulharsko-cesky, cesko-bulharsky slovnik (“Bulgarian-Czech, Czech-
Bulgarian Dictionary”) was KryStof UCHYTIL. The dictionary corresponds by
design and scope to an analogous Croatian dictionary from V. and T. Uchytil.
The first decade of the new century closes Kpam®ok uewko-6s12apcku peuHUK
Ha HekHuM#cosHama nekcuka = Maly cesko-bulharsky slovnik nespisovné slovni
zdsoby (“Short Czech-Bulgarian Dictionary of Substandard Vocabulary”,
2011). Yanko BACHVAROV has contributed to this remarkable lexicographic
work. During many years of preparation of this remarkable dictionary, he
was helped mainly by Sofia students of Czech studies of various generations
(the author honestly revealed the persons forming the anonymous title

“collective” on pages xxii and xxiii). The dictionary was published in edition
of the Bulgarian Bohemia Club T'onsima yernka 6m6nmorera (Great Czech
Library) and it contains 4,000 entries representing substandard vocabulary
of Czech language. Other Bulgarian dictionaries appeared in the middle
of the second decade of the new century. The second pocket dictionary
created after 1990 is Bulharstina - slovnicek nejen pro zacdtecniky (“Bulgarian

- A Dictionary Not Only for Beginners”, 2016), which is part of a series of
practical language handbooks of the Brno publishing house Lingea. It has
Cz.-Bulg. and Bulg.-Cz. part and it contains around 30,000 entries.

The common feature of other recently published dictionary guides
is their author, Elena KREJCOVA, and the fact that they are exclusively
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specialized dictionaries. In the area of law, resp. laws, economics and
socio-political sciences Cesko-bulharsky prdvnicky slovnik (“Czech-Bulgarian
Law Dictionary”, 2014) and Cesko-bulharsky specializovany slovnik prdvnické,
ekonomické a spolecensko-politické terminologie (“Czech-Bulgarian Specialized
Dictionary of Law, Economics and Socio-Political Terminology”, 2016) are
focused. For university students, theme-based dictionaries are primarily
intended: Cesko-bulharsky a bulharsko-cesky tematicky slovnik (“Czech-
Bulgarian and Bulgarian-Czech Theme-Based Dictionary”, 2014) and a rare
four-language dictionary Kpamsk memamuueH pedHUK Ha 6&12apCKUS, YeWKUS,
nonckust u ykpauHckus e3uk (“Short Theme-Based Dictionary of Bulgarian,
Czech, Polish and Ukrainian”, 2016), where Nadezhda STALYANOVA and
Olga SOROKA worked together with the above mentioned author. All these
specialized dictionaries contain mainly basic vocabulary. The last specialized
dictionary so far, prepared by the already mentioned Elena KREJCOVA
and Nadezhda STALYANOVA, is the trilingual PeuHuk Ha nuHeeucmuuHume
mepMuHU 3a cmydeHmu cnasucmu A—H (6s712apcku e3uK — UellKu e3uK — NocKu
e3uk) (“Dictionary of Linguistic Terms for Slavonic Students A-N [Bulgarian
- Czech - Polish]”, 2019). In terms of focusing on linguistic terminology,
in this observed production it is a unique multilingual dictionary and it
is apparent, that soon there will be a second part published. Both of the
dictionaries mentioned above were published in Bulgaria.

Thus, nine dictionaries - five in Czechia (three of which were specialized)
and four in Bulgaria (one of which was a four-language specialized, the second
one was a three-language terminological and the last one of substandard
vocabulary) — were published in the observed period.

V6
Czech-Bulgarian-Serbian-Croatian Dictionary

We have placed Tematicky slovnik cestiny, bulharstiny, srbstiny a chorvatstiny
(“Theme-Based Dictionary of Czech, Bulgarian, Serbian and Croatian”, 2019)
from the already mentioned group of specialized dictionaries, the soul of which
is Elena KREJCOVA, into a separate category. The co-writers are Ana PETROV
and Mirna STEHLIKOVA DURASEK. This dictionary completes both previous
theme-based dictionaries and is the only one, which includes more than one
South Slavonic language alongside Czech. It was published in Czechia.
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V.
Conclusion

In the period from 1900 to 1945, 17 Czech-South Slavonic dictionaries
were published; most numerous are dictionaries of the Serbo-Croatian
language (10), while the ratio of Czechia : South Slavonic countries in terms
of the place of publication was always in favour of Czech (Serbo-Croatian/
Croatian/“Yugoslavian” 9:1, Slovenian 2:1, Bulgarian 4:0). The overall ratio
was 15:2.

In the period from 1946 to 1990, 18 Czech-South Slavonic dictionaries
were published; the most numerous were Bulgarian dictionaries (9) of which
5 were specialized, while the ratio of Czechia : South Slavonic countries
in terms of place of publication were on the side of Czechia compared to
Serbo-Croatian and Bulgarian (Serbo-Croatian 4:2 [without specialized 3:2],
Bulgarian 8:1 [without specialized 3:1]), only when it comes to Slovenian
(0:3) the ratio was against Czechia. The overall ratio was 12:6.

In the period from 1991 to 2019, 38 Czech-South Slavonic dictionaries
were published, most of them - almost half - were dictionaries of Croatian
language (16), while the ratio of Czechia : South Slavonic countries in terms
of the place of publication was in favour of Czechia in case of Croatian (10:6),
Bulgarian (5:4, without specialized 2:1) and Bulgarian+Serbian+Croatian
(1:0). In case of Serbian (2:2), Slovenian (2:2) and Macedonian (2:2) the
ratio is even. The overall ratio was 21:17.

Thus, it is clear from the above data that most dictionaries are related
to Serbo-Croatian, resp. Serbian and Croatian (SCr. 15, Cro. 17, Serb. 4 - in
total 36 - in terms of periods: 10-6-20), with Bulgarian it is 22 (in terms
of periods: 4-9-9), with Slovenian 10 (in terms of periods: 3-3-4), with
Macedonian 4 (in terms of periods: 0-0-4) and with Bulgarian, Serbian
and Croatian altogether 1 (in terms of periods: 0-0-1). Approximately in the
first half of the 20™ century, Czech-South Slavonic lexicographic production
was almost exclusively connected to Czech publishers. While the communist
regimes in Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria dominated, the original
South Slavonic production tripled in comparison with the previous period,
but still twice as many dictionaries were published on the Czech side. This
superiority has decreased in the post-communist era and it is worth noting
that the number of Czech-South Slavonic dictionaries created in the South
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Slavonic countries has multiplied more than twice compared to the previous
period.

The positive thing is that every South Slavonic language (with the
exception of the linguistic and historically somewhat controversial Bosnian
and Montenegrin language) got a dictionary with at least 40,000 entries
after the fall of communist regimes: in terms of the extent of individual
Czech-South Slavonic lexicons, Serbian is in the best condition (two volume
Czech-Serbian Dictionary from Serbia, 2001, and Czech-Serbian Dictionary
from Czechia, 2013), followed by Bulgarian (two volume Czech-Bulgarian
Dictionary from Bulgaria, 2002) and Slovenian (the first, much larger part
of the Czech-Slovenian, Slovenian-Czech Dictionary from Slovenia, 1995).
In terms of the extent of the individual South Slavonic-Czech lexicons, the
criterion meets Croatian (Croatian-Czech Dictionary from Croatia, 1999)
and Macedonian (two Macedonian-Czech Dictionaries - the first from
North Macedonia, 1998, the second from Czechia, 1999). Two of these
seven relevant dictionaries were created in Czechia - the rest is shared by
Slovenia, Croatia, Serbia, Bulgaria and North Macedonia. The challenge
for lexicographers in this respect is a contemporary Bulgarian-Czech
dictionary, a contemporary Serbian-Czech dictionary, a contemporary and
more extensive Czech-Croatian dictionary, some significantly larger and
contemporary Slovenian-Czech dictionary and a more extensive Czech-
Macedonian dictionary. Extraordinary, not only in the Slavonic world, is
Czech-Bulgarian translation dictionary of substandard vocabulary (2011).

VI.
Bibliographic Information on Dictionaries Spoken in the
Text (Chronologically Ordered)

V11
Dictionaries of Slovenian

ZAVADIL, Antonin: Cesko-slovinsky slovnik. Praha: Nakladatelstvi Jan Otto,
1908.

FRYDECKY, FrantiSek: Slovnicek slovinsko-cesky a cesko-slovinsky. Praha:
Nakladatelstvi Backovsky - Slovanské knihkupectvi, 1917.
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BRADAC, Fran: Cesko-slovenski slovar. Ljubljana: Jugoslovanska knjigarna, 1929.

BRADAC, Fran: Cesko-slovenski slovar. Ljubljana: DZS, 1967.

SKERLJ, RuZena: Slovensko-¢eski slovar. Ljubljana: DZS, 1976.

SKERLJ, RuZena: Cesko-slovenski slovar. Ljubljana: DZS, 1981.

SKERLJ, RuZzena: Cesko-slovenski slovar, slovensko-ceski slovar. Ljubljana:
DZS, 1995.

SAMONILOVA, Alena: Slovinsko-cesky, cesko-slovinsky slovnik s miluvnici
a nejpouzivanéjsimi konverzacnimi frdzemi. Ostrava: Montanex, 2002},
2007>.

JARNOVIC, Ur$ka - MALTARIC, Bojana: Cesko-slovenski in slovensko-ceski
evropski slovar. Ljubljana: Cankarjeva zalozba, 2006.

Various authors of LINGEA Publishing: Slovinstina — slovniCek nejen pro
zaddtecniky. Brno: Lingea, 2018.

V.2
Dictionaries of Croatian

MERHAUT, Jaroslav: Veliki c¢esko-hrvatski rjecnik za prakticnu i Skolsku
uporabu. Zagreb: Vlastita naklada, 19397 19407 1941?

DOROVSKY, Ivan - BARTOSOVA, Véra: Cesko-charvdtsky slovnik. Praha:
Nadace Cesi Cechfim + L Print, 1996.

MERHAUT, Jaroslav: Cesko-chorvatsky slovnik (Veliki cesko-hrvatski rjecnik).
Zagreb: Naklada Nediljko Dominovi¢, 1998.
KRTALIC, Slavko: Chorvatsko-cCesky,  Cesko-chorvatsky  slovnik
s nejpouzivanéjsimi konverzacnimi frdzemi. Ostrava: Montanex, 1998.
JENIKOVA, Anna - IVANKOVIC, Katica: Cesko-chorvatsky a chorvatsko-cesky
slovnik na cesty. Jinocany: H&H, 1999.

PROFETA, Dusanka - NOVOSAD, Alen: Hrvatsko-CeSki rjecnik. Zagreb:
Informator, 1999.

NOSIC, Milan: Cesko-hrvatski rjecnik. Rijeka: Hrvatsko filolosko drustvo, 2000.

KUCHAR, Renata - KOS, Suzana: Univerzalni rjecnik ceSko-hrvatski, hrvatsko-
CeSki. Zagreb: Mozaik knjiga, 2003.

LISA, Ivana: Cesko-chorvatsky slovnik. Havli¢kv Brod: Tobias, 2002.
Skolska knjiga, 2002.

LISA, Ivana: Chorvatsko-cesky slovnik. Havli¢kiiv Brod: Tobias, 2004.
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SESAR, Dubravka: Chorvatsko-cesky a Cesko-chorvatsky slovnik. Ostrava:
Montanex, 2004}, 20072.

UCHYTIL, Vladimir - UCHYTIL, Tomas: Chorvatsko-Cesky, Cesko-chorvatsky slovnik.
Praha: Cesky klub - nakladatelstvi Josefa Simona, 2005, 20072, 20113.

UCHYTIL, Vladimir: Chorvatsko-Cesky, Cesko-chorvatsky kapesni slovnik nejen
pro turisty. Praha: TZ-one + Edika, 2013.

UCHYTIL, Vladimir: Chorvatsko-cesky, Cesko-chorvatsky kapesni slovnik pro
kaZdého. Praha: TZ-one, 2013.

BASIC, Ivana - PLEADIN, Anna: Hrvatsko-ceski prirucni rjecnik. Split:
Slobodna Dalmacija, 2013.

Various authors of LINGEA Publishing: Chorvatstina — slovnicek nejen pro
zacdtecniky. Brno: Lingea, 2016.

Vi3
Dictionaries of Serbo-Croatian

OCENASEK, Jindfich: Slovnitek srbsko- neboli chorvatsko-cesky. Praha:
Nakladatelstvi Jan Otto, 1906.

KOUT, Rudolf: Novy kapesni slovnik srbocharvatsky a priivodce po jazyku
srbocharvatském. Trebi¢: Nakladatel Jindfich Lorenz, 1910, 19132, 19223, 19254,

JELCIC, Ante: Slovnik chorvatsko-srbsko-cesky. Brno: Novy lid, 1914.

BACKOVSKY, Rudolf: Slovnitek cesko-srbochorvatsky a srbo-chorvatsko-cesky.
Praha: Nakladatelstvi Backovsky a Hach, 1916.

PATA, Josef: Kapesni slovnik luZicko-cesko-jihoslovansky a Cesko-luZicky.
Praha: Cesko-luZicky spolek ,,Adolf Cerny“, 1920.

DAJICIC, DuSan - SOBRA, FrantiSek: Srbsko-chorvatsko-cesky slovnik.
Praha: Nakladatelstvi Jan Otto, 1926.

VELJOVIC, Petar Milisav: Cesko-jugosldvsky slovnik. Praha: Nakladatelstvi
Jindfich Backovsky, 1937.

TOGNER, Vladimir: Kapesni slovnik srbochorvatsko-Cesky a Cesko-
srbochorvatsky. Praha: Nakladatelstvi Kvasnicka a Hampl, 1939.

TOGNER, Vladimir: Maly slovnicek (esko-srbochorvatsky.  Praha:
Nakladatelstvi Kvasnicka a Hampl, 1940.

NOHA, Milos: Srbocharvdtsko-cesky a Cesko-srbocharvdtsky kapesni slovnik.
Praha: SPN, 1963!, 19652, 19673, 19694, 19845.
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KRSIC, Nikola: Rec¢nik cesko-srpskohrvatski i srpskohrvatsko-ceski (sa
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dakynrert ,,Braske Koneckn“, 2006.
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bulharsky odévdfsky slovnik. Prostéjov: Vyzkumny dstav odévni, 1971.

BUBLOVA, Marie - VIDENOV, Michail: Cesko-bulharsky, bulharsko-cesky
slovnik na cesty. Praha: SPN, 1978, 19872

PANEV, Petr: Cesko-bulharsky zdkladni hospoddFsky slovnik pro zahranicni
studenty VSE. Praha: SPN, 1978.
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studenty VSE. Praha: SPN, 1982.
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Praha - Codwmsi: SNTL; IU ,, Texunka*, 1988.
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KREJCOVA, Elena: Cesko-bulharsky a bulharsko-cesky tematicky slovnik. Brno:
Masarykova univerzita, 2014.

KREJCOVA, Elena: Cesko-bulharsky prdvnicky slovnik. Brno: Masarykova
univerzita, 2014.

KREJCOVA, Elena: Cesko-bulharsky specializovany slovnik prdvnické, ekonomické
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KPEMYOBA, Enena - CTAJITHOBA, Hapexka - COPOKA, Onmra: Kpamwk
memamuyeH peuHUK Ha 6s12apcKust, YelKuUsl, NOJICKUsL U YKPAUHCKUS e3UK.
Codus: [Tapagurma, 2016.

Various authors of LINGEA Publishing: Bulharstina — slovnicek nejen pro
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KREJCOVA, Elena - PETROV, Ana - STEHLIKOVA PURASEK, Mirna:
Tematicky slovnik Cestiny, bulharstiny, srbstiny a chorvatstiny. Brno:
Masarykova univerzita, 2019.



CHAPTER 3

NEW CZECH-BULGARIAN, CZECH-SERBIAN
AND CZECH-MACEDONIAN DICTIONARIES

IN CONTEXT OF THE CZECH-SOUTH SLAVONIC
LEXICOGRAPHY AFTER 1990

(REVIEW & ANALYSIS)

I.
Czech-Bulgarian and Czech-Serbian Dictionary

After 1990, and the collapse of the communist regimes in Central, Eastern
and South-Eastern Europe, and after the dramatic break-up of the
Yugoslav federation, a different language situation than in previous years
was formed in the South Slavonic environment. The number of official
languages increased, the problematically maintained Serbo-Croatian was
initially divided into Croatian (hrvatski jezik) and Serbian (cpncku je3ux).
Shortly after, however, Bosniaks (formerly Muslims) from Bosnia and
Herzegovina declared their Serbo-Croatian as Bosnian language (bosanski
jezik) and recently Montenegrins used favourable political conditions and
renamed their Serbian to Montenegrin (ypHozopcku je3ux) and declared
it as official language in Montenegro. Apart from these languages,
Slovenian (slovenski jezik) in Slovenia, Macedonian (makedoHcku jazuk)
in North Macedonia and Bulgarian (6wn2apcku e3uk) in Bulgaria are also
official languages in the South Slavonic area.

The post-communist period brought two very distinctive works
in the field of Czech-South Slavonic lexicography, which have much in
common. One of them is Cesko-srbsky slovnik ve dvou svazcich (“Czech-
Serbian Dictionary in Two Volumes”, 2001) and the second one is Cesko-
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bulharsky slovnik ve dvou svazcich (“Czech-Bulgarian Dictionary in Two
Volumes”, 2002). The fact that two two-volume Czech-South Slavonic
dictionaries were published at the same time, calls for a quick comparison
of both works.

L1
What Do Both Dictionaries Have in Common?

Both were published in two volumes, with the first volumes containing
entries beginning with letters A to O, the second volumes with entries
from P to Z. The two institutions worked on the dictionaries for several
decades - on the Bulgarian de facto three (if we also consider the repairs
that were carried out in the 1990s and the beginning of the new century),
and in Serbia even a little longer. As the basis of both dictionaries
was taken from academic Slovnik spisovné Cestiny pro Skolu a verejnost
(“Dictionary of Standard Czech for Schools and Public”, 1978), which
release was welcomed with relief, as it was not possible to build a Czech
part on such a Czech dictionary that would meet the requirements for
scope and up-to-dateness. There is also a shadow of death hanging
over both dictionaries - the chief editor of the Bulgarian dictionary prof.
Svetomir Ivanchev died suddenly in February 1991 (Yanko Bachvarov took
over the work after him), but prof. Radovan Lali¢, who led the Serbian
dictionary work in the mid-1970s died also. Both dictionaries - despite
being completed in the early 1990s - were published a full decade later.

L2
What Makes the Dictionaries Different?

Above all, the place of origin. The Bulgarian dictionary was created in
the university environment in the Bohemistic section of the Faculty of
Slavonic Philology of Sofia University of St. Clement of Ohrid. The Serbian
one, on the other hand, was created in the Serbian Academy of Sciences
and Arts, where a special Department for the Processing of the Czech-
Serbian and Polish-Serbian Dictionary was created. Dictionaries also
differ in scope: Serbian dictionary lists about 78,000 entries, Bulgarian
less than 62,000 entries. Unlike Bulgarian, the Serbian dictionary includes
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much more archaic or dialectal units, but as far as terms that have
entered (or settled in) the Czech vocabulary during the last few years, the
approach of Bulgarian authors is much more through. For example, if we
look at compounds the first part of which is video-, then the Bulgarian
vocabulary lists nearly 90 examples (videoseznamka, videorekordér,
videorubrika, etc. - C-B-2: 855-856), while not even one is mentioned
in the Serbian dictionary - after the entry viderisky the entry vidét follows
(C-S-2: 983). Those interested in the economy might want to look at
the names of companies (spolecnost). In Bulgarian, akciovd (joint stock
company), komanditni (limited partnership), s ruenim omezenym (limited
liability company) etc. (C-B-2: 575) can be found. In Serbian, only akciovd
(joint stock company) from the above mentioned can be found, but the
kapitalistickd (capitalist), socialistickd (socialist) and tiidni{ spolecnost (class
society) (C-S-2: 640) is presented in the list.

In Serbian dictionary, the entries with toponymical character and the
names of various social organizations, which are supposed to illustrate
the expressions they contain, stayed virtually untouched by the changes
after 1990. The best way to prove this is the name of our state: at a time
when the Czech state is for the first time in modern history an independent
international body, i.e. after almost ten years of existence of independent
Czechia (at the time of publication of the dictionary), the authors of Czech-
Serbian Dictionary say that the expression Cesko is “archaic” (sic! - C-S-1:
160), while the name Ceskoslovensko, the name of a non-existent state, is not
specified in any more detail in this dictionary (ibid.). This incomprehensible
negligence (this is the name of the state where Czech - one of the languages
of the dictionary - is official and national language!) should not occur in
a similarly representative dictionary. Many other entries show similar
deficiencies, but fortunately nothing similar happened to the Bulgarian
dictionary. Its entries are updated, or the old period is otherwise notified.

L3
In What Way Does the Czech-Bulgarian Dictionary Exceed its Serbian
“Cousin”?

1. Greater precision in the processing of individual entries (marking
the accent in the Bulgarian part, marking the endings in the Czech
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part, scientific names of plants and animals, consistent graphic
differentiation of the Czech text [bold] from Bulgarian [normal],
which makes orientation much easier);

2. Arich list of abbreviations and geographical names and demonyms;

3. Particularly valuable is that its creators in the 1990s decided to do
complex updating work so that the dictionary really reflected the
time when it was published. Because of this courage, in our opinion,
the writing “Guide for the 21%Century” on the cover of both volumes
is entirely in place. It is a pity that the creators of the Czech-Serbian
Dictionary have not taken similar step. The result is that from the
turn of the millennium here in Serbia, we have a dictionary for the
new century, but in certain, albeit perhaps not crucial, scale stays
deep in the previous century, and thus it is obsolete.

L4
In what Does the Czech-Bulgarian Dictionary Loses to its Serbian Counterpart?

The advantage of the Serbian vocabulary is above all the rich representation
of low-frequency, unusual, archaic, slang or dialectic expressions, as well
as the inclusion of personal names (including hypocoristic), which may
be helpful when transcribing Latin or Greek ancient authors or works.

The publication of both the Czech-Bulgarian Dictionary and Czech-
Serbian Dictionary is in every way the most significant event of the
South Slavonic-Czech lexicography of the new millennium. This is also
proved by the title “Dictionary of the Year 2002”, which received the
Czech-Bulgarian Dictionary in Two Volumes from the Czech Union of
Interpreters and Translators in April 2003.

II.
Czech-Macedonian Dictionary

The absence of Czech-Macedonian dictionaries began to receive greater
attention only after the declaration of independence of the Republic
of Macedonia, especially on the Czech side. Until then, there was no
Czech-Macedonian dictionary in Czechoslovakian or Yugoslavian
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bookstores. The authors tried to change this situation and created
Cesko-makedonsky a makedonsko-cesky slovnik (“Czech-Macedonian
and Macedonian-Czech Dictionary”) which has a large format but the
content is only elementary and it was published by Masaryk University
in Brno for the first time in 1994 and then in 1995 and 2002. It was
written by Ivan Dorovsky and Dragi Stefanija. The dictionary contains
around 8,000 entries in Czech-Macedonian part, resp. 4,000 entries in
Macedonian-Czech part. Only at the end of the century (1999) finally
appeared Makedonsko-Cesky slovnik (“Macedonian-Czech Dictionary”),
prepared by Karel Hora for many years. This small dictionary contains
around 40,000 entries and Macedonian grammar by FrantiSek Vaclav
Mares is included. It was finished in the early 1990s, but because
it had to wait a long time for its publication for financial reasons,
it was eventually overtaken by another Makedonsko-cesky slovnik
(“Macedonian-Czech Dictionary”) - the first one that was published
in North Macedonia and which is approximately the same size as the
Hora’s dictionary. It was written by Jadranka Vladova and David M.
Pastyfik. Cesko-makedonsky slovnik (“Czech-Macedonian Dictionary”),
co-written by Donka Rous and FrantiSek Cermdk, together with
Jasminka Delova and Katefina Vitova, was published in 2006 - again
in North Macedonia - a long-awaited counterpart of the previous two
Macedonian-Czech dictionaries. Although its format is larger than
both Macedonian-Czech dictionaries, it contains only about 17,000
entries. Four Czech-Macedonian dictionaries justify the perception
of Macedonian as more than an equivalent to other South Slavonic
languages - in terms of the number of handbooks published, it is right
after the commercially and socially undoubtedly the most successful
Croatian (fifteen dictionary books), alongside Serbian (also four, but
more extensive) and Slovenian (also four) and before Bulgarian (three
- counted without six specialized). However, this position is - in terms
of objectivity - also given by the fact that all other South Slavonic
languages could, after 1990, build on the more or less rich lexicographic
production from the earlier period, while the Macedonian experts did
not have this possibility. This shortage therefore logically stimulated
relatively abundant production at a time when North Macedonia became
an independent state, Macedonian studies became an independent
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university field of study, and the absence of a similar handbook became
increasingly urgent on both the Czech and Macedonian Slavistics’ side.®

IL1
How Is the First Unidirectional Czech-Macedonian Dictionary Actually?

The need for such a dictionary has existed in Czechia and North Macedonia
for along time, despite the fact that in the meantime there were three other
dictionaries of Czech and Macedonian available; two were only Macedonian-
Czech and Czech-Macedonian part in bidirectional dictionary by Dorovsky
and Stefanija - although more extensive than the Macedonian-Czech part
- by far, it could not satisfy the higher demands of both students in the
respective fields in Brno, Prague or Skopje, as well as the experts Slavists
and Balkanists. Even when reading the introductory part of the dictionary
and bibliographic list, the number of misspellings and grammatical
mistakes is unpleasant and disturbing for a work of a similar nature and
it should be corrected and proofread.® Fortunately, this is not repeated in
the dictionary section itself (judging by the entries we were able to check).

I11.
Selected Czech-South Slavonic Dictionaries -
Contrastive Analysis

In order to get a better idea of whether the dictionaries described above
function as modern bilingual dictionaries for the new millennium, we made

8  See also Krejci (2005a).

9  Ahybrid record of the name of the author Jasminka Delova (Czech front page, imprint), Macedonian
record of the name Katefina Vitova as “Karepskmua” also “Karepmra” (Macedonian front page,
imprint), content refers to the chapter CodpicuHcku u cmuncku kpameHku (Content and style
shortcuts), while in the preface it is referred to as the list of “CTpy4Hyu M CTMICKM KpaTeHKu”
(p. IX), the surname of the two authors are multiple times written not with a dash, but with hyphen
(“Cermdk-Kren”, p. VII and XI, two authors in the List of literature and sources), on the other hand,
compound components in dictionary names are often spelled incorrectly with a hyphen, and also
inconsistently (again see chapter List of literature and sources) and we are also encountered with
a meaningless writing of a dash separated by a space only from the right side... In chapter List of
literature and sources (p. XV and XVI), there are generally many mistakes, such as misspelling,
inaccurate diacritics, inconsistency in bibliographic entry, inaccurate dating in the two-part Czech-
Serbian dictionary, and even the full name is missing at the entry about Bulgarian-Czech dictionary.
It is also not entirely clear why the list does not include the latest and high-quality two volume
Czech-Bulgarian Dictionary, while the Czech-Bulgarian Dictionary by Romanska (3% ed. 1961) was cited
as a source of information.
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a small comparison of eight selected Czech-South Slavonic dictionaries
published after 1991 on 38 selected Czech words representing standard
vocabulary, as well as dialectal, colloquial or slang, in addition to the
common traditional names, we have chosen technical terms or expressions
indicating a quite new reality. The two volume Czech-Bulgarian (further Cz-
B), the two volume Czech-Serbian (further Cz-S) and Czech-Macedonian
(Cz-M) was a part of a comparative analysis with three small dictionaries
(Czech-Croatian by M. Nosi¢, further Cz-Cro, Czech-Croatian by D. Sesar,
further Cz-Cr and Czech-Serbian by A. Jenikova, further Cz-Srb) one
dictionary with twice the range of Cz-M (Czech-Slovenian Dictionary by R.
Skerlj, further Cz-Sl) and one with medium range dictionary (one-volume
Czech-Serbian Dictionary by B. Radojkovi¢ KubeSova, further Cz-Sr).

We have mainly focused on:

1. whether the selected Czech term appears in the dictionary;

2. if it occurs, whether the dictionary offers translation equivalents of
all or at least the most important meanings (if it is a polysemic unit);

3. whether the South Slavonic equivalent corresponded semantically.

Before we proceed to the results of the comparison, we would like
to point out that our analysis is not absolutely objective evaluation of the
dictionaries analysed. To do this, a much wider selection of words from
all word categories would have to be made. Nevertheless, our results may
be indicative or suggestive. 38 selected Czech words were chosen to cover
the widest possible range of expressions (some entries were deliberately
chosen because they clearly carry the potential of semantic ambiguity),
but this sample cannot be perceived as representative.

II1

The worst result showed the Czech-Croatian Dictionary of M. Nosi¢ (Cz-
Cro, 19 missing entries, i.e. 50 %). The dictionary does not include
a number of colloquial or slang expressions such as burcdk, furt, kecat,
parit, pasdk, tunelovat etc., in order to reduce fauna-related terms, the
dictionary is limited primarily to representative species or widespread
terms (datel, havran or vrdna appeared, but strakapoud, Zluna or krkavec
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are missing). It does not offer technical terms databdze, prehrdvac,
raketopldn nor rychloviak, on the other hand, it gives Croatian equivalents
of okres, oblast or shromdZdéni quite thoroughly and with an emphasis on
synonyms. The entry Cesko with the relevant equivalent is not mention
in the dictionary either, but it traditionally offers a pair of Cechy — Ceska
who are inaccurate at the time of their publication. Bostidk and Bosrian are
in Cz-Cro separate entries, but this positive is disturbed by the fact that
in both cases they have the same Croatian equivalents (Bosnjak, Bosanac),
which is after 1995 already inaccurate and misleading.

1.2

Two small dictionaries achieved practically the same result. Czech-
Serbian Dictionary by A. Jenikova (Cz-Srb, 17 missing entries, i.e. 45 %)
and Czech-Croatian Dictionary by D. Sesar (Cz-Cr, 16 missing entries, i.e.
42 %). However, both dictionaries do not show the absence of the same
entries - they are very often “complementary”: entry parlament can be
found only in Cz-Srb, whereas mistrovstvi can be found only in Cz-Cr;
dialectal dédina or colloquial furt offers only Cz-Cr, whereas pasdk and
kapsdr can be found only in Cz-Srb etc. Polysemic units, according to our
findings, are much more elaborated in Cz-Srb, while Cz-Cr closely follows
new current naming (we find here, among other things, the name of our
country Cesko with the equivalent of Ceska, which A. Jenikovd in Cz-Srb
completely illogically neglected). From the inaccuracies in Cz-Cr, let us
just mention the ethnonym Bosnjak, which only appears as a synonym for
Bosanac at the entry Bosrian (which no longer corresponds to the current
situation - see further in Chapter 9), while the nowadays common Czech
equivalent of national, not regional name Bosridk is unfortunately missing
as a dictionary entry and it was not possible to assign the word Bosnjak to
the Czech Bosfidk in accordance with its current new meaning.

13
Czech-Macedonian Dictionary by D. Rous et al. (Cz-M) and Czech-Serbian

Dictionary by B. Radojkovi¢ KubeSova (Cz-Sr) turned out a little better
with 11 entries missing (i.e. 29 %). Absence of dialectal expressions burcdk
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(only in Cz-M) or zemdk is not that serious, but the lack of technical
terms such as raketopldn and prehrdvac and demonyms Bosfidk and Bosrian
is a major deficiency. The remaining five expressions from our selection,
which are not listed in either dictionary, are nouns krkavec, strakapoud
(both are missing only in Cz-M), okruh (in the administrative meaning),
pasdk (both are missing only in Cz-Sr), rychloviak, tuneldf and the verb
tunelovat. In Cz-M is good that two existing Macedonian toponyms
Yewka and Yexuja were used to differ Cesko and Cechy (see p. 20, resp.
19), the question, however, is how much this distinction is maintained
in Macedonian language in practice. In Cz-Sr, the name of the state
where one of the languages of the relevant dictionary is spoken does
not occur, unless we decipher the somewhat chaotic entry Ceska “Czech
woman” with explanation “dijal. gov. CeSka” (p. 75) as a mistake in the
sense that instead of the entry Ceska, the author probably wanted to write
Cesko - but even then the stylistic would be somewhat striking. Cesko is
neither a dialect nor a colloquial expression, but the official geographical
name of our country.® The author’s confusion about the geography of
Czechia is topped by a statement that Cechy “Bohemia” is apart from
today inaccurate expression Yeuwka also “Yerke 3emybe” (i.e. the Czech
lands - p. 72). This syntagma of course includes all three Czech lands
(Bohemia, Moravia and Czech Silesia), not only Bohemia, otherwise its
plural form would be unfounded - its occurrence in the Serbian language
is quite questionable.

L4

The Czech-Slovenian Dictionary by R. Skerlj achieved a very similar result
with 9 missing words (i.e. 24 %). The animal names havran is missing
from the dictionary. The entries databdze and other technical terms like
prehrdvac, raketopldn, rychloviak or journalist terms tuneldf and tunelovat
are also absent but that can be understood with respect to the year of
publication. Demonyms Bosridk or Bosrian do not appear in the Czech-
-Slovenian list, however, in an analogous Slovenian-Czech list, Bosdnec is

10 In addition, the entry Ceska appears twice in Cz-Sr - in the analysed case, in the correct place in the
dictionary, but with the right side that does not correspond, in the second case with the correct right
side (Yexurba), but in the alphabetically wrong place (between the entries Cechy a cejka - see p. 72).
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translated only as Bosridk (p. 1119 - today an inaccurate translation) and
surprisingly, the variant of Bosrian is not mentioned in the dictionary at
all. Similarly, the dictionary only offers an entry Cechy (with a traditional
but inaccurate translation from the contemporary point of view Ceska - p.
672), but the name of a Czech state, Cesko, is missing. The problem with
this dictionary is mainly in the absence of an exact semantic definition of
word’s equivalents, which in our selection is manifested mainly in terms
of law-administrative character oblast, okruh, rozklad, especially when
a Czech user can be lost in several offered alternatives.

15

The best result was achieved by the both two-part dictionaries — Czech-
Serbian and Czech-Bulgarian: in both cases only 4 entries were missing
(i.e. 10.5 %). In Cz-B entries burcdk, rychlovlak, Bosridk and okruh (in
administrative meaning) are absent, whereas in Cz-S words databdze,
prehrdvac, tuneldr and tunelovat are missing. The outcome of both two
volume dictionaries is to some extent expected, as the user rightly expect
a wide range of vocabulary from similar language handbooks. Missing
words in Cz-S are symptomatic for this dictionary - these are either
technical terms or words whose semantics have expanded based on
phenomena that occurred in society only after 1990. As far as technical
terms are concerned, they are problematic in Cz-S. The words are
recorded in the dictionary, but their Serbian equivalent is not accurate
or is inadequate: e.g. entry rychloviak meaning special high-speed trains
known mainly from France, Germany, Japan or China, Cz-S translates
as 6p3u 603 (3acm.) — an outdated term for a fast train (2. vol., p. 491).
Similarly, the term raketopldn is translated as pakemHu aguoH or pakemHa
nemunuya (2. vol., p. 394), which retrospectively can be translated as a jet
plane. Entries that also indicate insufficient updating of the dictionary
are Bosrian and Bosridk, when the first expression just refers to the second,
and then we find all possible existing Serbian forms (Bocanay, Fowreax,
BowraHuH - 1. vol., p. 92), but which can only be understood as synonyms
in a very superficial interpretation (bocaHay is now used as a name of
regional identity or citizenship, Fowrvbak indicates national identity and
BowrbaHuH is synonym to the first but is already seen as obsolete). In
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contrast, the obsolescence note is incorrectly present with the entry Cesko
(1. vol., p. 160) - this noun has never been more relevant during its more
than three-hundred-year-old existence than it was just after 1993, i.e.
after the dissolution of the Czechoslovak federation. At that time, the
Czech state, Cesko (Czechia), appeared for the first time in modern history
on the map of Europe as an independent unit... There are also some
problems with technical terms in Cz-B - it is visible for example with
the word prehrdvac (1. meaning) or raketopldn (the Bulgarian equivalent
cosanka is missing). It is also worth noting that Cz-B was the only one
to mention at the word pafit its second slang meaning “play passionately
computer games” (2. vol., p. 19), however, it does not mention the older
slang meaning of “having fun and consuming alcoholic beverages at
the same time”, which, on the other hand, is mentioned by the other
dictionaries. In its separate geographic part next to toponym Cechy we
will also come across the name Bohemie (2. vol., p. 1412), which, however,
in our opinion, is completely unnecessary, even though it bears a note
ucmop. (“histor.”). On the contrary his Bulgarian equivalent Foxemus,
which Cz-B lists, should be present at the entry Cechy.

IV.
Conclusion

A problem affecting all the languages and dictionaries under observation,
which would certainly be enough for a separate study, is the question of
translating words indicating a geographically or administratively defined
space, territory: obec, okres, okruh, oblast, kraj. One of the meanings of
the word obec, very significant and important one, i.e. the summary
designation for towns and villages (cf. SSC 2000: 227), is considered only
by Cz-M and Cz-B." Other dictionaries are satisfied with the translation
onwmuHa/opcina/obcina, which is not entirely accurate (more about it see
Krej¢i 2007a: 15). The Croatian term Zupanija can only be found at the
entry okres (according to us incorrectly), whereas at entries okruh, oblast
or kraj which correspond better to its meaning, it are not mentioned. As

11 For information about the pages where the word is in the dictionary, see Subchapter VI. “Annex 2”.
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the only one Cz-Srb and Cz-Cro translate the Czech okres with the term
okpye/okrug (according to us not very precisely) and Cz-Sr and Cz-M are
the only one that translate it like Czech kraj, while Cz-Cr and CZ-M use
okpyz/okrug correctly as an equivalent of the Czech okruh. The paradox
occurs if we realize that only Serbia and the Serbian part of Bosnia and
Herzegovina have okpyz as administrative unit from the South Slavonic
countries, and therefore we would naturally expect equivalence of the
okruh = okpyz in Czech-Serbian dictionaries (although Cz-Sr contains
the equivalent of okpye, but it is clear from the examples given in the
second half of the entry that it is in the basic meaning, not administrative
one). The word pokrajina as an equivalent (one of three) to Czech oblast is
mentioned in Cz-Cr (there is also pokrajina as an equivalent for the Czech
kraj) and as one out of six also Cz-Cro, whereas in Cz-Sr is this word
only at the entry kraj; and at the entry oblast it is not mentioned in Cz-Sr
or Cz-S, although in Serbia before the independence of Kosovo (2008)
there were two autonomous regions, which were referred to in Serbian as
aymoHoMmHa nokpajuHa (in Cz-S the aforementioned phrase translated into
Serbian as aymoHomHa o6nacm, it does not take into account the Serbian
administrative structure). As the most problematic words, i.e. those
with either a rare occurrence or often repeated inaccurate interpreting,
together with just analysed terms obec, okres, okruh, oblast and kraj we
would highlight colloquial burédk, dial. zemdk, techn. rychlovlak, raketopldn
and prehrdvac, econ. colloquial tunelovat and tuneld¥, choronym Cesko,
ethnonym/demonym Bosridk and Bosrian, and animal names krkavec and
havran.® 1t is therefore almost half of the monitored words. On the other
hand, for example, the slang meaning of the verb pafit and the noun
pasdk or the law meaning of the noun rozklad can be satisfactory.

12 For entry havran “rook” dictionaries commonly give an etymologically related equivalent 2aspaH/
gavran (Mac., Serb., Cro.), resp. eapsaH (Bulg.), but only Cz-S and similarly Cz-Sr take into account
the fact that: rook (Corvus frugilegus) is called otherwise in aforementioned languages - in Serb.
and Cro. 2auay/gacac, in Bulg. noncka epaHa. In Mac. is a distinguishing element of a generic
classification — noncku easpan “rook”. Gavran/easpaH, resp. zapsaH without an adjective each time
denotes to a raven (Corvus corax).
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V.

Annex 1 - Czech-Serbian, Czech-Bulgarian, Czech-Macedonian, Czech-

Croatian and Czech-Slovenian Dictionaries Included in the Comparison

(Chronologically)

1995 - SKERLJ, RuZena: Cesko-slovenski slovar, slovensko-ceski slovar.
Ljubljana.

2000 - NOSIC, Milan: Cesko-hrvatski rjecnik. Rijeka.

2001 — KACANIK, Emilija et al.: Cesko-srpski re¢nik u dva toma. Beograd.

2002 - UBAHYEB, CBeToMup — BBUBAPOB, fIHKO et al.: Yewko-6v12apcku
peuHuk 6 dea moma. Codpmsi.

2002 - JENIKOVA, Anna: Srbsko-cesky a cesko-srbsky slovnik. Voznice (1. ed.).

2002 - SESAR, Dubravka: Cesko-hrvatskii hrvatsko-ceski prakticni rjecnik. Zagreb.

2006 - POYC, lonka — YEPMAK, ®pauTuitek — JEJIOBA, JacMMHKa —
BUTOBA, KaTepskmuHa: Yewko-maxkedoHcKU peuHuk. CRorije.

2013 - RADOJKOVIC KUBESOVA, Branka: Yewxo-cpncku peuHuk / Cesko-
srbsky slovnik. Praha.

VL.

Annex 2 - Selected Czech Lexical Units and their Slovenian, Croatian,
Serbian, Macedonian and Bulgarian Translation Equivalents®

VI.1

BOSNAK // BOSNAN (ethnonym/demonym)

Cz-Sl: Bosanec (p. 1119) // --

Cz-Cro: Bosnjak, Bosanac (p. 24) // Bo$njak, Bosanac (p. 24)

13 Explanatory notes to Annex 2: the selected Czech words are listed alphabetically, and they also include
a stylistic or thematic characteristic. The next line lists the South Slavonic equivalents cited from the
respective dictionaries in a geographical order: Slovenian, Croatian (Nosi¢, Sesar), Serbian (Jenikovd,
Radojkovi¢ KubeSova, Kacanik), Macedonian, Bulgarian. Useless text (meanings that were not important
to us, many examples, etc.) is omitted, the omission is indicated by “/.../”. For each entry, there is a page,
for two volume dictionaries, the number before the page is the volume. If the entry does not appear in
the dictionary, this fact is indicated by “~-". The absence of occurrence is sometimes accompanied by
a quotation placed in square brackets - this is when, for some reason, it makes sense to include the omitted
location or part of it, or a semantically close entry. We considered words that are closely related to each
other to be listed next to each other rather than as separate entry. In this case, however, they are separated
by two forward slashes “//”. In total, we consider them as separate entries. In order to unify the script, we
chose Latin for Serbian, Macedonian and Bulgarian, in accordance with Czech rules for transliteration of
these languages. The accent - if it is mentioned in the dictionary - is denoted by a comma.
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Cz-Cr: -- // Bosanac, Bosnjak (p. 11)

Cz-Srb: -- /] --

Cz-Sr: -- /] --

Cz-S: Bosnan - Bosanac, BdéSnjak, Bosnjanin (1/p. 92) // viz Bosnak
(ibid.)

Cz-M: -- /[ --

Cz-B: -- // bosnak, bdsnenec (2/p. 1412)

V1.2

BURCAK (colloquially)

Cz-Sl: dial most (p. 36)

Cz-Cro: --

Cz-Cr: —-

Cz-Srb: --

Cz-Sr: rampas, Sira mlado vino (p. 59)
Cz-S: dijal. mlado vino, rampas (p. 115)
Cz-M: --

Cz-B: --

Vi3

CESKO // CECHY (geogr.)

Cz-Sl: -- // CeSka (p. 672)

Cz-Cro: -- // Ce$ka (p. 34)

Cz-Cr: Cé3ka (p. 18) // CéSka (p. 17)

Cz-Srb: -- // Cé3ka (p. 285)

Cz-Sr: -- [CeSka dijal. gov. CeSka (p. 75)] // CeSka, CeSke zemlje (p. 72)
Cz-S: zast. Cé3ka (koja obuhvata istorijsku Cesku i Moravsku) (1/p. 160) //
Céska (1/p. 154)

Cz-M: Céska (p. 20) // Céhija (p. 19)

Cz-B: Céhija, Cé3ka republika (2/p. 1413) // Céhija (bez Mordvija i Silézija)
(1/p. 103); Céhija (2/p. 1413); Bohemie istor. Bohémija, Céhija (2/p. 1412)

VL4
DATABAZE (tech., IT)
Cz-Slk: --

Cz-Cro: --
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Cz-Cr: --

Cz-Srb: databanka banka podataka (p. 288)
Cz-Sr: databaza (p. 84)

Cz-S: --

Cz-M: baza na podatoci (p. 24)

Cz-B: komp. masiv, baza danni (1/p. 125)

Vl.5

DATEL // STRAKAPOUD // ZLUNA (zool.)

Cz-Sl: detel (p. 54) // detel (p. 499) // Zolna (p. 670)

Cz-Cro: djetli¢ (p. 38) // -- /] --

Cz-Cr: djétli¢ (p. 20) // -- /] --

Cz-Srb: détli¢ (p. 288) // -- /] --

Cz-Sr: detli¢ (Dryocopus) (p. 84) // Sareni detli¢ (Dendrocopos) (p. 768) // Zuna
(Picus) (p. 1025)

Cz-S: détao/djétao, détli¢/djétli¢ (1/p. 184) // strakapud Sareni détao,
Sareni détli¢ (2/p. 676) // ztina (2/p. 1463)

Cz-M: klukajdrvec (p. 24) // -- // klukajdrvec (Picus) (p. 460)

Cz-B: kalvac (Dryocopus) (1/p. 125) // strakapud pastar kalvac (Dendrocopus)
(2/p. 617) // kalvac (Picus) z. zelena zelén kalvac (Picus viridis) (2/p. 1388)

V1.6

DEDINA (dial.)

Cz-Sl: vas, zaselek, naselek; /.../ (p. 55)
Cz-Cro: naselje, selo (p. 38)

Cz-Cr: knj. sélo, naselje (p. 21)

Cz-Srb: --

Cz-Sr: knjiz. 1. selo /.../ (p. 85)

Cz-S: 1. knj. i pokr. sélo; /.../ (1/p. 187)
Cz-M: sélo (p. 24)

Cz-B: 1. kniZ. i dial. sélo; /.../ (1/p. 128)

Vl7

FURT (colloquially)

Cz-Sl: obs venomer, nenehno, neprenehoma (p. 94)
Cz-Cro: --
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Cz-Cr: razg. stalno (p. 35)

Cz-Srb: --

Cz-Sr: gov., zast. stalno, furt (p. 144)

Cz-S: razqg. ,,furt“, ivek/dvijek, stalno, nepréstano (1/p. 352)

Cz-M: razg. stalno, postdjano, nepréstano; furt se zlobi postéjano se liti
(p- 48)

Cz-B: nar. razg. postojanno, neprekasnato, vse; furt zlobi a) postojanno
drazni b) vsé ne sliSa (obikn. za dete); co furt mate? kakvd vsé se
zajazdate? (1/p. 226)

VL8

KAPSAR (colloquially)

Cz-Sl: Zepar; /.../ (p. 152)

Cz-Cro: --

Cz-Cr: —-

Cz-Srb: dzéparos (p. 327)

Cz-Sr: dzeparos (p. 227)

Cz-S: dzéparos, dzépar, késaros (1/p. 545)
Cz-M: dZépcija (kradec) (p. 75)

Cz-B: dzebdija, kradéc (1/p. 355)

VI.g

KECAT (colloquially)

Cz-Sl: /.../; vulg blebetati, ¢vekati, Cencati (p. 155)

Cz-Cro: --

Cz-Cr: razg. ekspr. trackati; lupétati; zézati se (p. 56)

Cz-Srb: --

Cz-Sr: eksp. grubo trabunjati; co to kecam Sta to trabunjam, nekecej,
stejné ti nevéfime ne trabunjaj, i onako ti ne verujemo, do vSeho keca
u svakoj je Corbi mirodija, u sve se mesa /.../ (p. 232)

Cz-S: /.../ 3. vulg. brbljati, naklapati, tordkati; /.../ (1/p. 558)

Cz-M: 2. ekspr. plapoti, 16moti (p. 77)

Cz-B: 3. grubo drankam, pléstja, pljampam, barborja (nésto); do vseho
keca navsjakade si paha nosd, namésva se vav vséki razgovor (1/p. 364)
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VI.10

KRAJ (admin.)

Cz-Sl: /.../ pokrajina, okrozje, deZela; /.../ (p. 177)

Cz-Cro: -- [kraj; rodny kraj rodni kraj, zavicaj (p. 75)]

Cz-Cr: /.../ pokrajina (p. 62)

Cz-Srb: 1. (okres) Oblast; /.../ 4. (oblast) region, pokrajina, provincija /.../ (p. 336)
Cz-Sr: 1. kraj, okrug/.../ 1b) adm. jedinicavecéa od sreza, region: Jihomoravsky
kraj Juznomoravski okrug /.../ (p. 263)

Cz-S: /.../ 5. 6blast, podrudje; /.../ (1/p. 636)

Cz-M: /.../ 3. 6krug (p. 85)

Cz-B: /.../ 3. kraj, méstnost, dblast; vinafsky k. lozarska, vinarska
Oblast; lozarski rajon, vinarski kraj; /.../ 4. adm. éblast: StfedoCesky k.
Srédnocéska oblast (1/p. 427n.)

VI.11

KRKAVEC // HAVRAN // VRANA (zool.)

Cz-Sl: krokar (p. 181) // -- // vrana (p. 576)

Cz-Cro: -- /[ gavran (p. 55) // vrana (p. 189)

Cz-Cr: -- // gavran (p. 37) // vrana (p. 227)

Cz-Srb: 1. gavran /.../ (p. 337) // gavran (p. 308) // vrana /.../ (p. 502)
Cz-Sr: gavran (Corvus corax) (p. 268) // gavran (Corvus frugilegus) (p. 154)
// vrana (Corvus corone) /.../ (p. 881)

Cz-S: 1. gavran; /.../ (1/p. 648) // gavran; h. polni gacac; /.../ (1/p. 380) //
vrana /.../ (2/p. 1017)

Cz-M: -- // gavran (p. 52) // vrana (Corvus cornix) (p. 365)

Cz-B: 1. garvan; k. veliky garvan (Corvus Corax); /.../ (1/p. 438) // garvan
(Corvus) (1/p. 239) // vrana (Corvus); /.../ (2/p. 901)

VLi2

MISTROVSTVI (sport)

Cz-Sl: /.../ prvenstvo (p. 223)

Cz-Cro: prvenstvo; /.../ (p. 87)

Cz-Cr: /.../ prvénstvo, Sampionat (p. 75)

Cz-Srb: --

Cz-Sr: /.../ 2. sport. prvenstvo, Sampionat /.../ 2. mistrovstvi svéta v kopané
svetsko prvenstvo u fudbalu, zapas o mistrovstvi prvenstvena utakmica (p. 340)
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Cz-S: /.../ 3. sport. Sampionat, prvénstvo; m. svéta v kopané prvénstvo
svéta 1 fudbalu /.../ (1/p. 789)

Cz-M: 2. Sampionat (p. 105)

Cz-B: 2. Sampionat, Sampionska titla, parvenstvd; nabyt m. stana
Sampion; polica Sampionska titla; 3. sastezanie za parvenstvo, za
Sampionska titla; Sampionat, parvenstvd; m. svéta v kopané svetévno
parvenstvo po futbol (1/p. 551)

VIL.13

OBEC (admin.)

Cz-Sl: obcina (p. 282)

Cz-Cro: opéina (p. 104)

Cz-Cr: 6pcina; /.../ (p. 97)

Cz-Srb: opstina (p. 372)

Cz-Sr: 1. opstina /.../ (p. 425)

Cz-S: 1. 6pstina, 6péina; /.../ (1/p. 985)

Cz-M: 1. 6psting; /.../ 3. naséleno mésto (sélo, grad) (p. 141)
Cz-B: 1. séliste, naséleno mjasto, nasélen punkt, sélo; /.../ 2. jurid. adm.
obstina (adm. érgan; Ziteli); /... (1/p. 697)

VL14

OBLAST (admin.)

Cz-Sl: ozemlje; okroZje; podrocje, predel (p. 284)

Cz-Cro: oblast, podrucje, kraj, pokrajina, regija, teritorij (p. 104)

Cz-Cr: pddrudje, dblast, pokrajina (p. 98)

Cz-Srb: éblast (p. 373)

Cz-Sr: oblast (p. 429)

Cz-S: 1. 6blast, kraj; /.../ autonomni o. autonémna dblast /.../ (1/p. 992)
Cz-M: 1. éblast, région; /.../ (p. 142)

Cz-B: 1. Oblast, kraj, rajon, zona: horské, primyslové o-i planinski,
industrialni rajoni; /.../ (1/p. 703)

VL.15

OKRES (admin.)

Cz-Sl: okraj (p. 306)
Cz-Cro: okrug, kotar (p. 111)
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Cz-Cr: administrativno pédrucje; Zupanija (p. 109)

Cz-Srb: sréz, 6krug (p. 381)

Cz-Sr: srez, teritorijalna upravna jedinica veca od opstine i manja od kraja (p.
474)

Cz-S: 1. sréz, kotar; /.../ 3. Oblast, kraj, pédrucje; /.../ méstsky o. gradski
réjon, réjon (1/p. 1062)

Cz-M: 1. okdlija, réon 2. 6blast, 6pstina, kraj (p. 155)

Cz-B: 1. rajon 2. okolija; /.../ (1/p. 764)

VI.16

OKRUH (admin.)

Cz-Sl: /.../ okroZje, podrocje, obmocje, pristojnost (p. 307)
Cz-Cro: okrug (p. 111)

Cz-Cr: /.../ 6krug; podrudje (p. 109)

Cz-Srb: réjon (p. 381)

Cz-Sr: -- [1. okrug; /.../ (p. 474)]

Cz-S: /.../ 5. ranije gubérnija; /.../ (1/p. 1062)

Cz-M: /.../ 3. 6krug, Gblast (p. 155)

Cz-B: -- [4. rajon, zona (prostrdnstvo 6kolo nésto) — 1/p. 765]

VL17

PARIT (slang)

Cz-Sl: /.../ sl popivati; /.../ (p. 332)

Cz-Cro: --

Cz-Cr: /.../ razg. ekspr. provaditi se, tulumariti (p. 118)

Cz-Srb: --

Cz-Sr: /.../ 3. gov. lumpovati 4. slang duskati /.../ gov., sleng: pafit do rana
lumpovati do zore (p. 510)

Cz-S: /.../ 3. slang ekspr. piti, 10kati; /.../ (2/p. 21)

Cz-M: /.../ 3. sleng. ekspr. pie, 16ka, izléguva do décna (p. 168)

Cz-B: /.../ 2. komp. ekspr. igraja zapéleno (obikn. kompijtitdrni igri): budu
pafit hry Ste si igrdja na kompjutdra (2/p. 19)

VI18
PASAK (slang)
Cz-Sl: /... vulg zvodnik; /.../ (p. 332)
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Cz-Cro: --

Cz-Cr: --

Cz-Srb: /.../ 2. expr. (divek) podvodac, makro (p. 390)
Cz-Sr: —-

Cz-S: /.../ 2. vulg. kupler, makro; /.../ (2/p. 22)
Cz-M: /.../ 2. makro (p. 169)

Cz-B: /.../ 2. grubo sutenjor (2/p. 19)

VL.19

PREHRAVAC (tech.)

Cz-Sl: --

Cz-Cro: --

Cz-Cr: --

Cz-Srb: --

Cz-Sr: —-

Cz-S: --

Cz-M: --

Cz-B: techn. 1. p. kompaktnich desek, p. CD, CD p. diskovo ustréjstvo za
CD-ROM 2. kazetovy p. kasetofén (2/p. 259)

VI.20

PRENOS (tech., R+TV)

Cz-Sl: prenos, prenasanje (p. 412)

Cz-Cro: prijenos (p. 139)

Cz-Cr: prijenos; prenésenje (p. 150)

Cz-Srb: (televizni) prénos; primy p. diréktan prénos (p. 419)

Cz-Sr: prenos, prenosenje /.../ prenos rozhlasové relace prenos radioemisije (p. 614)
Cz-S: /.../ techn. prénos/prijenos, prenosénje, transmisija, prédaja /.../
primy p. diréktan prénos; rozhlasovy p. radio-prénos; radio-prédaja;
televizni p. televizijski prénos (2/p. 309)

Cz-M: 1. prénos (TV); /.../ (p. 216)

Cz-B: 1. techn. predavane, izlacvane (Crez saobstitelna téhnika): televizni
p. televizionno izlaCvane, predavane; /.../ (2/p. 269)
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VI.21

RAKETOPLAN (tech.)

Cz-Sl: --

Cz-Cro: --

Cz-Cr: --

Cz-Srb: raketdplan (p. 427)

Cz-Sr: --

Cz-S: raketni avion, raketna letilica (2/p. 394)
Cz-M: --

Cz-B: raketoplan (2/p. 372)

VI.22

ROZKLAD (law)

Cz-Sl: /.../ razstavljanje, analiza; /.../ (p. 448)

Cz-Cro: --

Cz-Cr: --

Cz-Srb: --

Cz-Sr: /.../ 4. analiza /.../ podat rozklad o situaci dati iscrpnu analizu situacije, prav.:
podat rozklad k zruSeni rozhodnuti podneti obrazloZenje za ukidanje reSenja (p. 677)
Cz-S: /.../ 5. prav. prigovor, protest; /.../ 7. detdljna andliza, detdljno
razlaganje /.../ podal r. o situaci detdljno je razldézio situdciju; podat r.
proti cemu izneti prigovor na §t6 /.../ (2/p. 445)

Cz-M: /.../ 3. andliza, détalno razglobtivanje (p. 240)

Cz-B: /.../ 3. andliz, izloZénie, razbdr: podat r. o dnesni situaci predl6za
analiz na dnésnoto poloZénie (2/p. 395)

VL.23

RYCHLOVLAK (tech.)

Cz-Sl: -- (rychlo-: 2 entries - p. 459)

Cz-Cro: -- (rychlo-: no entry - p. 150)

Cz-Cr: -- (rychlo-: no entry - p. 170)

Cz-Srb: -- (rychlo-: 4 entries - p. 436-437)

Cz-Sr: -- (rychlo-: 15 entries — p. 707-708)

Cz-S: don. zast. btzi voz (2/p. 491) (rychlo-: 35 entries — 2/p. 490-491)
Cz-M: -- (rychlo-: no entry — p. 245)

Cz-B: -- (rychlo-: 13 entries - 2/p. 418)
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VIL.24

SHROMAZDENI // PARLAMENT (admin.)

Cz-Sl: zbor, shod; /.../ skupscina (p. 473) // drZavni zbor, parlament (p. 331)
Cz-Cro: zbor, skup, skupstina, sabor, sastanak; Narodni shromazdéni
Narodna skupstina (p. 155) // parlament (p. 118)

Cz-Cr: /.../ skupstina (p. 177) // --

Cz-Srb: /.../ 2. (zaseddni) skdpstina (p. 444) // parlamen(a)t, skupstina
(p- 390)

Cz-Sr: skupstina, sabor; skup (p. 735) // parlament, skupstina (p. 510)

Cz-S: /.../ 2. skupstina, sdbor; Narodni s. Narodna skipstina /.../ Valné s.

OSN Generalna skupstina OUN (2/p. 551) // 1. parlamen(a)t; /.../ zasedani
p-u sédnica parlamenta (2/p. 19)

Cz-M: 1. sobranie; sébir, gripa (p. 255) // parlament (p. 168)

Cz-B: 1. sdbranie, zaseddnie, miting /.../ 2. valné s. a) jurid. dbsto sabranie

b) polit. generalna asambléja; Narodni s. Narédno sdbranie (2/p. 476) // 1.

parlamént; svolat p. - svikam parlaménta /.../ (2/p. 17)

VIL.25

SPOLECNOST (sociolog., econ.)

Cz-Sl: druzba (p. 491)

Cz-Cro: drustvo, udruZenje, udruga (p. 161)

Cz-Cr: dristvo, zdjednica; udruga (p. 187)

Cz-Srb: 1. dristvo /.../ 3. (obchodni) kompanija: s. s rufenim omezenym
preduzéce sa ogranicenom odgovornoscu; /.../ (p. 455)

Cz-Sr: 1. zajednica, drustvo 2. udruZenje 3. deonicarsko drustvo 4. zabava
5. pratnja (p. 760)

Cz-S: 1. drdstvo, gripa, druzina 2. drustvo, udruzénje; /.../ akciova s.
akciondrsko dristvo; /.../ Spoleénost narodd ist. Dristvo ndroda; t¥idni s.

Kklasno drustvo /.../ (2/p. 640)

Cz-M: OpStestvo; /.../ obchodni s. pretprijatie, firma; akciova s.

akcionersko drastvo (p. 267)

Cz-B: /.../ 2. obstestvo, drizestvo, sdruZénie, organizdcija: /.../ akciova
s. (a.s.) tdrg. akcionérno drizestvo (AD); komanditni s. tdrg. komanditno
druzestvo; tichas. tdrg. driZestvo sas saucastie, tajno drizestvo, anonimno
driiZestvo; s. s rucenim omezenym (s.r.0.) tdrg. drizestvo s ogranicéna
otgovornost (OOD); holdingova s. ikon. héldingovo drizestvo, hdlding;
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investiéni s. ikon. investiciénno drizestvo; vysadni s. tdrg. monopdl;
pojistovaci s. zastrahovatelno driZestvo; Spolefnost narodii istor.
Obstestvo na narddite (do Vtérata svetévna vojnd) /.../ (2/p. 574-575)

VI.26

STRYC // TETA (standard)

Cz-Sl: stric (p. 501) // teta (p. 527)

Cz-Cro: stric, ujak, tetak (p. 164) // tetka; ujna; strina (p. 172)

Cz-Cr: stric, Gjak (p. 192) // téta (p. 202)

Cz-Srb: (zmatciny strany) Gjak; (z otcovy strany) stric (p. 462) // tétka (p. 476)
Cz-Sr: stric a) teca, ujak, stric /.../ (p. 771) // 1. tetka; strina; ujna /.../ (p. 804)
Cz-S: razg. ekspr. strejc 1. stric, ¢ika; Gjak, Gjka; tétak, téca; /.../ (2/p. 684)
// 1. tétka, téta, Gjna; strina; /.../ (2/p. 786)

Cz-M: cicko, striko; vijko; tétin (p. 279) // téta, tétka (p. 299)

Cz-B: razg. ekspr. strejc 1. Cico, vijCo, dial. svako, kaléko (po rodninstvo)
/...] (2/p. 627) // 1. 1élja, 1élka 2. vijna 3. strinka (2/p. 705)

VI.27

TRIDA (sociolog.)

Cz-Sl: razred; kategorija, vrsta; glavna ulica (p. 536)

Cz-Cro: razred, Klasa; ulica, bulevar; red, vrsta, stalez (p. 174)

Cz-Cr: razred; vista, klasa; avénija (p. 206)

Cz-Srb: 1. (spolecenskd; jakostni) Klasa /.../ (p. 481)

Cz-Sr: 1. Klasa /.../ 1. délnicka tfida radnicka Kklasa /.../ (p. 815)

Cz-S: 1. (spoleCenskd) klasa (drustvena); /.../ vladnouci, délnicka t.
vladajuda, radnicka klasa /.../ (2/p. 823-824)

Cz-M: 1. klasa (opstéstvena); délnicka t. rabotniCeska klasa (p. 311)
Cz-B: 1. klasa: délnicka t. rabétniCeska klasa; vladnouci t. upravljavasta,
gospddstvasta klasa /.../ (2/p. 731)

VI.28

TUNELOVAT // TUNELAR (journ., econ.)
Cz-SL: -- /] --

Cz-Cro: -- [/ --

Cz-Cr: -- /[ --

Cz-Srb: -- /] --
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Cz-Sr: -- /] --
Cz-S: -- /] --
Cz-M: -- /[ --

Cz-B: nezakénno izsmukvam, iztécvam pari (ot bdnki i pod. sled 1989 g.)
(2/p. 735) // /.../ 2. publ. (findnsov) dalavéradzija; Séf na finansova
,piramida* (sled 1989 g.) /.../ (2/p. 735)

V.29

ZEMAK (dial.)

Cz-Sl: krompir; Solski sl zemljepis (p. 643)

Cz-Cro: --

Cz-Cr: --

Cz-Srb: --

Cz-Sr: --

Cz-S: I don. knj. i pokr. krémpir, krimpir (2/p. 1349)

Cz-M: --

Cz-B: obikn. mn. zemaky kart6fi: peCené z. péCeni kartofi (2/p. 1260)
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CHAPTER 4

CHORONYMS FOR BELARUS, MOLDOVA,
IRELAND AND THE NETHERLANDS IN BULGARIAN

(PROBLEMS OF GEOGRAPHICAL
TERMINOLOGY AND TRANSLATION, Part 1)

I.
Introduction

We are noting changes on the map of Europe after 1989: since October 1990
there are no longer two Germanies - the German Democratic Republic became
part of the Federal Republic of Germany; December 1991 meant a definite end
of the Soviet Union (federation officially declared in December 1922), instead
of that fifteen new states came into being; since June 1991 till April 1992
we were witnessing continuing erosion of the Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia, on which remains five new states popped out, among others the
last variant of Yugoslavia - the so-called third or Serbian-Montenegrin; on
31t December 1992 the last federation from the era of communism broke up -
Czechoslovakia, whose two federative units — Czechia and Slovakia - became
sovereign states.

The last state that dissolved only in the half of the first decade of
the new century was Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, that first changed
its political name to the State Union of Serbia and Montenegro in March
2002 (officially confirmed in February 2003), however by Montenegro
leaving this Union in June 2006 even this Union ended. Epilogue of
political changes in the former Yugoslavia was the separation of Kosovo
(till that time Serbian autonomous province with Albanian majority) in



February 2008. The Republic of Kosovo became the fiftieth European
state and seventh that rose from the ashes of the former SFRY.

Several new geographical terms came into being in Bulgarian with
rise of these new states. Most of them existed even before 1990, however
they did not designate sovereign states at that time, but federal units of
former federations only. It is natural that in such a situation these were not
used very often, and therefore were not object of major interest from the
side of linguists, journalists etc. This caused that norm for naming some
of new states was not finalized for a long time. In the following text I will
try to map the situation of these states or countries, where the Bulgarian
terminology shows unstableness or even inaccuracy. To the two post-Soviet
countries (Belarus and Moldova) I have added two traditional European
states - Ireland and the Netherlands that show the same problem.

Today’s Europe is consisting of 50 states. I am counting Turkey, Cyprus
and three Caucasian countries (Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan)* in, where
the convergence to Europe as a specific political and geographical unit is clearly
visible and - for many reasons - understandable and acceptable. 33 European
countries (that means 66 %, two thirds) are named in Bulgarian using suffix -us.
Names of 8 countries (16 %) is ending on -a (Axgopa, BocHa 1 Xep1ieroBmHa,
JintBa, MarTa, Monpmosa, [Tomriia, YKpariHa, YepHa ropa). 6 names (12 %) has
a consonant ending (A3ep6aiifpKaH, BaTtmkaH, JIuxTeHIaiH, JIFORCEMOYpT,
Kunsp, Bemapyc), while 3 names (6 %) are ending on vowel -o (KocoBo,
Monaro, Cax MapmHo). We can find doublet forms in case of Belarus (Berapyc
vs. Benopycust), Moldova (MosnmoBa vs. MommaBust), Ireland (Vpnasmus vs.
Eitpe) and the Netherlands (Hunepmarmms vs. XomaHgust). Three forms are
used to name Croatia (XbpBaTus Vs. XbpBaTCKO Vs. XbpBaTCKa).

II.
Belarus (Benapyc, Berropycusi)

Form Benapyc is new - it was recognized in 1991 (ER: 217). Publications
issued before the dissolution of the Soviet Union are using form Benopycus

14 Leaving aside separatist state units that have almost no international recognition - Transnistria,
Abkhazia, South Ossetia, Nagorno-Karabakh and Northern Cyprus.

15 More about this topic in the following chapter.
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only (KBE-1: 213, R-B: 1134, B-C: 43, Baychev - Damyanova - Tsankov
1980: 13, and so on). I have also found older form in one newer publication
from 2000, which is using term 3anadHa Benopycus (Manchev 2000:
325). But to put this into context, it was used when talking about period
around 1945. Both forms are stated in the two-volumes Czech-Bulgarian
dictionary (C-B-2: 1411). At first glance one might think that the older
form is used for period before 1991 and newer one for the later period.
However, it cannot be confirmed. One of the proofs of this not being true
is a text that is dealing with era at the end of the World War II, but Belarus
is being named in the new way (Karagyozov 1997: 179 [this part is dated
to 1993]). At the same time the newest Bulgarian general encyclopedias
use the term Benapyc solely (BER: 92, BE: 112). This unsolved and kind
of problematic nature of bringing new toponym is confirmed in case of
Belarus in the demonym Belarusians - there is a visible uncertainty between
traditional 6enopycu (see e.g. BER: 94 or C-B-2: 1411) and a newer form,
derived from the state name, 6enapycu (see e.g. BE: 112 or NPR: 181). There
is also undecidedness visible when it comes to adjectives — traditional
6enopycku “Belorussian” and neologism 6enapycku “Belarusian”. Fourth,
amended and reworked issue of Andreychin’s dictionary of Bulgarian
is solving this question by stating both forms with 6eno- as archaisms
and forms with 6ena- as neutral (BTR: 56, 57). Similar attitude has D.
Popov’s dictionary for orthography, orthoepy and punctuation - forms
with 6ena- are stated as primary forms, while forms with 6eno- as
alternative forms. Terms 6enopycku, 6enopycuH are referring to forms
with 6ena- exclusively (RPPP: 237).

III.
Moldova (MosoBa, MoingaBus)

The difference between Moldova and Belarus lies in the fact, that it was
possible to observe both forms concurrently already in the past in case
of Moldova (see e.g. KBE-3: 462, 464, Enc: 511, 512 or B-C: 422). It used
to be explained as follows: Mondasuss was geographical name of the
back-then Moldavian Soviet Socialist Republic (KBE-3: 462, Enc: 511), i.e.
today’s Republic of Moldova, while Mondosa was defined as “feudal state
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that existed from the 14™ to 19 century. It was established in 1359 on
the territory of Bukovina, Bessarabia and the historical area of the same
name (including north-eastern areas of present-day Romania - the lands
between the East Carpathians and the rivers Prut and Danube)” (KBE-
3: 464, similarly Enc: 512). It is evident from the quote that Mondosa
is designating historical country (including from today’s point of view
Romanian Moldova, the Republic of Moldova, Bukovina and Ukrainian
Budjak, that is dividing the above mentioned country from the Black sea,
and at the same time feudal state created in 1359, while Mondasus is name
for state and administrative unit - part of the Soviet Union (since 1940),
that is including north-eastern part of historical Moldova (area lying
between rivers Prut and Dniester, that is also being called Bessarabia) and
Transnistria (small elongated area at the left bank of Dniester, that was in
the period of 1924-1940 part of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic as
the Moldavian Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic; the Black sea area
of Bessarabia - Budjak was added to the Ukrainian SSR in 1940 instead).
Current situation is slightly different: the name Mondosa is used
not only for historical country (in Czech as Molddvie as well - see Lisc¢ak
2009: 550) and feudal state, but for today’s Republic of Moldova as well
(Moldavsko in Czech). Based on my examination of Bulgarian media and
language handbooks, I consider toponym Mondasusi not to be in use
anymore, even despite this form being in line with mainstream Bulgarian
word-formation model for toponyms (what is not true for the form now in
use). For example, Chukalov’s Russian-Bulgarian dictionary from 60’s is
listing this term only (R-B: 1136). Exemption from the newest examined
publications is the new Czech-Bulgarian dictionary that by the term
Moldavsko, Molddvie shows equivalents Mondasusi, Mondosa, but without
further details (C-B-2: 1422). Some aspiration for semantic fulfilment of
the older form even nowadays is visible for example in publication “The
Flags of the Countries of the World”, that is - in the short part devoted to
the Moldavian SSR - using name Mondascka CCP (Ivanov 2002: 137-138).
Similarity of adjective with root Mondas- is without doubt pointing to
term Mondasus. Even despite this, adjective Moldovan is not as unstable

16 Orig.: “deopanHa Fbpskasa, CblecTBYBata oT X1V 1o XIX BeK. Cb3fafieHa e B 1359 Ha TepUTOpMsITa
Ha ByroBMHa, Becapabusi 1 eTHOMMEHHATA MICTOpMUYeCKa 06/1acT (BKITFOUBAIIlA CEB. ~M3T. TOKPAVHMUHN
Ha IH. PyMBbHUS — 3eMUTe MEXKIY M3T. Kapratu u perute [IpyT u [lyHas)”.
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as adjective Belarusian; the form mondoscku derived from Mondosa is being
used nowadays almost exclusively (see e.g. NPR: 508). Form mondascku
lost its justification, no matter that Popov’s dictionary from 1998 still
used three-part nominal derivational sequence mondasey - mondaska —
Mondascku instead of two-part mondosey — mondoska (RPPP: 390).

IV.
Partial Conclusion

Bulgarian forms Benapyc and Mondosa are identical with original Belarusian
(Benapycv), and Romanian form (Moldova). Bulgarian is not different from
e.g. English in this attitude - English is using forms Belarus and Moldova
nowadays, even despite the former name for these countries were B[y]-
elorussia and Moldavia (see e.g. A-C-A: 844, Webster’s 1993: 831, 881,
Oxford 2000: 1395, 1396). As a proof of some instability the Ilustrated
Oxford dictionary can be used, where in the list of countries Belorussia and
Moldavia are listed (Illustrated Oxford 1999: 978, 982).

V.
Ireland (Mpnanpgus, Evipe)

I have noted similar frequency of Eiipe and HpnaHdus in case of Ireland.
Originally Irish toponym Eiipe (Irish Eire) got to Bulgarian most probably
via English (dictionaries of English using term Eire are in favour of this
theory - e.g. Webster’s 1984: 196, Webster’s 1993: 848, Oxford 1989: 741
or A-C-A: 150; however not listed in Oxford 2000). It is being used for
naming the independent Republic of Ireland, while Mpnandus should be
mainly used for naming the whole Irish island, i.e. including Northern
Ireland - politically part of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland (KBE-2: 528). This solution would follow the situation
with Eire and Ireland in English language. However, even the above-
mentioned Encyclopedia does not follow this logical division, when it
is - in the history of Irish state (Eiipe) - describing history of the whole
island (Mpnandus) (ibid.: 272). The history of the state unit called in
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Bulgarian Eiipe should start only with the creation of independent Irish
state (December 6, 1922).

The fact that the norm is unstable and toponym Eiipe still has not
displaced competing form Hpnandus is underlined for example by the
above-mentioned handbook “The Flags of the Countries of the World”.
In this handbook Irish state is named as MPJIAH/IHA (Eiipe) what suggests
that author of this publication is prefering the first term (Ivanov 2002: 86).
New orthographic dictionary is offering term Hpnardus only (NPR: 1007).
Reasons, why Bulgarian accepted very unusual form of geographic name
(unusual compared to other Bulgarian names for European countries), were
explained above. Personally, I think, that the including of the term Eiipe
to the system of Bulgarian geographic names is not very suitable. There
is no derived adjective from this term (*erpcku?), nor even demonym
(that should designate citizenship, not only nationality - *eip/*ertpra?
*eiperl/*eMpKUHA? *elipsaHMH/*elpsaHKa?). As there is still no derived
name created, I do not expect it to be created in future either.

When speaking about Irish term Eire and English Ireland, both are
naming the same (see Webster’s 1984: 196) - originally it was used
for the island. After creation of a state on four fifths of this island, it
is understandable that the name for island started to be used for this
state as well, and by the time passing, mainly this state. The concept
“state”, that means “particular internationally recognized social, political,
administrative and judicial unit”, tends to gain far more communicational
and identificational importance than island itself in such cases. If Czechs
pronounce Irsko (and Bulgarians HMpnaHdus), most of the time we have
a state, the Republic of Ireland, in mind, not the whole island (see Liscak
2009: 338-342). The same is true for English Ireland and Irish Eire (political
names that are used commonly as well to differentiate state from the
whole island - i.e. English the Republic of Ireland / the Irish Republic, Irish
Poblacht na h’Eireann, or Bulgarian synthesis of both Peny6nuka Mpnandust /
|/ Penybnuka Eiipe — are not official — see ibid.: 338, 341). In cases where
Bulgarian speaker has an island in mind, he can use it explicitly as ocmpos
HUpnandus. Therefore, I think, that for Bulgarian language it would be
much suitable not to complicate expressions by incoherent borrowing
from Irish Eiipe and follow established and correct Bulgarian toponym
Hpnandus as the main geographic name for the Republic of Ireland.
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VI.
The Netherlands (Hmupepmanays, XoraHams)

In case of single-word naming of the Kingdom of the Netherlands in both
Bulgarian and Czech a frequent usage of incorrect toponym originating
from Dutch Holland (Czech Holandsko, Bulgarian XonaHdust), instead of
official geographical name derived from Dutch Nederland (Czech Nizozemsko,
Bulgarian Hudepnandus) is typical.”” Meaning of Czech Holandsko is defined
unambiguously in e.g. one-volume dictionary of Czech as “a region in the
Netherlands” (SSC 2000: 629).% Persistence of Bulgarian XonaHdus is so
powerful that many serious Bulgarian guidebooks finds it important to
state it right next to official name Hudepnandus, often with specifying
“non-official” or “incorrect” (KBE-: 578; Enc: 547; BE: 785; Ivanov 2002:
144). Similarly, in case of term Xonandus guidebooks note that this is
being used not only in its historical and geographical meaning, but often
also for the whole Netherlands (KBE-5: 384; Enc: 912; ER: 273; BER: 1244;
BE: 1254).

It might be useful to stop by the etymology of both Dutch toponyms.
Nederland is of Dutch origin and means “the country lying down; the low-
lying, lower county” (LiSCak - Fojtik 1998: 646)." First part of compositum
Neder- is in meaning not different from German naming of “lower positioned
lands” - see Niedersachsen “Lower Saxony” or Niederdsterreich “Lower
Austria”. Etymology of toponym Holland is not such clear. Two explanations
prevail: one sees in first part Hol- German hol/hal, meaning the same as Dutch
neder- (ibid.; further e.g. Larousse-2: 494). The second explanation consider
Holland to be derived from original Holtland, what meant “country of forests”
(Diderot-3: 202, further e.g. Brockhaus-10: 187). From today’s point of
view Holland (Holland, Holandsko, Xonandusi) is a historical land, which is
administratively divided to two provinces - Noord-Holland (North Holland,
Severni Holandsko, CesepHa XonaHdust) and Zuid-Holland (South Holland, Jizni
Holandsko, O»cHa Xonandus). These two provinces - together with another

17 Compare frequency of the respective variants when searched for in search engine Google (2019-05-
06): HudepnaHdusi - 3,230,000 vs. XonaHousi — 6,230,000, Nizozemsko - 9,370,000 vs. Holandsko —
13,100,000.

18 Orig.: “zemé v Nizozemsku”.
19 Orig.: “zemé lezici nizko; nizko polozena, dolni zemé”.
20 Orig.: “zemé lesG”.



CHORONYMS FOR BELARUS, MOLDOVA, IRELAND AND THE NETHERLANDS IN BULGARIAN

ten — form Nederland (the Netherlands, Nizozemsko, Hudepnadus). This simple
state of things should be reflected in grammar guidebooks as well.

For mapping the situation, we can use mainly translation dictionaries,
because defining dictionaries unfortunately omit names of states and
countries (a new spelling dictionary can be considered to be an exception
from this rule, as it contains HudepnaHdus in the list of states - NPR: 1008).
In Czech-Bulgarian dictionaries the situation is as follows: Hora’s Bulgarian-
Czech dictionary is not listing term Hudepnandus, we can find Xonandus only,
which is translated as Holandsko, Nizozemi (B-C: 1008). Prosek’s Bulgarian-
Czech and Czech-Bulgarian pocket dictionary states Xonandust (Holandsko)
only (B-C-B: 201, 234). Czech-Bulgarian dictionary by Ts. Romanska states all
three possible Czech names, Holandsko, Nizozemsko, Nizozemi, but translates
them every time as solely Xonandus (C-B: 116, 315). New two-volume Czech-
Bulgarian dictionary translates Holandsko as Xonandus, Hudepnandus (C-B-
2: 1416). Nizozemf, Nizozemsko is then translated as HudepnaHdus, XonaHoust
(ibid.: 1423). Raev’s practical Bulgarian language guide has in the list of names
below the publisher information not quite correct Czech variant Holandsko,
Nizozemd, in Bulgarian again as Xonandusi only (Raev - Raevova 1998: 35).2

To sum up, except of the two-volume Czech-Bulgarian dictionary all
the other Czech-Bulgarian dictionaries in use nowadays omit the official
Bulgarian geographical name HudepnaHdusi. Therefore, they do not point to
the difference in meaning of toponyms Xonandust and HudepnaHdus (even
two-volume Czech-Bulgarian dictionary fails here). The dfference in the
meaning of Czech toponyms Holandsko, Nizozemsko, Nizozemf is not explained
in the above-mentioned guidebooks either.

VII.
Conclusions

In case of Belarus and Moldova a substitution of older, traditional name
(Benopycusi, Mondasus) has taken place. In the first case for the fully new

21 Czech name Nizozem{ is not a suitable name for today’s state of the Netherlands either. From the
geographical point of view, under this term we understand a historical area including nowadays
Benelux and northernmost part of France, i.e. the area that in 1815-1830 constituted the United
Kingdom of the Netherlands (Diderot-5: 368).
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(Benapyc), in the second case for the one that was already in use, but
in different meaning (Mondosa). This is distinguishing the difference
between historical Moldova (Moldavia) and the nowadays state of
Moldova, and creating terminological connection with feudal principality
of Moldova, in its era relatively independent.?* In both cases this change
was consistent, after 1991 just new names are used in Bulgarian practically
exclusively. This change is most probably a political export from the
respective countries - it is a form of language declaration of the end of
subordination to Russian factor that can be seen in pressure on other
countries too, to derive (borrow) names of both post-Soviet countries
from Belarusian and Romanian, not Russian.

An attempt to describe difference in the relation to island (MpnaHdus)
and state created on this island (Eiipe) was performed in case of Ireland.
First term should have become hyperonym, second should have - together
with name CesepHa MpnaHdusi - constituted cohyponym alternatives.
Probably because of the intensive feeling of strangeness of Irish name
for Ireland, however, this was not performed, and therefore the English-
derived name designates primarily even the state. Eiipe is then used as an
alternative term in order to specify the situation (even here, as in case of
Belarus and Moldova, is the parallel with English situation evident).

The problem of naming the Netherlands is lying in the fact that
there is a widespread usage of the name of lower unit (historical region,
the core of the state - XonaHdusi) for the whole state (Hudepnandus),
what is evidently an inaccuracy, even though not that substantial. It is
because this is restricted to spoken language and written text of minor
significance. In language guidebooks or encyclopedias the Dutch state is
always named correctly.

22 There is a remarkable consent with English that have eliminated older names of both countries as
well and replaced them by new ones - direct borrowings from Belarusian or Romanian.

23 Situation is evoking incorrect Czech name for Czechia “Cechy” (Bohemia) that is still relatively
widely used. The difference is in the fact, that even some authors of publications such as dictionaries
do not hesitate to ignore the correct single-word name of our country, even though we would expect
them to be more informed, professional and objective.



CHAPTER 5
CHORONYMS FOR CROATIA IN BULGARIAN

(PROBLEMS OF GEOGRAPHICAL
TERMINOLOGY AND TRANSLATION, Part 2)

With the creation of new state units in the last decade of 20 century
several new geographical terms appeared in Bulgarian. Two of them
(Benapyc, Mondosea) were described in the previous chapter. Many of them
existed even before 1990, however they did not designate separate states
back then, just federal units of former federations. It is natural that in
such a state of things they were not used too often and therefore were
not objects of sufficient attention of linguists, journalists etc. This might

be the cause of unsettled norm in naming of some of the new states.

Doublet forms are actively in use, even though these do not have semantic
justification (what is the case of Croatia as well). Different existing
doublet forms could help to fully distinguish historical area from the
nowadays state (e.g. Central Croatia or Croatia proper from Croatia - the
state, historical Moldavia from nowadays Moldova - the state, Bohemia
from Czechia or Holland from the Netherlands), but this is not being done
and if, then very inconsistently.

Geographical name of nowadays state of Croatia has three variants
in Bulgarian usus: Xepeamus, Xepsamcko and Xwpsamcka. How is it
possible that one state has three names in one language? And what place
each of them takes in the system of Bulgarian toponyms? Only a very
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low attention has been devoted to this topic from the side of Bulgarian
linguists. The only one of the fundamental works on this topic that
analysed this problem was the paper of Todor Balkanski (1995).

II.

History of naming Croatia in Bulgarian is as follows: during 18" and 19
century the most pervasive term in Bulgarian texts is Kpoayusi. According
to Balkanski this term is being spread by “Bulgarian scholars that work
mostly among Croats and Serbs in Austria” (Balkanski 1995: 170).% Form
Xwpeamcko is created in spoken language during 19" century under the
impact of word-formation model Bnawko, Beneapcko, Cps6cko, [psyko etc.
Literary language, however, sticks to form Kpoayus, resisting the rivalry
of colloquial Xspsamcko. Swinging of the users of language is evident
even at the end of 19™ century (ibid.: 170-171). Later dictionary works
issued before 1990 do not include any other term than Xspsamcko (KBE-
5: 405, Enc: 920, C-B: 133, Baychev - Damyanova - Tsankov 1980: 14 and
others). Only Chukalov is listing form Xepsamus as the only Bulgarian
equivalent for Russian Xopeamust (R-B: 1139). The reasons of this situation
are explained by Balkanski: “Since the beginning of this century (i.e.
20 - note by P.K.) Xepsamcko is still the only national form in Bulgarian
ethnonymia and successfully resists the rivalry of formally correct, but
to literary language unaccepted Xepsamus (see Bulgarian encyclopedic
guidebooks)” (Balkanski 1995: 171).%

III.

International recognition of the independent Republic of Croatia in
January 1992 finally facilitated the rising frequency of usage of this
geographical name of the Croatian state, compared to the period when

24 Orig.: “6bIrapcKy KHYPKOBHUIM, KOUTO PAbOTSIT IIPEAVMMHO CPeJ] XbPBaTUTe M ChpbyuTe B ABCTpUs”.

25 Orig.: “OT Ha4ar0TO Ha HACTOSIIVS BEK BCHIHOCT XBpeamcko OCTaBa eIMHCTBEeHa HapoiHa hopma
B ObJIrapcKaTa KHMKOBHA €THOHVIMMSI M YCIIENIHO OTCTOSIBA KOHKYPEHIMSITA Ha KHMPKOBHOTO 110
dopma, HO HENPMETO B KHIPKOBHUS €3UK XBpeamust (B>K. B OBITaPCKUTE eHII. CIIPaBOYHMIIN)” .
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Croatia was just one of the six republics of Yugoslav federation build by
Josip Broz Tito. High frequency is obviously visible mainly in media. From
this area (more specifically from the Bulgarian National Television) the
first Bulgarian attempt to codify traditional Bulgarian term Xwspsamcko
steamed on the 28" January 1993. In the same year the idea to name
the Croatian state using borrowing Croatian name X®spsamcka occurred.
Unfortunately, this had roots in academia. Its initializer was back-then
teacher of Croatian language at the Sofia University, Mladen Matic,
that persuaded ambassador of the Republic of Croatia in Sofia. Mati¢
himself later admitted that Croatian — and Serbian as well — model, that
means conversion of the feminine adjective to the form of substantive
(Hrvat > hrvatska [zemlja, drzava “land, country”] » Hrvatska; Bugarin
> bugarska - Bugarska; Ceh > CeSka » CeSka; Nijemac - njemacka -
Njemacka, etc.), is strange for Bulgarian language, and therefore should
not be forced to it (ibid.). Even despite that, many Bulgarian newspapers,
magazines, electronic media and even some linguists, historians and
other experts use besides the correct Bulgarian names Xopsamusi and
Xwvpsamcko an inadequate Croatian borrowing Xspsamcka as well since
this time.

II1

As suffix -ua on the level of literary language and suffixes -us and
-cko on the level of spoken language are the only ones in line with the
Bulgarian word-formation norm, I do follow T. Balkanski (ibid.) that
a word-formation exception Xspsamcko will gradually disappear from
the norm and the only official geographical name for the Croatian state
will be Xepsamus. If we say that the suffixes for toponym formation
in Bulgarian are the two above stated, then we have in mind mainly
European or other culturally close states. When forming names for Asian,
African and American states - mostly created during the last 60 years —
these are mostly borrowed directly from Western European languages
of former colonial powers or from the local official language of the
respective country (very often via the Western European language too);
see e.g. BuemHam — Vietnamese Viét Nam, IlIpuJlaHka - Sinhala Sri Lanka,
Iaxucman - Urdu Pakistan; KamepyH — English Cameroon, French Cameroun,
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3umbabee — English Zimbabwe, Huzep - French Niger; CypuHam - Dutch
Suriname, Tlapazeali — Spanish Paraguay, Bap6adoc — English Barbados).
The very same process exists in Czech as well - e.g. Vietnam, Srf Lanka,
Pdkistdn; Kamerun, Zimbabwe, Niger; Surinam, Paraguay, Barbados.

112

According to my opinion, variant Xspeamcka should not be allowed by
Bulgarian language norm for several reasons:

1.

The word Xepsamcka is primarily singular form of feminine adjective,
the usage of which naturally anticipates some associated substantive
(dwvprtcasa, apmus, onepa “country, army, opera”, etc.). Without such
substantive the stated term hopelessly cries for some continuation;

. The usage of the term X®epsamcka as a choronym has no linguistical,

geographical, historical, political, cultural, semantic nor any other
justification;

. The uselessness of this term stems from the fact that in Bulgarian

language there are two official names for one state, which itself is very
unusual (the existence of the third form as well, in addition of foreign
origin, is even a bigger paradox);

. Based on my own observation and research, I think that the usage of

the term Xwepsamcka by many journalists is nothing but an ordinary
mannerism, kind of personal journalistic exhibitionism, visible in
inclination to using unusual terms and expressions. Nevertheless, the
motivation for using this term is something that is not underlaid by
any objective need;

. Its promotion to official Bulgarian language would be a step towards

legitimization of media (more specifically some journalists, TV and
radio reporters, presenters, sport commentators etc.) as one of the
most influential and in fact monopolistic manipulators with language
norm, and even creators of the new norm.

113

Using the Google search engine for frequency of occurrence of the three
toponyms in question gave the following results ten years ago: Xspsamus —
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883,000 (56.3 %), Xepeamcka — 647,000 (41.3 %), Xopsamcko — 38,000
(2.4 %). Nowadays (May 2019) the results are: Xepsamus - 4,480,000
(81.4 %), Xvpsamcka — 891,000 (16.2 %), Xopsamcko — 134,000 (2.4 %).
These outcomes divided by more than ten years can be interpreted as
follows: traditional Bulgarian name Xepsamcko that was practically the
only used term till the beginning of 90’s (20 century) has a minimal or
even omissible frequency of occurrence (in both cases identically 2.4 %,
even though absolute number rose more than three times). It is evident
that this term is disappearing from usage, fading out to periphery. Its
spot as a primary name for Croatia in Bulgarian is taken over by the new
form Xwepsamus - its predominant spread and consolidation is supported
by numbers: ten years ago this form was slightly prevailing, however
nowadays it is so bold (81.4 %, in absolute numbers its frequency rose
five times), that the toponym Xepsamus is becoming in fact the only,
unrivalled name for the Croatian state. Competing potential of the
borrowed choronym Xwpsamcka is visibly falling (41.3 % compared to
nowadays 16.2 %, in absolute numbers it rose just by one third), so it is
justified to think that this trend will follow further.

L4

The unstable situation that was evident in the first decade of this century
mainly, is supported by an analysis of expert publications and guidebooks
issued in the period 1990-2005. Most of the publications dealing with
the Balkans are using in different combinations two (Karagyozov 1997,
Chavdarova 1999, Georgiev 2000, Lalkov 2000, Dvornik 2001, Manchev
2001, Matanov 2002) or even three names at the same time (Manchev
2000), while with exception of Lalkov and Karagyozov I have not found
any semantic or any other motivation for usage of the respective Bulgarian
names for Croatia. Lalkov and Karagyozov are trying to terminologically
distinguish Croatia — a part of Yugoslav federation (XbpBaTcko) and Croatia —
an independent state (XbpBaTus). This attitude corresponds with the case
of Moldova and Belarus, even though guidebooks were different for each
state. It is surprising to some extent that no attempt was made in any
of the publications to use the existence of two Bulgarian geographical
names for Croatia to distinguish the state area (the Republic of Croatia,
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including historical areas of Central Croatia, Slavonia, Istria and Dalmatia)
from central Croatian historical region (Central Croatia or Croatia
proper). The reason for not utilizing this terminological potential is most
probably the lack of need of average Bulgarian to know more about the
inner structure of Croatia (and in fact most of the countries), so there
is no need to present the above mentioned geographical and historical
difference in communication. I have noted seven important publication
that were using - according to my opinion - the most suitable name
Xwvpsamusi — VcTopusi Ha XbpBaTus (“History of Croatia” - Bozhilova
1998), Uctopust Ha Bankanute (‘“History of the Balkans” - Castellan
2002), XbpBatys (“Croatia” — Doykov 2006), iIcTOpsi Ha HalMOHATHMS
BbIIpoc Ha Bankanute (“History of National Question in the Balkans”
- Manchev 2008), Wnnupusi ot BapHa m0 Buax (“Illyria from Varna to
Villach” - Kaychev 2015), proceeding Macku mosy! HanyoHaM3MbT Ha
BankauuTe mpe3 XX Bek (“Masks Down! Nationalism in the Balkans in
the 20" Century” - Preshlenova et al. 2018) and magazine BaikaHuTe
(“The Balkans”), that was being issued in the period 1999-2002. On the
other hand, Croatian borrowing Xspsamcka solely is being used by e.g. V.
Tsachevski (2008a, 2008b, 2011).

II5

Language and encyclopedic guidebooks are not consistent in opinion
on naming Croatia either. New Bulgarian orthographic dictionary lists
traditional Xspsamcko only (NPR: 1010). New Czech-Bulgarian dictionary
in its very detailed part devoted to geographical and demonyms states both
Bulgarian forms, with Xspsamcko in the first place. Older formal name
Socialistickd republika Chorvatsko is being translated by this older term only
(C-B-2: 1416). Term in BER is listed as XbPBATCKA (p. 1258). On the other
hand, BE prefers XbPBATHS (p. 1265), however we can see Xspsamcka in the
map, and in further parts devoted to Croatia the form Xepsamcko is found
(and sometimes even Xspsamus). Xspeamcko can be found on the political
map of the World in this encyclopedia, but in web version Xspsamus is used
on the map for a change (http://www.encyclopedia.bg/demo/ctr/europe.
html). Under this term there are also shown basic information about the
country, when one clicks on Croatia. Even despite this, it is evident that
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issuers of BE prefer form Xepsamus. In publication “Flags of the Countries
of the World” Xwepeamus is leading, but other two terms are stated in
brackets as alternatives (Ivanov 2002: 209). Even despite the stated, it is
evident that the author of this publication prefers the name Xspsamus.

1V.
Conclusions

Some signs of previous attitude (Belarus, Moldova) are visible even in the
attempt to establish Croatian name of Croatia in Bulgarian environment
(X®psamcka < Croatian Hrvatska). The official Croatian diplomatic mission
stepped back from this aim, however local media took over the “rescue”
mission of the - for Bulgarian - unnecessary term, showing by this their
total linguistic insensitiveness and diletantism. The competition of two
official Bulgarian terms for Croatia (Xepsamus, Xspsamcko) was very
quickly transformed to competition of the more “vital” from these two
Bulgarian variants (Xspsamus) and borrowed Croatian form (Xepsamcka).
During the second decade of the new century, however, was the first
variant (Xspeamusi) established to such extent that it in fact became the
only possibility how to name the Croatian state in Bulgarian. Borrowing
from Croatian (Xspsamcka) is being put aside similarly to what happened
to the older Bulgarian variant (Xspsamcko) before. The success of the
form with -us is supported also by the fact that it does not contradict
Bulgarian word-formation model for formation of geographical names
(see the beginning of previous chapter). Form with suffix -cko with this
derivational formant is an unique exception in Bulgarian, what evidently
caused its recession to the periphery of literary language. The attempts to
exploit both the terms with different meaning are rare; trying - according
to my opinion without a reason - to note mainly the moment of political
change from dependent federative unit to independent state (important
is the year 1991 - similarity with change in the cases of Belarus [«
Belorussia] and Moldova [« Moldavia] is clearly visible). An attempt to
cover the difference in relation to historical area (Central Croatia) and the
state (the Republic of Croatia), that seems to me more important, was not
performed in either of the mentioned publications.
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CHORONYMS FOR CZECHIA AND BOHEMIA
IN SLAVONIC AND SELECTED NON-SLAVONIC
LANGUAGES

(PROBLEMS OF GEOGRAPHICAL
TERMINOLOGY AND TRANSLATION, Part 3)

I.
Introductionary Overview

With regard to difficulties that geographical names*® denoting a Central
European state unit called since 1990 officially Ceskd republika (the Czech
Republic) have encountered since the beginning of Czech statehood, it
surely will not be inadequate to look more closely at the state of things in
languages that are genetically the closest to Czech, that means Slavonic
languages.

The word-formation suffix that was applied in the past in naming
countries of the culturally closest area in most Slavonic languages
is originally Latin suffix -ia. Practically in all Slavonic languages its
pronunciation is preserved with exception of Czech where it was changed
to -ie. The respective Slavonic languages are different in the level of
usage of this suffix for naming European countries. On one hand there
stands e.g. Russian, Bulgarian and Polish, where this word-formation
type is predominant (Russian in 36 cases from 50, Bulgarian in 33, Polish
in 30). On the other hand, in other Slavonic languages word formation
using domestic suffixes -sk- (with variants -$k-, -ck-, -¢k- or -k-)

26 By plural form we want to stress that we have not just Czech, but also som foreign equivalents in
mind, including the most important one - English.
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prevailed. This is typical mainly for Czech and Slovak - in these languages
approximately two thirds of the names derived are using formant -sk(o)
(with variants -k(o) and -ck(0); Slovak in 36 cases, Czech in 29). In Serbian
and Croatian the ratio of both main word-formation types is similar -
ending with formant -sk(a) (with variants -$k(a) and -¢k(a)) is prevailing
in Croatian over type -ij(a) with ratio 19:15, in Serbian this ratio is 17:17.
In Polish the type -sk(a) is represented in one case only, and that being
the name of the very Poland (Polska). Formation with suffix/ending -y,
that was used in some Slavonic languages to derive geographical names
from demonyms in the past is nowadays non-productive and in existing
names only weakly represented. In Russian is this ending visible in the
name of the Netherlands (HudepnaHoet), in Polish, where the usage is
wider, is included in names for Germany, Czechia, Hungary and Italy
(Niemcy, Czechy, Wegry, Wiochy). The suffix -ia/-ie in Czech is visible in
eight cases (Velkd Britdnie, Belgie, Francie, Itdlie, Albdnie, Severni Makedonie,
Arménie and Gruzie), in Slovak in only one (Vel'kd Britdnia).

II.
Czechia in Slavonic Languages

Russian and Bulgarian names take form of Yexus, Ukrainian Yexis and
Belarusian Yaxisi. Serbo-Croatian and Slovenian form is Ceska (in Serbian
Cyrillic script written as Yewka), Czech and Slovak then as Cesko. In
Macedonian there are two forms existing side by side, Yexuja and Yeuwika,
what according to my opinion might be caused by the Serbian form
(Yewrka) leaking from historical and political reasons to still rather young
standard language, accompanying the older form (Yexuja). Just Polish
form Czechy is different from the others. At this point, however, we
need to note that we cannot put equation mark between this Polish term
and Czech expression Cechy. It is not possible to mechanically identify
word-formation processes in different genetically related languages
just on the bases of presence of the same word-formation formants. In
Czech a replacement of all older forms ending in -y (Svycary, Rakousy,
Bavory, Spanély, Sasy etc.) by new ones ending in -sko (Svycarsko, Rakousko,
Bavorsko, Spanélsko, Sasko etc.) took place in 18 and 19% century. The
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very same process influenced even the form Cechy (see Lutterer — Sramek
2004: 63). However, because of its inveteracy and solid bind with the
home country of Czechs, the full withdrawal to literary, archaic or any
other stylistically marked vocabulary - as in the case of other countries
- did not take place. On the contrary, in time both the forms became
differentiated in content: Cechy was used further as a traditional label of
central historical Czech land, Bohemia, the content of the name Cesko was
gradually widened and became an umbrella term for all the Czech lands
(lands of the Bohemian Crown) and at the same time label for the whole
Czech national area, that means the area inhabited by modern Czech
nation, and the area that nowadays includes Bohemia, Moravia and the
Czech part of Silesia. In Polish, however, the ending -y was preserved in
the names of some countries till today, even though this word-formation
model is not productive anymore.

III.
Bohemia in Slavonic Languages

Differentiating between Cesko and Cechy by using toponym containing
in its word base the originally Czech lexical morpheme cech- on the one
hand and borrowing and customized Latin toponym Bohemia (originally
Germanic) on the other is not as consistently applied in Slavonic
languages as in Romance and Germanic languages (see above). The stated
Latin-Czech pair can be found in Polish (Bohemia vs. Czechy), Belarusian
(Bazemisi vs. Yaxisi), Ukrainian (Bozemisi vs. Yexisi), Russian (Bozemust
vs. Yexust), Bulgarian (Boxemus vs. Yexusi), and even Serbian (Boxemuja,
[Boxemcka] vs. Yewka), Croatian and Slovenian (both Bohemija vs. Ceska).?”
Slovak differentiates both terms in the same way as Czech does (Cechy
vs. Cesko), that is by two different word-formation types, using Czech
root in both cases. An attempt to distinguish content of both the above-

27 We were not able to find any proof of any form of Latin Bohemia in Serbian, Croatian and Slovenian
in either of the examined defining or translational dictionaries, but these are used to some extent
in practise — often under direct influence of English or German, from that is Serbian, Croatian or
Slovenian text being translated; the question of frequency of their occurrence in these languages
and not just there, would require a separate research, as - according to our for now incomplete
information - it should be higher among Eastern Slavs and in Bulgarian than in Polish or in the area
of former Yugoslavia.
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mentioned terms is offered for Macedonian in the Czech-Macedonian
dictionary from 2006 that lists Yexuja as an equivalent to Cechy, while for
Serbian borrowing Yeuwka it is Cesko (C-M: 19, 20).

Non-Slavonic name is used in respective languages mainly to
designate Bohemia inside the Habsburg Monarchy (1526-1918) or in the
period before Slavs entered this area. Slavonic name labelled middle-
age Czech state and continually, with falling importance of Czechia, it
started to weaken and was used together with non-Slavonic toponym
to name only area of Bohemia (Latin Regnum Boemiae). In 20" century,
after the creation of Czechoslovakia, Bohemia was named solely by the
respective Slavonic term (Yexusi/Yexis/UYaxis, Yewka/Ceska, Czechy). This,
at the same time, was used in common, non-formal communication as
more acceptable (even though inaccurate) replacement for the too long
and unusual mutation of the name Ceskoslovensko (Czechoslovakia) in
other Slavonic languages. One-word umbrella term for the Czech lands
in Czech during the existence of Czechoslovakia was never a political
priority. Czechoslovakia was understood as a home for Czechs, as
a modern “Czech” state, therefore even in other languages there was no
need to distinguish between Cechy (Bohemia) and Cesko (Czechia). Just the
difference between the state, Czechoslovakia, and its respective historical
lands, Bohemia, Moravia, Silesia, Slovakia and till 1939 even Carpathian
Ruthenia was held. The federalization of Czechoslovakia by legislative
act in autumn 1968 and the creation of the Slovak Socialist Republic
and the Czech Socialist Republic did not bring any further widening of
toponym Cesko in the society either - communist governments not only
here were fond of long, at least three-word political (formal) names,
that were naturally often shortened (Czechoslovakia > CSSR, Czechia ~>
CSR, Slovakia » SSR); these shortcuts were preferred in texts of different
character over the more natural geographical names, so the adherence to
the more “developed” part of the World was stressed. To illustrate this,
let us remind naming of the back-then republics of the USSR, where we
would hopelessly look for Ukraine, Lithuania or Kazakhstan - instead,
forms the Ukrainian SSR, the Lithuanian SSR, the Kazakh SSR etc. were
used.?®

28 In a similar way were named republics of Yugoslav federation (SR Srbija, SR Hrvatska, SR Makedonija
etc.) - in these cases, however, the geographical name was not lost, as Serbo-Croatian norm for
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IV.
Czechia and Bohemia in Germanic
and Romance Languages

In Germanic and Romance languages, the naming of respective Czech
lands is derived from originally Latin forms Bohemia, Moravia, Silesia.
Choronym Cechy and with that connected expressions Cech (demonym)
and cesky (adjective) is therefore in these languages created using word-
formation base bohem- (English Bohemia — Bohemian, Bohemian; German
Bohmen — Bohme, bohmisch etc.).

The name of the current Czech state in Western European languages
is derived from a base that includes originally Czech root cech- (pron.
[tSekh]). This is visible since the creation of Czechoslovakia (1918)

- the first state unit in that Czech name for Czechs became part of its
geographical name in all the non-Slavonic languages: translational
equivalents in Germanic and Romance languages are de facto phonetically
and in terms of word-formation appropriately customized Czech forms -
English Czechoslovakia, German Tschechoslowakei, French Tchécoslovaquie,
Spanish Checoslovaquia etc. The only logical and linguistically acceptable
attitude to creation of the name of the Czech state after the dissolution
of Czechoslovakia in these languages is the one when we add the most
appropriate suffix from each of the languages in question to the root
morpheme (i.e. in our case Czech-, Tschech-, Tchéc-, Chec-). Therefore,
for Cesko there is an English translational equivalent Czechia,” German
Tschechien, French Tchéquie, Spanish Chequia etc. Equation mirroring the
historical and geographical structure of the Czech state that is in Czech
Cesko = Cechy + Morava + Slezsko, is in selected Western European languages
Czechia = Bohemia + Moravia + Silesia (English), Tschechien = Bohmen +
Mdhren + Schlesien (German), Tchéquie = Bohéme + Moravie + Silésie (French)
and Chequia = Bohemia + Moravia + Silesia (Spanish).

formation of political names of states was and is till today (Adj)A-SubstF-SubstG, while traditional
Czech model is based on formula AdjG-(Adj)A-SubstF, where G = geographical component (e.g.
Serbia, Czech...), F = form of state system (e.g. republic, kingdom...), A = eventual further, defining
attribute (e.g. socialist, federative...).

29 This expression has roots in Latin where it started to spread in 16t century (see Sitler 2017).
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V.
Situation after 1993 - Czechia

Year of 1993 meant a restoration of independent Czech statehood, even
though most of the Czechs did not understand the end of Czechoslovakia
as an achievement or restoration of independence and emancipation from
subjection to some dominating political subject (as was the case of most
of the new states of so-called Central-Eastern Europe), but as a loss of
part of its very territory, their “own” Czechoslovakia. The indifference on
the Czech side is partly understandable. Czechia gained its independence
de facto passively - by Slovakia leaving Czechoslovakia. Independent
(or more accurately lonely) Czechia “fall straight into our lap”, without
Czech society even doing anything in that case. Czechs considered the
fight for their own state — democratic republic - to have ended for ever
after the First (1918), in repetition after the Second World War (1945)
and third time after the fall of communism (1989). All the bitterness and
frustration caused by repeated loss of three-times hardly carved-out and
in the meantime two-times (1939, 1948) lost or enslaved Czechoslovakia
transformed in the minds of many Czechs i.a. to irrational hate towards
the (for decades already existing) geographical name of the old (new)
home of Czechs, that was during its three hundred years of existence
patiently waiting for its opportunity — and gained it only now. The
naming potential of toponym Cesko could be implemented in full only in
the last decade of 20" century. Although the above-described refusing
attitude could be understood from the psychological point of view,
however it could not be accepted in any case, as it could be ultimately
used at any time to derogate and even question the international position
of Czechia. In other Slavonic countries there was no reason to reject the
name of the newly-created Central-European state or even the state
itself, so the respective Slavonic name - practically the only existing in
all the cases, let it form be Yexus/Yexis/UYaxis, Yewka/CeSka or Czechy -
became an official and commonly-used geographical name designating
in spoken and written communication today’s Czech Republic. Overusing
the formal name (i.e. stubborn and unconditional sticking to functionally
and/or in stylistic view inappropriate usage of official political name - in
this case Ceskd republika, the Czech Republic, die Tschechische Republik etc. -
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instead of official geographical name - in this case Cesko, Czechia,
Tschechien etc.) use to be in these languages an “export” from Czech
uniformness, ignorance or dourness, the pressure of the Czech advocates
of this attitude in particular cases (publication, geography, sport etc.)
or the effect of English influence (say in translation from English)
that - as the only European language! - even after a quarter-century of
existence of independent Czechia is not able (or at least its speakers are
often pretending) to reflect this geopolitical reality in an appropriate and
widely-acceptable one-word way.>°

VI.
Situation after 1993 - Bohemia

Bohemia is in Slavonic languages named nowadays in two ways - first by
a term of Latin origin (to simplify, let us call it B-variant), in this form
mainly in texts of scholar character, second by Slavonic term (therefore
Cz-variant), often with inevitable defining attribute “central”, “old”,
“historical” etc. The need to distinguish lower historical and administrative
units is naturally more often in scholar (linguistic, geographical, natural-
science, political, sociological, historical etc.) or official texts, that - in
contrast to common communication — require certain level of punctuality
in expressions. Therefore e.g. translation of the political name Protectorate
of Bohemia and Moravia to Bulgarian is more precise in form [lpomekmopam
Boxemusi u Mopasus than in form *ITIpomexkmopam Yexusi u Mopasus, from
today’s point of view de facto inaccurate. Name of the Communist
Party of Bohemia and Moravia (Czech Komunistickd strana Cech a Moravy)

30 About the peripeteia (not only) with official geographical English name Czechia see e.g. Krejci (2007b).
Signalling a change to better in the field of English language is the rising number of English-Czech
and Czech-English dictionaries, where form Cesko is translated with a correct equivalent Czechia,
but more importantly a note of American geographer Alexander Murphy in the preface to his book
The European culture area: “As for the names of independent countries, we have opted for commonly
used anglicized short forms rather than formal country names (Germany instead of Federal Republic
of Germany or Bundesrepublik Deutschland). The one case that might be less familiar to readers
concerns the Czech Republic. Increasingly one hears the short form Czechia. Even though that name
is not as widely known as other truncations (e.g., Slovakia for the Slovak Republic), we have decided
to use Czechia for consistency and to reflect its growing use in the country itself” (Murphy et al.
2008: XV). The officialization of the expression Czechia as the only English equivalent to Cesko was
finalized by Czechia and other single-word equivalents being noted in the respective databases of
UN - UNGEGN and UNTERM - during the spring and summer 2016 (see e.g. http://unstats.un.org/
unsd/geoinfo/geonames/ or https://europa.eu/european-union/about-eu/countries_en).
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should - for a change - in Russian translation be KommyHucmuueckas
Iapmusi Bozemuu u Mopasuu, not *KIT Yexuu u Mopasuu. Incorrect would
not be even freer translation KIT Yexuu.>'

Thereis no need feltin everyday communication in Slavoniclanguages
to name historical Bohemia in a specific way, what is natural - foreign
historical areas of lower degree, moreover not existing nowadays anymore,
are not often a topic of non-formal speeches or texts of lay character. If
a Russian or Bulgarian visited Czechia, it is not important for him if he
was in Bohemia, Moravia, or Silesia, as well as an ordinary Czech tourist
is not interested if he visited Dalmatia, Istria or Slavonia - it is important
for him that he was in Croatia (to provide an evidence of naturally higher
importance of state, let us mention that in the Yugoslavian era we used
to travel “to Yugoslavia”, not “to Croatia” [and not at all “to Dalmatia”],
that used to be just one of the six Yugoslav republics. Few people knew
that the Yugoslavian Adriatic was largely Croatian).

31 A sad rarity was in this way a name of Czech football association, that was Ceskomoravsky fotbalovy
svaz (could be translated as the Bohemian-Moravian Football Association); therefore — before it
changed its name to Fotbalovd asociace Ceské republiky (Football Association of the Czech Republic) in
2011 - it was the only football association in the World (!!) that did not mirror the name of the state
it was based in. That name 1. was just a compound of historical lands, and that without a reason,
2. moreover, this compound was not geographically consistent (Silesia was missing) and 3. was
incorrect from the orthographic point of view as well (based on its coordinating character it should
be Cesko-moravsky, e.g. connected with both Bohemia and Moravia; the form Ceskomoravsky is non-
logically pointing to motivating expression *Ceskd Morava (= Bohemian Moravia), however there
is no such geographical body)... The mentioned name was of course very difficult to translate to
other languages (the problem steamed mainly from the insecurity how to understand the first part
of compound, Cesko-: Bohemian-, or Czech-?), what was solved with Salomonian wisdom by the
Association - English translation was formed - in the era of the first, as well as the second Czech
name - as Football Association of the Czech Republic.
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CHORONYMS FOR CZECHIA AND BOHEMIA
IN BULGARIAN

(PROBLEMS OF GEOGRAPHICAL
TERMINOLOGY AND TRANSLATION, Part 4)

The concurrence of toponyms Yexuss and Boxemus is not as obvious
as in the preceding terms at first sight. Yexus is nowadays the only
Bulgarian name for the Czech state, Czechia. Bulgarian norm is clear
here. A problem occurs when we want to express the difference between
Czechia (the state) and Bohemia (the biggest Czech historical land, the
core of the Czech state) in Bulgarian.

Slavonic languages most often do not possess Latin-originated term
Bohemia (in the respective Slavonic mutations) to clearly distinguish
Bohemia (German Béhmen, French Bohéme, Spanish Bohemia) from
Czechia (German Tschechien, French Tchéquie, Spanish Chequia). If it
does (e.g. Russian bozemus, Bulgarian Boxemus), it is mainly understood
as the middle-age territory before the Slavs entered it (Czechs and other
tribes) and the Latin origin is highlighted: “name of the area where
the Czech state was established in 9™ century” (KBE-1: 280); “Latin
name of the central Czech land based on Celtic tribe of Boii (Enc: 92);
“1. Latin name of the territory inhabited by the tribe of Boii, 2. official
name of the central Czech land (1526-1918) in the Habsburg Empire”
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(BE: 146).3 Very unclearly is the expression defined in BER: “current
Western-European name of Yexus [? - i.e. the central Czech land? or
Czechia?]” (BER: 1290).33 If the term Yexus is understood as a name of
state, then the stated definition is totally incorrect. The difference in
meaning between toponyms Boxemust and Yexus is explained in the most
complex, however still not fully correct way, by S. Vlahov: “BOHEMIA -
1. original name of territory where the Czech state was established, 2.
old name for the central Czech land; Czechia (without Moravia) as a part
of the Habsburg Empire (1526-1918)” (ER: 56). “CZECHIA - 1. the
Czech state inhabited by Bohemians, Moravians and other Western-
Slavonic tribes in the era of early feudalism (since 10™ century), 2.
the Czechoslovak Republic, officially, after the dissolution of Austria-
Hungary (1918-1939); (...) after the occupation of the country by the
Hitlerists that declared it to be «Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia»
(...), 3. the Czech Socialist Republic, independent state (after 1945)
within Czechoslovakia” (ibid.: 280).34 Inaccuracies are visible mainly in
point 3. Point 2 is suggesting, that the name Yexus was sometimes used
in order to simplify for the whole Czechoslovakia.

II.

Bulgarian-Czech dictionaries issued in the previous century note mainly
the form Yexus. Form Boxemus is listed by K. Hora only (B-C: 56). Czech
equivalent of both expressions used to be toponym Cechy (B-C: 56, 1025,
C-B: 45, B-C-B: 204, 220). This situation is not existing in Bulgarian
only - practically no dictionary of Czech and other Slavonic language
before 1990 lists expression Cesko, a one-word geographical name

32 Orig.: “Has3BaHyue Ha TepMUTOPMSTA, BBPXY KOATO mpe3 IX B. e ocHoBaHa Yexms”; “IaTMHCKO
.«

HasBaHMe Ha Yexysl 110 MMETO Ha KeITCKMTe ruieMeHa 6om”; “1. IaTMHCKO MMe Ha TePUTOPUSTA,
HaceJIsiBaHa OT I7IeMeTo 60, 2. odull. Mme Ha Yexus (1526-1918) B XabcOyprerara umiepus”.

33 Orig.: “CeramHoTo 3amafHoeBpoOIeNcko MMe Ha Yexusa”. However, it is not clear whether Yexus
means Bohemia or Czechia (note by P.K.).

34 Orig.: “BOXEMMS - 1. I'bpBOHAQUQJIHO Ha3BaHMe Ha TEPUTOPMATA, KbIETO ce e 0b6pasyBaia
I'bpskaBaTa Yexusi, 2. CTapoTo ume Ha Yexus; Yexusa (6e3 MopaBusi) B CbCTaBa Ha XabcOyprekaTta
umnepust (1526-1918)”. “UEXUS - 1. Yemika AbpsKaBa, HaceJieHa OT UeXy, MOPaBLUM U IPYTU
3all.-CJIaB. IIeMeHa IIpe3 paHHMs deopanmabMm (0T 10. B.), 2. YexocIoBallKa peny6imka, opui.,
crlef] pasmnafjaHeTo Ha ABCTpO-YHrapus (1918-1939); (...) el OKymMpaHeTO Ha CTpaHaTa OT
XUTIIEPUCTUTE, KOUTO 1 OOSBSABAT 3a <«IIpoTerropar Boxemmst m MopaBusi>» (...), 3. Yermnka
COLMAIMCTIUECKA PeNy6IIMKa, CaMOCTOSITeNIHA bpykaBa (Ciiesy 1945) B cbcTaBa Ha YexocmoBakust”.



CHAPTER 7

including in its meaning all three Czech historical lands, and therefore
term having for the Czech nation and the Czech statehood a significant
geopolitical meaning (the ignorance of the name Cesko could not be
excused as non-existing in era when the mentioned dictionaries were
published; the oldest written document is from 1777, moreover, even
older document was found recently - from 1704 - see CiZmarova 2016:
3-40r1999: 4).

The outlined situation might be weird, but still explainable. It is
important to realize that the whole generations of Czechs understood as
their national state, as “Czech” state, Czechoslovakia. Let us add, that
justly. That is why Czechs during the existence of Czechoslovakia did not
feel any need for single-word geographical name that would separately
denote Czech national territory, the Czech lands, e.g. in fact today’s Czech
Republic. First louder echoes of such need popped out in spring of 1939
when the break of Czechoslovakia occurred and when the Protectorate
of Bohemia and Moravia was created out of the Czech lands (German
protector, however, did not have any interest in using an umbrella term
originating in Czech national name for the Czech national territory).
Further in autumn 1968, when a law about federalization of back-then
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, that “promoted” Slovakia to republic
appeared, there was no other option that to unify the Czech national
territory to another republic. In the most powerful way, the need for one-
word name of the Czech state came up in the second half of 1992, when
it was obvious that on January 1%, 1993 Czechia will become independent
on the international scene, without Slovakia. Both newer significant eras
had something in common: most of the Czechs - unlike Slovaks - did
not show any will to administratively or terminologically highlight their
national territory. The cause of it was stated above already - almost
full historical, political, national and psychological identification with
Czechoslovakia.

III.

After dissolution of Czechoslovakia a Bulgarian toponym Yexus noticed
some shifts (similarly as in case of Mondosa): meaning “historical land,
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Bohemia” was marginalized, and a new meaning, “modern Czech state,
Czechia” gained prominence. This shift is fully understandable, as
meaning “state” i.e. particular internationally recognized social, political
and legal unit is far more important in communication than meaning
“historical land”, therefore something what is just a part of the respective
state. If an ordinary Bulgarian uses name Yexus,, practically all the time
has a state, the Czech Republic, in mind, not one of the historical Czech
lands.

In Bulgarian language - as I have suggested already - the name
Boxemus is in use as well; expression, that means clearly and without any
other meaning central Czech historical land only - Bohemia. Because it
used to be mechanically referred in the past to the term Cechy only via
Bulgarian Yexus (and vice-versa), the expression Boxemusi was usually
missing in Bulgarian language dictionaries. In the era of Czechoslovakia,
it was probably seen as unnecessary. It was being pushed to the area of
history and was explained as a synonym of Yexus (see e.g. KBE-5: 460).
In ordinary communication an equation Yexocnosakus = Yexusi + Mopasusi
+ Cune3us + Cnosakust was valid. After 1993 this equation was rewritten to
Yexus = ? (Boxemusi?) + Mopasust + Cune3usi, and therefore the position for
the term that would denotate historical Bohemia only was released for
usage. Boxemust was included again in several encyclopedias (e.g. ER: 56 or
BE: 146) but is listed even in important scholar publications (e.g. Dvornik
2001). The toponym Boxemus is used in the two-volume Czech-Bulgarian
dictionary (C-B-1: 103, 110). However, here a question arises why it was
not listed on the place where it should have been in the first place (taking
into consideration they are operating with it already) - as a translation
of Czech toponym Cechy (that is translated there as “Yexmus (6e3 Mopasus
u Cunesus))” - see ibid.: 103). In the list of geographical names Foxemus
is listed together with the traditional Yexus as a Bulgarian equivalent of
the Czech Bohemie (sic!) (C-B-2: 1412), we would not find it stated by the
toponym Cechy.

It is obvious that the expression Boxemus will be used by scholars
mainly - historians, philologists, political science scholars and
geographers, therefore those, who need in their work to distinguish lower
units within some geographical unit. This expression will stay unknown
to an ordinary Bulgarian, or he will not be sure what precisely it means.
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It is not anything unusual - many Czechs will not probably be able to
correctly localize Dobruja, Mazovia, Limburg, Frisia, Karelia, Cantabria or
Sanjak. That should not be a reason of non-including of such expressions
to translational dictionaries, mainly if the language included in dictionary
is spoken in the respective historical land or region.

The term Boxemus therefore should be present not only in
encyclopedia, but even in more important dictionaries of Bulgarian (if
the geographical names are included) and mainly in Czech-Bulgarian
translational dictionaries. Normalization of this expression as the only
Bulgarian equivalent for Bohemia would bring a clear line between
socially highly needed name of state, its citizens and state-forming
nation (Yexus, uexu) and socially far less important name of historical
land and its inhabitants (Boxemusi, 60xemyu). Why should Bulgarians
speak about Bohemia as Yexust with some defining attribute or as Yexus
“6e3 Mopasust u Cune3us” (Czechia, without Moravia and Silesia), if they
could every time simply use the choronym Boxemus?

IV.
Conclusions

The problem with naming Bohemia lies in the fact that a name of the
state (Yexus) is often used in synecdoche way for the lower unit that is
just its part (Boxemust). That might not officially be incorrect, but due
to homonymy with more important name of the state this effect quite
often unnecessarily complicates its understandability. For a common
communication it is not such a major fault - people rarely talk about
lower units of foreign states, so it is evident that speaker has almost
every time a state in mind. In scholar area things are different, though -
geographical, historical, sociological, linguistic, political-science and other
texts often working with geographical names require factual accuracy.
When analysing Czech realia it is inevitable to clearly distinguish between
concepts Cechy “Bohemia” and Cesko “Czechia” using expressions Boxemust
and Yexus, if they want to evade 1. undesirable homonymy, 2. official
name Yewka peny6nuka “the Czech Republic”, that is unsystematic and
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for similar texts stylistically and factually inaccurate,’> or 3. expression
yewkume 3emu ‘“the Czech lands”, that degrades the Czech state to the
level of no-name body of marginal provinces.

35 Moreover, there used not to exist a body with this name before 1990, therefore, to use name Ceskd
republika and its foreign equivalents for era before this year is a total nonsense and recklessness.
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CHORONYMS FOR CZECHIA AND BOHEMIA
IN SERBIAN & CHORONYMS FOR SERBIA
AND SRPSKA IN CZECH

(PROBLEMS OF GEOGRAPHICAL TERMINOLOGY
AND TRANSLATION, Part 5)

I.
Introduction

Translation of the geographical names is not a particular problem,
because it is a system which has been already built in the past. The
modern situation is a result of a common choice of speakers where some
forms have become part of the linguistic standard, while other forms
have remained outside the standard, mostly older forms. This equally
applies to the Czech geographical terminology. However, there are cases
that somewhere in the world there is an appearance of new or renaming
of an existing geographical reality. This is nothing unusual, for example,
in Africa, where in the past sixty years there have been significant political
changes that have also been expressed in the change of the name of newly
born states or cities. However, for modern Europe such changes are not
so typical. Socio-political changes from the beginning of the 1990s and
the collapse of three Slavonic federations (the Soviet Union at the end of
1991, Yugoslavia in early 1992 and Czechoslovakia in late 1992) brought
the need of new states on the map of Europe, but those states have had
their traditional names as members of disintegrated federations (with
one exception — Czechia, and that caused difficulties with a geographical
name of the Czech state in some European languages, particularly in
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English - see more in Krej¢i 2008, 2009a). However, in Europe, namely
in Bosnia and Herzegovina, new, previously non-existent state-political
formation appeared: the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the
Republic of Srpska (the topic of our analysis will be the other one because
it is obvious that a collision with an equivalent for choronym Serbia can
occure).

II.
Geographical Names

In the very beginning, before we begin to analyse an issue interesting from
the point of view of onomastics, translatology, geography, political science,
history, and perhaps some other disciplines, an issue concerning the
existence of the concepts “land of the Czechs” and “land of the Serbs” and
the possibilities to translate such a concept into a foreign language, it would
be helpful to explain briefly what we mean when we speak of a geographical
name, and what is the difference between that concept on the one hand and
the so-called political or official name on the other hand. When we look at
a map of Europe, we can now count fifty independent sovereign states and
several autonomous territories or islands with limited sovereignty (such as
Gibraltar, the Channel Islands or the Faroe Islands). All of these countries
have a name - most commonly written with one (Bulgaria, France,
Denmark...) or less often with two or more (Bosnia and Herzegovina, North
Macedonia, Great Britain & Northern Ireland) autosemantic words. A proper
noun, which designates some kind of territory, belongs to the group of the
so-called geographical names, toponyms, more specifically choronyms (see
e.g. Cermdk 2010: 277). Czech choronyms were stabilizing and stylistically
varied mostly during 19™ and in the first half of 20" century (see more in
examples of Czech equivalents for Serbia - among mentioned writers in 19
century some other forms that are not used today can be seen, Srbsko is the
only one that stayed). Choronyms in geographical terminology are fulfilling
the role of geographical names. Geographical names are mostly in form
of one word, they are used in everyday communication, in different type
of texts, including also official texts. They name specific region in present
and can be used for the name of a region with respect to the past. They do
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not change in case of a change in the state order (Lutterer - Sramek 2004:
3). In some way they have symbolic importance because they are names of
the homeland. In English handbooks, the geographical name is commonly
called short name.

At the same time, geographical names are one of the word-forming
categories in the process of derivative word formation of nouns. The
Bulgarian or the Czech choronyms of the European countries is generally
based on the same principles: in both languages, we mainly use domestic
versions, the so-called exonyms, although, when we compare Bulgarian
and Czech maps of Europe, we can say that Bulgarian language is more
influenced by the original (or at least the international) form than
Czech language - compare Bulgarian HpnaHdus or Eiipe (English Ireland,
Irish Eire vs. Czech Irsko), Hudepnadus or Xonandus (Dutch Nederland
or Holland vs. Czech Nizozemsko or Holandsko), TepmaHus (German
Deutschland, English Germany, French Allemagne vs. Czech Némecko),
Ascmpus (German Osterreich, English Austria vs. Czech Rakousko), Benapyc
(Belarusian Benapycv, English Belarus vs. Czech Bélorusko), Mondosea
(Romanian Moldova, English Moldova vs. Czech Moldavsko or Molddvie)3.
Geographical names are used in everyday communication and in texts of
various types, including official ones. They designate the territory from
the point of view both of modernity and the past. They are not subject
to change upon change in the form of state government, and they have
important symbolic meaning (motherland, home).

II1.
Political Names

Almost every country, in addition to its traditional, geographical name,
has the so-called political (or official, formal) name, which is usually
a combination of a geographical name and a common noun, such as
republic, kingdom, principality, federation, etc. (Republic of Serbia, Kingdom
of Sweden, Principality of Monaco...), sometimes with an additional
specifying attribute (Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, People’s Republic

36 As regards the issue of doublet names of some European countries, see Krej¢i (2005b), or previous
chapters 4 and 5.
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of Bulgaria...). Political or official name is not used so much in everyday
communication. It is mostly used in the statements of an official or
ceremonial character. It is used as the name of a particular region only if
it is in that moment an official name. It has legal-political significance —
only under its official title a state is recognized as a subject of international
law. In English handbooks, the political name is usually called official
name. Example — Serbia is today officially called the Republic of Serbia, but,
before 1990 it was called the Socialist Republic of Serbia, before 1963 the
People’s Republic of Serbia, before the Kingdom of Serbia, at the beginning of
modern Serbian state it was called the Principality of Serbia. It is therefore
not surprising that it must be distinguished when it comes to the history
of, say, the German Democratic Republic or the Federal Republic of
Germany, and when it comes to the history of Germany. The same is with
the history of the USSR - it is not the same as history of Russia. About
differences among geographical and political name see more examples
about Czechia: “Another disadvantage of the name Ceskd republika,
apart from its two-word form, is that it relates to state territory in an
administratively political aspect; moreover, the name Cesko is also a noun
of a geografical and residentially historical unit, which is independent
from the political establishment in the country, therefore being neutral

in this sense. We can easily call our homeland by the name Cesko in any

historical period and under any social conditions.” (Lutterer — Sramek
2004: 3-4; underlined by me).3” Typically, the political name consists of

several words (at least two), its use in daily communication is minimal,
it is used mostly in communicative situations of official and/or solemn
nature. It designates the territory only in terms of its current-day validity.
The political name has an important administrative meaning (the state
with its official name is a subject of international law).

Derivative types used in Serbian and in Czech to form a geographical
name are:

Serbian:  -cka (-wka, -uka) 17x,  -uja 17X, others 16x.

Czech: -sko (-cko, -ko) 29x%, -ie 8%, others 13x.

37 Orig.: “Jméno Ceskd republika ma kromé své dvouslovnosti jesté tu nevyhodu, Ze se tyka statniho
Uzemi v pojeti administrativné politickém; jm. Cesko je vsak navic vlastni nazev geografického
a sidelné historického celku, ktery je nezavisly na politickém ziizeni v zemi, a proto je po této
strance neutrdlni. Ceskem miZzeme dobfe pojmenovat nasi vlast v kterémkoli jejim historickém ¢ase
a za jakychkoli spolecenskych podminek”.
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The illustrative data refers to names of European countries - it
shows that in Czech language the domestic suffix -sko has a higher
frequency than the international suffix -ie (the ratio is 29:8), unlike
Serbian language where the ratio -cka : -uja is equal - 17:17.

The method of formation of official (political) names is more
complex. The form of the political name may be based on the model
(Adj), — Subst, — Subst 3 (this model is typical of English, German,
Bulgarian, Serbo-Croatian and many other languages - e.g. Kingdom of
the Netherlands, Grossherzogtum Luxemburg, Penybnuka Beneapus, Case3Ha
Peny6nuka Jyzocnasuja) or on another model which is typical, for example,
of Czech, Slovak or Hungarian: Adj,, - (Adj),, — Subst, (see e.g. Ceskoslovenskd
socialistickd republika, Franctizska republika, Magyar Kéztdrsasdg or for
German - atypical Deutsche Demokratische Republik or Tschechische
Republik). Even at first glance, there is a difference - in the Serbian
example, the geographical component of the given name is a noun, which
is the last word of the word combination, while in the Czech example the
geographical component is most often transformed into an adjective, and
is found in the beginning of the word combination. As to its symbolic
meaning, the geographical name of the common territory of a nation is
just as important for its national identification as the other national and
state symbols. In this sense, the political name fulfils rather a formal
function with no pronounced symbolic elements.

IV.
Today’s Meaning of the Czech Concepts Cesko and Cechy

The modern meaning of the choronym Cechy is “historical territory in
the Czech Republic,” the choronym Cesko means “the Czech Republic”
(SSC 2000: 627). The definition of the Serbian equivalent Yewka is
“a country in Central Europe where the population is predominantly Czech

38 Subst = noun; Adj = adjective; G = geographical name in the form of a noun or transformed into
an adjective; F = form of state organization; A = additional attribute, which brings into the name
another significant feature of the state organization or the social-political organization; see also
Krejc¢f (2010: 97), or Chapter 6.

39 Orig.: “Cechy - historické tizemi v CR; Cesko - Ceska republika”.
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(previously within the former Czechoslovak Republic)” (RS] 2007: 1514).4°
Based on the data, we can easily conclude that the Serbian equivalent
Yewka today means the state Czechia, i.e. Yewka is the equivalent of the
Czech word Cesko.#

The question is how do we translate the choronym Cechy into
Serbian? What is the situation in other Slavonic languages - that is what
we discussed in Chapter 6 and partly in Chapter 3. In various European
languages there is the so-called B-variant of the toponym related to
the Czech space, and the so-called Cz-variant of the same toponym.
For example, Germanic and Romance languages denote the Czech space
with a toponym containing the original Czech lexical morpheme cech-
(the Cz-variant in question), and in addition to it with a borrowed and
phonetically and morphologically adapted Latin toponym - Bohemia, of
Germanic origin (the so-called B-variant). The Cz-variant, being related
to the ethnonym Czech, has a newer meaning, it always means only
the Czech state, Czechia, Cesko in Czech, while the B-variant is related
exclusively to the historical territory, Bohemia, Cechy in Czech. In
Slavonic languages, the situation is more colorful as well as somewhat
less clear: in some there are both the Cz-variant and the B-variant
(Russian Yexus vs. bozemusi, Ukrainian Yexisi vs. Bozemisi, Belarusian Yaxis
vs. Bazemisi, Bulgarian Yexus vs. Boxemus, Polish Czechy vs. Bohemia). In
others, there is definitely a Cz-variant, but the existence of the B-variant
is questionable (Serbian - Yewka vs. ?Boxemuja, 2oxemcka, Croatian and
Slovenian - Ceska vs. ?Bohemija).* Two Cz-variants are in use in Czech
and Slovak language - Cesko vs. Cechy, and in Macedonian language -
Yewka vs. Yexuja*>. As we can see from the examples, in Serbian we can
even assume the existence of two B-variants, which could be considered
a semantic equivalent to the Czech choronym Cechy. However, more often

40 Orig.: “Yemka — #psKaBa y Cpefm0oj EBPOIM ¥ K0joj OCHOBHO CTAaHOBHMIITBO uyHe Yecw (paHuje y
cacTaBy 6mBIITe YexocmoBauke Pernybnmke)”.

41 However, both small bilingual Czech-Serbian/Serbian-Czech dictionaries still do not reflect this fact,
and explain the word Yewka only as the equivalent of the Czech word Cechy.

42 For details on versions in Slavonic languages, see Krej¢i (2010), or Chapter 6.
43 Compare English Czechia/Bohemia, German Tschechien/Bshmen, French Tchéquie/Bohéme, etc.

44 We personally noticed a B-variant in a Serbian translation of a Czech text, which mentions
“Univerzitet zapadne Bohemije u Plzenju” (in Czech “Zapadoceska univerzita v Plzni”), as well as in
a Serbian geographical reference book, which says: “Na Z[apadu] je visoravan Bohemija. Na istoku

je pretezno brdovita pokrajina Moravska” (Ostoji¢ 2006: 106).

45 For details, see Krej¢i (2010: 95), or Chapter 6.
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we notice the form Boxemuja. As Foxemuja is not a common equivalent
to the western part of Czechia, and the very word Yewka in this sense
is inappropriate due to unwanted semantic ambiguity, the question of
how should Serbs translate Cechy can only be solved using a specifying
attribute. What should it be? When we look at how things are in Serbia
itself, we see that, for example, statistical reference books regularly need
to distinguish between the state Serbia and Serbia without its northern
province Vojvodina. Serbia without Vojvodina is called y»a or yenmpanHa
Cpbuja “Central Serbia or Serbia proper”. In the same way, we could solve
the issue of distinguishing between the state Czechia, and the same place
without the eastern Czech lands - Moravia and Silesia. While in Czech
language is valid the following equation Cesko = Cechy + Morava + Slezsko,
its English version being Czechia = Bohemia + Moravia + Silesia, and the
German one being Tschechien = Bbhmen + Mdhren + Schlesien, in Serbian
it should be Yewka = Boxemuja (or yca/yeHmpanHa/ucmopujcka Yetuka) +
Mopascka + IlIne3uja. In Bulgarian, similar to Serbian, the B-variant is not
quite expanded and automated, which is only logical because the internal
divisions of foreign states are not part of the active speech manifestations
of ordinary Bulgarians but rather of expert historians, political scientists,
geographers, linguists, etc. However, the B-variant in Bulgarian is
much more expanded than in Serbian. Our equation for the Bulgarian
language, considering the above facts, looks like this: Yexus = Boxemust (or
yeHmpanHa/ucmopuuecka Yexus) + Mopasusi + Cune3usi.

V.
Today’s Meaning of the Serbian Concepts
Cp6uja and Cpncka

Vi
The modern meaning of the choronym Cp6uja is “a) a state in the

northern part of the Central Balkans, inhabited predominantly by Serbs;
b) historically the name of various Serbian state organizations in the past”
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(RSJ 2007: 1260).4 In recent times, the choronym Cpncka has not yet
become sufficiently automated as it is not a standalone article even in
the newest dictionary of the Serbian language of 2007 - we can only find
there a subarticle on Peny6nuka Cpncka (within the article on the adjective
cpncku), where we can read the following: “a state-legal unit within Bosnia
and Herzegovina with a high degree of autonomy, mostly inhabited by
Serbs” (RSJ 2007: 1263).4” However, the choronym Cpncka is included in
the glossary part of IIpasonuc cpnckoza jesuka (“Orthography of Serbian
Language”), where there is only a brief explanation: “(named) Republic
of Srpska” (PSJ 1994: 470).4® The fact that Cpncka is a proper noun and
that this name is not a neologism, as many people mistakenly believe,
is proven by PeuHuk cpnckoxpsamckoza KrolicegHoe jesuka*® (“Dictionary of
Serbo-Croatian Standard Language”) and also by the Serbian Dictionary>°
by Vuk Stefanovi¢ Karadzi¢. In both cases, however, the choronym Cpncka
is seen as a synonym for Cp6uja, which is only logical - until the early
1990s there didn’t exist two Serbian states designated with a geographical
name derived from the ethnonym Cp6uH (by the way, the same applies to
the original synonymy of the Czech choronyms Cesko and Cechy after the
second noticed appearance of the new form Cesko [1777])5.

V2

As for the definitions of the Czech name for Serbia Srbsko, in the
dictionaries of the Czech language it always means a Serbian state or
land. In addition to Srbsko, Josef Jungmann gives in brackets the already
archaic form Srby>>. Slovnik spisovného jazyka Ceského (‘“Dictionary of

46 Orig.: “Cpbuja — a. IpskaBa Ha CeBepy LleHTpanHor BankaHa, BehyHOM HacerbeHa Cp6yma; 6. JCT.
Ha3¥B 3a pa3He CPIICKe JpyKaBHEe OpraHm3anyuje y npouutocTu” .

47 Orig.: “Pernty6nyka CpIicKa: ApsKaBHO-IIPAaBHA jeMHNUIA Y OKBMPY BocHe 1 XeprieroBMHe ¢ BUCOKUM
CTEIeHOM ayTOHOMHOCTY, MTPETEXKHO HacesbeHa Cpomuma’ .

48 Orig.: “(moumenndeHo) Peny6imka Cpricka”.

49 “Cprcka - B. Cpbuja — Bpaskje mieme 1030Ba Hapoge ... Mypat CpIicky, a Bajasut Bochy. Herom”
(RSHKJ-V 1967-76: 977).

50 “Cpricka - Serbien, Serbia, vide Cp6mja” (SR 1966 [1818]: 789).

51 “Tak vidime pfi zemich némeckych Cesko, Moravu, Rakouské Slezsko...” (Knihy metodni pro ucitele
Ceskych $kol). For details, see Cizmarova (1999). However, in the first noticed appearance (1704) the
meaning is summarizing - the Czech lands: ... le¢ jé ku ptikladu Vlassko, Némecko, Nyderlandsko,
Cesko, Polsko, Uhersko dfiveji psati nebudu mocti, le¢ diivéji Spanielsko celé s prinalezejicymi
krajinami popiSu...” (Atlas Marianus). For details, see Cizmdrova (2016).

52 “Srbsko (Srby) - zemé Srbska na Dunaji, Serbien” (SCN 1838: 264).
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Standard Czech Language”, 1% edition as 4 thicker volumes 1960-71, 2"
edition as 8 thinner volumes 1989) contains as many as four forms of the
choronym Serbia: the active Srbsko and the archaic Srby, Serbie and Srbie
(SSJC-5 1989: 500).

V3

When it comes to the Czech translation of the Serbian state-legal
formations, we have to take into account three concepts: 1. the state Republic
of Serbia; 2. historical Serbia, i.e. the same as the first one except for the
Autonomous Province of Vojvodina; 3. the so-called Republic of Srpska, i.e.
a Serbian administrative-legal unit within Bosnia and Herzegovina. There
is no problem with the translation of the first concept into Czech - the
choronym Srbsko is used. However, when looking for a Czech equivalent to
the so-called Central Serbia (the second concept), it is obvious that in the
Czech language there isn’t such a geographical name in active use, which
could be used to designate this part of Serbia. The aforementioned three
archaic forms will not do the job exactly because of how archaic they are,
and in addition, just like looking for the appropriate equivalent to Cechy
in Serbian or Bulgarian, such an equivalent would only be used by a very
small number of specialists. Therefore, as the most appropriate solution,
we propose the consistent use of a version with a specifying attribute. As
regards to what this attribute should be - we already said that at the end of
the previous point: since Serbs use the unambiguous word combinations
ya or yeumpanHa Cp6uja, Czech specialists, who occasionally need
more precise geographical terminology, could also adhere to the Czech
equivalents of these Serbian concepts, i.e. uzsi or centrdlni Srbsko.

V.4
The third concept - Republic of Srpska - is the most problematic one. In
this case, difficulties in translating it into any language come from not

one, but two directions:

1. languages almost certainly have no second, “empty” form for the
name of another Serbian state, which they could use in this case; when
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such a form does exist, it is already hopelessly outdated. By the way, its
possible expansion and hypothetical “revitalization” is also prevented
by the low level of frequency of the geographical concept in question;
people just cannot get used to an old form, which is new to them;

2. the Serbian form Cpncka is, as we already said, a noun, which
has arisen as a result of the substantivizing of the adjective cpncka
“Serbian” [3emsba, ApskaBa “land, state”]. This fact, however, has
not been understood precisely because of the homophonic collision
of the toponym Cpncka with the adjective cpncka. The error has also
gained ground due to the fact that the inverse word order version
Adj,, — Subst,, i.e. Subst, — Adj;, has also not been foreign or unknown
to some European languages (for example French, Italian, Romanian,
Albanian, Polish or Czech). In our opinion, this fact has fully opened
the door to the incorrect translation of Peny6nuka Cpncka, i.e. a name
corresponding to the Subst, — Subst, model, as per the Subst, — Adj,
model - in Czech language became Republika srbskd, in Bulgarian for
example - Penybnuka Cpws6cka. At the same time, this fact has led to
a certain satisfaction, as a result of which in European languages
there is no search, nor attempts to intensely seek solutions to these
interesting geographical-historical-political-linguistic issues.

Does the Czech language have any other possibilities at all? We could
point out three methods that are theoretically at our disposal:

1. Using various word-forming suffixes: in the Czech language, the most
common suffixes are -sko, -ie, -y (i.e. there are the versions Srb-sko, Srb-
ie/Serb-ie, Srb-y). As we already said, the first one is already taken, the
third is irreversibly outdated and no longer productive. The -ie suffix
is the only alternative. But is it a real one? We do not think so because:
a) ordinary people will not make a difference between the toponyms
Srbsko and Srbie just because of the different suffix; the model, which
works in our own country (Cesko vs. Cechy) will not work in the case
of foreign territories (this is proven, for example, by the synonymy
of Moldavsko and Molddvie, where the potential for distinguishing
between the state Moldova and the historical territory in Romania has
not been fulfilled); b) if the form Srbie was to be officially accepted, this
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could lead to a quite problematic “cross” situation, in which Cp6uja
would be translated as Srbsko, and Cpncka as Srbie. This would most
likely cause an undesirable shake-up and insecurity in the semantics
of both Czech names.

2. Adopting the original foreign language word: since there are already
Serbian language toponyms in the Czech language, such as Bosna, Raska,
Backa, Macva, why can’t we also accept Srpska? Or Srbska? This solution
is actually much more acceptable than those given under point one.
The only problematic issue to us seems to be the atypical for the Czech
language consonant structure [sypsk-], which in Dative and Locative
Case would alternate with the form [srpsc-]: N *Srpska, G *Srpsky, DL

*Srpsce, A *Srpsku, V *Srpsko! 1 *Srpskou. As regards the form of the lexical
morpheme Srp- or Srb-, the first solution (p-solution) seems more
appropriate to us, because in the b-solution (*Srbska) there may again
be ambiguity and a possible semantic “confusion” with the form Srbsko.

3. Formingaword combination: Zdpadni Srbsko “Western Serbia”, Bosenské
Srbsko “Bosnian Serbia”, Nové Srbsko “New Serbia”...? Such a solution
would probably be most effective as due to the specifying attribute
there would be no semantic collision and confusion, notwithstanding
the fact that the word combination would include the choronym Srbsko
and not another with the same basis. The problem with such a potential
solution, however, is that the Czech (or any other) form cannot differ
so much from the original as to have elements that are not present
in the original name. Until the Serbs from Bosnia and Herzegovina
themselves change the name of their country, this solution would
not be accepted due to administrative-political reasons rather than to
linguistic reasons.

V5

An interesting development can be traced to a representative Czech
geographical edition Stdty a tizem{ svéta (“States and Territories of the
World”) in the first edition of 1996, the article is called Srbskd republika
with a note: “Due to logical alphabetical order, the article is called Srbska
republika, however, the name Republika srbska is furtherly used in the
text to distinguish from Srbska republika (i.e. Serbia)” (LiS¢ak - Fojtik
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1996: 715).53 The data itself states: “Republika srbskd, in Serbian Republika
srpska (sic!)” (ibid.).># In the second edition of 1998, the article is once
again called Srbskd republika, the data itself states (this time without
a misspelling): “official name Republika srbska; Peny6mmka Cpricka”
(Liscak - Fojtik 1998: 821-822).5 In the third edition of 2009, the article
is the same, but there is a change in the data (and again a misspelling,
this time in the Czech form): “official formal name Srbska republika,
Republika Srbska (sic!); Pemy6nmra Cpricka; official shortened name
Cpricka” (LiSCak 2009: 752).56 As can be seen in the quotation, in the
third edition the neutral model Adj,, — Subst, of the political name is now
officially admitted, and not only the model Subst, — Adj,, which is inversive
to the Czech language; furthermore, V. LiSCak already recognizes the
toponym Cpncka as an existing geographical name of this administrative-
political unit.

We would like here to put the accent on those five points:

1. Determinant does not correspond to the Czech rules, it mainly appears
in the journalistic and scientific functional texts and it is listed as
a Czech variant in further information. When is said Srbskd republika,
most of Czechs will present Serbia, not Srpska. In this moment this is
not helping to better distinguish both Serbian republics even though
in Czech language in last twenty-thirty years “Serbian” model Subst,
- Subst, that acts together with traditional “Czech” model Adj, - Subst,
is more and more used. This means that Srbskd republika today can
represent Serbia, but Srpska too, while Republika Srbsko just Serbia and
Republika srbskd just Srpska (nevertheless the third form potentially
can also mean Serbia);

2. Czech rule, however, in this case is not corresponding with modern
Czech language practice of forming political names of states; word
order in Republika srbskd is representing a model which was maybe
used as stylistically neutral before WWI. In 20® century it exists just

53 Orig.: “Z dlvodd logického abecedniho Yfazeni je v nadpisu hesla pouzito jméno Srbskd republika,
v textu se v§ak dale pouziva nazvu Republika srbska na rozliSeni od Srbské republiky (Srbsko)”.

54 Orig.: “Republika srbskd, srbsky Republika srpska”.
55 Orig.: “Gfedni nazev Republika srbska; Pery6imka Cpricka”.

56  Orig.: “oficidlni plny nazev Srbska republika, Republika Srbskd; Pery6mmka Cpricka; oficidlni
zkraceny nazev Cpricka”.
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as archaic or poetical expression. In modern Czech language this
word order is not accepted as stylistically marked, except the regular
exceptions like Spojené stdty americké, Spojené stdty mexické — in Serbian
CjedurbeHe Amepuuke [Ipycase, CjedurbeHe Mekcuuke JIpicase);

3. This formal anomaly is, according to our opinion, caused by
understanding the original name - Republika Srpska is not formed
according to type Subst, - Adj,, but according to Subst, - Subst,..
Collision is due to the fact that Serbian language has forming type

-cka/-wka that is the same as adjective, and by conversion comes to the
change of the type and meaning of word. And when source language
does not have the equivalent, then is even easier to expand and
eradicate the irregular form;

4. Lis¢ak in his encyclopedia, however, lists forms that are not regular in
Czech rules, but in the third edition of his encyclopedia his effort to
find a form that is more adequate to Czech formal rules can be seen —
compare 1998 and 2009 edition.

5. Geographical name Srpska is mentioned even in the third edition of his
encyclopedia, but without Czech equivalent. Here we would also like
to express our doubts about term zkrdceny “shortened”: geographical
names are not “shortened names” but independent words which are,
as existing words, included in structure of the political (formal) name,
not the other way around. About shortened names we can discuss, for
example, in the case of names Soviet Union (¢ Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics), United States (¢« United States of America) or United
Kingdom (¢ United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland).

VI. Summary of the Situation in English and German

Native speakers of English and German are not very clear either how
to call the Serbian state in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Among the English
options, on the one hand we see complete acceptance of the Serbian form
Republika Srpska, a hybrid word combination Republic of Srpska, and a word
combination with a hybrid form of the toponym Republic of Serbska — these
options clearly demonstrate a desire to observe the form Subst, — Subst,,
which is not only typical of the English language but also corresponds to
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the Serbian original. However, on the other hand we find entirely English
political names, but using the model Adj, — Subst,: Serb Republicand Serbian
Republic. A German version — Serbische Republik - also complies with the
latter model. In addition to it, it is possible to come across the composite
version Serbenrepublik. However, neither English nor German has an
equivalent to the toponym Cpncka. An interesting attempt to change this
somewhat deadlock and anomalous situation is made by Serbian linguist
Branislav Brbori¢, who explicitly translates Penybnuka Cpncka into English
as Republic of Serbland and in German as Republik Serbland (Brbori¢ 2007:
26). From these political names, we can now easily extract a potential
geographical name that we have been searching for so intensely: Serbland.
Whether the word Serbland will become the norm in English or German
depends on the Serbs of Bosnia and Herzegovina themselves and their
political representatives because this is the requirement of the UN
procedure for the adoption of new political and/or geographical names
in the world’s languages (as regards the problems related to the process
of adopting the English geographical name Czechia - see Krej¢i 2009b).

VII. Conclusion

As a conclusion on the issue is there a Czech (or Bulgarian, English...)
equivalent to the Serbian choronym Cpncka, in our opinion the answer
is that in some languages there is more hope, in others less, and the
situation would change sharply and the search would be catalysed
following the hypothetical independence of the Republic of Srpska. Right
now, we can only establish that the Czech language does not yet have
a suitable equivalent to this Serbian choronym. While the Republic of
Srpska is a part of another state, Bosnia and Herzegovina, for Czechia
this is not so important, the socio-political present and internal
administrative differences of Bosnia and Herzegovina are discussed
above all in certain branches of Czech science, less in publicist. For the
future development it will be important, if the need for precise equivalent
for Srpska shows up, most probably the original form Srpska would be
accepted, maybe orthographically modified as Srbska. Nevertheless,
another possibility that we have not mention might be acceptable - if it
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comes to the substantivizing of adjective srbskd. Choronym *Srbskd would
then be declined as adjective feminine singular (NV Srbskd, GDL Srbské, Al
Srbskou). In support of this variant of the solution of the “Serbian issue”
in the Czech language we can state some names of Czech regions and
settlements in the form of adjectives as Hand, Karvind, Orlova, Plana [nad
LuZnici], Blatnd, Ceskd, Hluboka [nad Vltavou], Svétld [nad Sazavoul,
Tfemosna, etc.

In Bulgarian language, there is a real possibility to substantivizing
the form Cpw6cka (since Bulgarian people, and especially Bulgarian
journalists, have been totally unimpressed by the atypical and useless
loanword Xspeamcka, ‘“promoted” once by Croats themselves, who at that
time did not take into consideration the Bulgarian traditions of formation
of geographical names).5” Germans will probably choose — when the issue
comes up - between Brbori¢’s form Serbland and the typical German
compound Serbenrepublik. For now, English has the largest number of
potential versions (Srpska, Serbska, Serbland), the highest chances in our
opinion having the forms Srpska and Serbland. However, as far as we
know, English will, passively and without any particular emotions, accept
what the Bosnian Serbs themselves have to say, so it is largely up to them
which equivalent will be chosen. Currently in English the Government of
the Republic of Srpska prefers the term Srpska.

57  See Balkanski (1995) or Krej¢i (2005b), resp. Chapter 5 for more details.
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DEMONYM AND ETHNONYM
FOR BOSNIANS AND BOSNIAKS IN CZECH

(PROBLEMS OF TERMINOLOGY AND TRANSLATION)

I.
Historical Introduction (the Period before 1990)

The dissolution of Yugoslav federation (1991-1992) did not mean the creation
of new state units on the map of Europe only, but also a creation of new
ethnic situation (mainly as a cause of war in Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina
and Kosovo). Part of this new situation was a change of national name of
Yugoslav, mainly Bosnian-Herzegovinian Slavonic Muslims (let us remark
that from historical reasons the Slavonic Muslim element in the former
Yugoslavia was - and still is - situated mainly in Bosnia and Herzegovina
and in Sanjak, a region on the borders of Serbia and Montenegro).

The Muslim element in Bosnia and Herzegovina (B&H) was named
in the past by names derived from the area where it was settled. This
relation can be schematized as Bosna - Bosnjanin, Bosnjak. The term

Bosanac is a newer one, and one more name was in use as well — Bosanlija.

This is noted in the Serbian Dictionary by Vuk S. Karadzi¢ (1818, 2
edition 1852), in that (in both editions) the terms Bosnjak and BosSnjanin
are understood as primary ones:

Cpncku pjeuHuk (SR 1966 [1818], also 1852):
Bomrmak — der Bosnier, Bosnus homo
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BormmanuH - der Bosnier, Bosnus (p. 43, also 38)
BocaHaij - vide Borirbak
Bocannuja - vide Bortmbak (p. 42, also 38)

In the era of national-integration processes and forming of
modern South-Slavonic nations the gradual identification of Bosnian-
Herzegovinian Catholics with Croatian national idea and those Orthodox
ones with Serbian identity took place. The Muslim element was expected
to accept either Croatian or Serbian identity with time, however at the
end Bosnian and Herzegovinian Muslims chose their own path that
was to some degree a reaction to Serbian-Croatian broaching over
Muslims, as well as to the fact, that if the different historic experience
and different religion is a sufficient reason for non-unity otherwise in
language area practically identical Serbs and Croats, why could not the
Bosnian-Herzegovinian Muslims with the same historical experience go
their own way? (see more in an article by Josip Ljubi¢ from 1895 Spor
izmedu Srba i Hrvata - see Hladky 1996: 49-50). This own way was named
by term bosnjastvo and was supporting the idea of building their own
community named by the ethnonym Bosnjaci, derived from the very same
area that was their historical homeland. Therefore, in general: “we are
not Croats nor Serbs, we are Bosniaks”. If the idea of bosnjastvo (“being
a Bosniak”) was aimed mainly inside the very Muslim community, and
it was already showing “features of ethnical and political conscience”
(Hladky 1996: 48),58 then the idea of bosanstvo (“being a Bosnian”) “was
built mainly on the areal and regional conscience” (ibid.).>? Therefore, in
general: “Muslims, Orthodox, Roman Catholics - not important, what
is essential is that we are all Bosnians”. The flourishment of both ideas
occurred in the era when Bosnia and Herzegovina was administrated by
I&R finance minister Benjamin Kallay (1882-1903).6° He was supporting

58 Orig.: “prvky védomi etnického a politického”.
59 Orig.: “stavéla pfedevsim na védomi zemském - regiondlnim”.

60 After Austria-Hungary gained mandate to acquire and administer Bosnia and Herzegovina at
the Congress of Berlin in 1878, this new body in the monarchy was not included in Austrian nor
Hungarian part but became a special territorial unit that was administered by I&R finance minister.
Annexation of B&H from the side of Habsburg monarchy occurred in 1908, since the end of 1918 till
spring 1992 was B&H part of Yugoslav state (with exception of era between 1941 and 1945 when it
was a part of the so-called Independent State of Croatia). In first, royal Yugoslavia B&H was not
constituting any administrative unit, only in the communist federal Yugoslavia after 1945 it gained
a status of one of six federation units. After the declaration of independence and the consecutive
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mainly Bosnian regional patriotism, as he saw it to be a barrier against
Croatisation or Serbisation of the inhabitants of Bosnia and Herzegovina.
The term (bosanski) muslimani “(Bosnian) Muslims” started to be used in
higher degree at the beginning of 20™ century as a replacement for the —
till that time used - mohamedani “Mohammedans” what was by the
very Muslims in B&H criticized as “a European figment”, that was not
used by the Muslims themselves (ibid.: 50). The spread of this de facto
religious label ended in gradual marginalization of ethnonym Bosnjaci
that did not gain the appropriate “vitality” among other things due to the
unfinished national and integrational process of Muslims in B&H, that
would logically and finally anchor this ethnonym in Yugoslav and then in
international discourse as well.

The term Muslimani (with capital letter) was first used during the
Second World War already - the oldest record we found is from The
Resolution on the Establishment of AVNOJ from November 1942 (see Krejci
2018a: 92).6 Muslim nationality (Muslimové in Czech)®> was first officially
introduced in Yugoslavia for census in 1961 (Mrdjen 2002).

At the same time, the term Bosanci spread during the era of federal
Yugoslavia. Information about the meaning of ethnonyms Bosanac,
Bosnjak, Bosnjanin and Musliman is provided in dictionaries that were
issued back then:

PeyHuK caspeMeHo0z CpncKoz KroliesHo2 je3uKa ¢ jesuukum casemHukom (RSSKJ

2000 [1966]):

BocaHarny - craHOBHMK bocHe; YoBeK pomom m3 BocHe. séap. Bollimak,
BomaHuH (p. 55)

Bormak, BourtaumH — B. BocaHary, (p. 56)

bloody civil war (1992-1995) Bosnia and Herzegovina gained the today’s shape of state composed
of two so-called entities (the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Republic of Srpska) and
the Brc¢ko District - district in the north-eastern Bosnia with a specific status.

61 “Narod je krvavo platio u takvim Kkrajevima svoju naivnu veru u sporazum Cetnika sa ustasama
i okupatorima, i taj se sporazum na delu pokazao kao sporazum za masovno ubijanje Hrvata
i Muslimana od strane ¢etnika, a Srba od strane ustasa, no na mnogim mestima pokolje vrse svi ti
zlikovci zajedno i nad Srbima i nad Hrvatima i nad Muslimanima” (The Resolution on the Establishment
of AVNOJ, 1942, p. 4).

62 Czech language simply overtook writing with first capital letter from Yugoslav norm. SSJC nor SSC
does not recognize term Muslim, as opposed to Slovnik cizich slov that defines it as “adherent to the
national group in Bosnia” (orig.: “prislusnik narodnostni skupiny v Bosné®) (Klimes 1994: 495).
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PeyHUK cpncKkoxpeamckoz KrbUxceeHo2 U HapooHoz je3uka (RSHKN] 1962,

1988):

BocaHan, - 1. CTaHOBHMK BoCcHe; 0OHaj Koju je moperiaoMm 13 BocHe. ucn.
Bocaninja, Borrikbak (1), BoritbaH, BorrrbaHarl, BorralyH (p. 73)

Bommak - 1. B. BocaHarj (p. 85)

BorisbaHMH - B. BocaHari (p. 86)

MycmuMaH - 2. (MycomMmaH) DpUIIAAHMK jYTOCIOBEHCKOT Hapojja OoBe
KoH(ecuje, HACTAIOT YIVIABHOM Of] MCTaMM3MPAHOT CTAHOBHMUINITBA
y CPIICKOXPBATCKO] je3MUKO0j 00/1aCTH, KOju HajBehmM [1eJTI0M SKUBU Y
CP BocHu u XeprieroBuum (p. 313)

PeuHuk cpnckoxpsamckoza KroicesHoz jesuka (RSHKJ 1967, 1969):

Bocanan, - yoBek 13 BocHe (p. 253)

Bommak - a. bocaHair; 6. 3acm. mycima u3 Boche (p. 256)

BormsaHuH - 3acm. BocaHarg (p. 256)

MycmMMaH — 2. (MycotMMaH) IpUIIQIHMK Hapofda oBe KoHdecHje Koju
HajBehum gemom >xuBM y CP BocHm 1 XepiieroBuHM (p. 466)

Rjecnik hrvatskosrpskoga knjizevnog jezika (RHSK]J 1967):
Bosanac - Covjek iz Bosne (p. 241)

Bosnjak - a. Bosanac; b. zast. musliman iz Bosne (p. 242)
Bosnjanin - zast. Bosanac (p. 242)

It is obvious from the data that the term Bosanac is unambiguously
understood as a name of citizens, while Bosnjanin is either with reference
to Bosanac or with attribute archaic. Bosnjak is also noted with reference
to Bosanac, RSHK] or RHSK] however states the meaning “Muslim from
Bosnia” as well, with attribute archaic (authors of dictionary of course
could not know that this term will be very actual a quarter a century
later).53

63 The identical interpretation of the terms in question in RSHK] and RHSK]J is in line with the
commitment that both dictionaries that were issued by both national Matrixes (Matrix Serbica in
Novi Sad and Matrix Croatica in Zagreb), will be identical in content and will differ only in the fact
that the dictionary of the Matrix Croatica will be written in Latin script and Ijekavian pronunciation,
while the dictionary of the Matrix Serbica in Cyrillic script and Ekavian pronunciation. Both
dictionaries also state on the front page the names of both organizations and lists of both collectives
of authors. The difference is however in their destiny as well: while the Matrix Serbica finished in
the era 1967-1976 all six volumes, the Matrix Croatica issued in 1967 only first two volumes (A-F
and G-K) and then - due to a rise of Croatian nationalism visible also in critique of infringement of
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The term Musliman is missing in Moskovljevi¢ (RSSKJ) and in RHSK],
as it ends with letter K. Both multi-volume dictionaries of Serbo-Croatian
(RSHKNJ and RSHK]), prepared however in Serbia, has this specific
ethnonym as a second meaning of expression musliman “Muslim”.

II.
The Period after 1990

The revolutionary socio-political changes of the first half of 90’s meant
among other things a change in national self-identification of Bosnian-
Herzegovinian Muslims - on the People’s Assembly of Bosniaks that took
place in Sarajevo in 1993 they decided to leave the name Musliman that was
widely spread during the reign of Yugoslav communists and come back to
the old name BoSnjak as a traditional and by its form natural ethnical name,
that would help them define themselves in the varied ethnic structure of
Bosnia and Herzegovina against there-living Serbs and Croats. This new
development can be seen in the defining dictionaries issued after 1990:

Skolski rje¢nik bosanskog jezika (SRBJ 1999):

Bosanac - Covjek iz Bosne (p. 125)

Bosnjak - pripadnik bo$njackog naroda; Musliman (etnicki), Musliman-
Bosnjak, Bosnjanin (hist.) (p. 126)

Bosnjanin - Bosnjak, Bosanac (p. 126)

bosanski musliman - Bosnjak, musliman (p. 125)

Rjecnik bosanskog jezika (RBJ 2007):

Bosanac - stanovnik Bosne (p. 46)

Bosnjak - pripadnik bosnjacke nacije (p. 47)

Bosnjanin - naziv za narod koji je Zivio u srednjovjekovnoj Bosni prije
dolaska Turaka (p. 47)

the so-called Novi Sad Agreement about Serbo-Croatian from 1954 (well-known Deklaracija o nazivu
i poloZaju hrvatskog knjiZevnog jezika [1967]) and culminating in the so-called Croatian Spring (1971) —
resigned to finish next volumes. Rje¢nik hrvatskosrpskoga knjiZzevnog jezika is therefore just a torso.
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Rjecnik hrvatskoga jezika (RHJ 2000):

Bosanac - etn. 1. ¢eljade koje je rodom iz Bosne; 2. osoba koja Zivi u Bosni
(p- 93)

Bosnjak - etn. 1. Covjek rodom iz Bosne; Bosanac; 2. stanovnik Bosne; 3.
pol. bosansko-hercegovacki musliman (p. 94)

.....

Bosanac - 1. razg. stanovnik Bosne; Bosnjanin 2. v. Bosnjak (p. 106)

Bosnjak - 1. stanovnik i gradanin Bosne kao nosilac uredenja Bosne
kao zemlje i drzave u razli¢itim politickim i kulturno-prosvjetnim
programima; Bosanac 2. pripadnik nacije kojoj je Bosna domovina
(Musliman) (p. 106)

Bosnjanin - arh. knjis. v. Bosanac (1) (p. 106)

musliman - 2. (Musliman) pov. neol. pripadnik muslimanske
nacionalnosti u BiH; Bosnjak (p. 789)

PeuHuk cpnckoza jesuka (RS] 2007):

BocaHaiy - 1. CTaHOBHMK BocHe; 4oBeK mmoperiiom 13 BocHe (p. 104)

Bollbak - a. MycomMMaH 13 BocHe; 6. MPUIIAMHMUK jY’KHOCTOBEHCKOT
HapoZa MCTaMCKe BepPOMCIIOBECTH, IIPeTesKHO HacesbeHor y BocHM (p.

105)

New dictionaries are in general in agreement over the definition
of inhabitant name Bosanac, only VRH]J is identifying it in the second
meaning with the first meaning of Bosnjak, that is understood here as
an inhabitant name (“inhabitant and citizen of Bosnia”). This meaning
is noted by RHJ as well (first and second meaning). RSJ understands this
name as either non-ethnical name for Bosnian Muslim (see also bosanski
musliman in SRBJ), or as an ethnonym. And this ethnonymic function is
noted by all the other dictionaries (SRBJ, RBJ, RHJ - third meaning® and
VRH] - second meaning). The expression BoSnjanin is not mentioned in
RSJ nor RHJ, according to VRH]J it contains an attribute of archaism and
tushery, is understood as a synonym to Bosanac (VRH]J), or to Bosnjak,
Bosanac (SRBJ). The authors of RBJ see it as historicism. Expression

64 However, without the mild language nuance recognized in RSJ.
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Musliman as a specific ethnonym lost political support relatively quickly
after dissolution of SFR Yugoslavia and creation of independent Bosnia
and Herzegovina and was relatively successfully replaced by ethnonym
Bosnjak. Therefore, it is understandable that practically all the current
post-Serbo-Croatian dictionaries are ignoring it — with exception of
Ani¢’s VRH] that defines it very similarly to older RSHK] and RSHKN], only
with attribute “historicism” and “neologism” (pov. neol.) and, moreover,
is accompanied by synonym Bosnhjak, currently in use.

From the recherche of post-Yugoslav dictionaries it is obvious that
revitalization of name Bosnjak and actualization of its meaning was noted
and accepted in all post-Serbo-Croatian languages, Bosanac is keeping its
function of inhabitant name. Both names thus have their own content
and they cannot be under any circumstances interchanged or seen as
synonyms.

III.
The Adjectives Bosnian, Bosniak

If we are dealing with names Bosanac and Bosnjak and their content, it
is suitable to mention in this place adjectives bosanski and bosnjacki, as
they are tightly connected with them (and with toponym Bosna) and it is
crucial to know in which context we can use the first one and in which
the second adjective. Let us have a look into dictionaries again:

BOSANSKI/BOCAHCKH “BOSNIAN”:

+ KOju ce ofHOCK Ha BocHy; Koju mpmnazia BocHM; Koju je IOpeKIoM 13
Bocue (RSHKNJ 1962: 73)

+ Koju ce ogHOocK Ha BocHy 1 BocaHue (RSHK] 1967: 253)

- koji se odnosi na Bosnu i Bosance (RHSK] 1967: 241)

+ koji se odnosi na Bosnu i Bosance (RHJ 2000: 93)

+ koji se odnosi na Bosnu (kao ime zemlje) i Bosance (VRHJ 2003: 106)

+ Koju ce ogHOCcK Ha BocHy 1 BocaHuie (RS] 2007: 104)

- koji se odnosi na Bosnu i Bosance (RBJ 2007: 46)
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BOSNJACKI/BOIIIELAYKHU “BOSNIAK”:

+ KOju ce ofHOCK Ha Bortbaka, BocHy (RSHKN]J 1962: 86)

+ Koju ce ofHOCH Ha Bormbake; 6ocaHcky (RSHK] 1967: 256)
- koji se odnosi na Bosnjake; bosanski (RHSK] 1967: 242)

- koji se odnosi na Bosnjake (RHJ 2000: 94)

- koji se odnosi na Bosnjake (VRHJ 2003: 106)

+ KOju ce ogHOCK Ha Bortbake (RS] 2007: 105)

- koji se odnosi na Bosnjake (RB] 2007: 47)

From the recherche of Yugoslav and post-Yugoslav dictionaries® it
is obvious that the agreement in the opinion on the meaning of both
adjectives is practically complete: expression bosanski is in general
explained as “connected to Bosnia and its inhabitants, that are originally
named Bosanci”, expression bosnjacki is explained as “connected to name
Bosnjak”. Slight difference is visible in lexicographic explanation before
1990 and after this year. Dictionaries of both Matrixes understand this
adjective explicitly as a synonymic to bosanski (what is not surprising if
we compare once more the back-then explanations of names Bosanac and
Bosnjak), while current dictionaries (Croatian, Bosnian and Serbian) do
not allow such explanation and their definitional unity is complete.

IV.
Partial Conclusion

The situation in post-Serbo-Croatian area is therefore relatively clear
- Bosanac is a name denotating any inhabitant of Bosnia (as well as
names Hercegovac, Dalmatinac, Slavonac, Vojvodanin etc. are denotating
inhabitants of Herzegovina, Dalmatia, Slavonia, Vojvodina etc.), it is
local or regional term. BoSnjak is a national name (ethnonym), a name of
nation which characteristic feature is Islamic religion (not at all times),
culture, traditions and in most cases Bosnia as a motherland as well
(this is of course not the case of Muslims of the same nationality from

65 The only dictionaries that are not noting any of the adjectives in question are RSSKJ and SRBJ.



DEMONYM AND ETHNONYM FOR BOSNIANS AND BOSNIAKS IN CZECH

Serbia or Montenegro). Adherents of this nation in the era of communist
Yugoslavia were labelled with unusual ethnonym Muslimani.

V.
Czech Language Reflection
on the Above Described Situation

If we need to express not completely simple, but in general relatively clear
terminological situation describing the socio-political reality of Bosnia
and Herzegovina in other languages we can experience various problems:

- language we are translating into does not have such expression in its
vocabulary at all;®¢

- language we are translating into does not need to have appropriate
equivalent expressions, considering slighter nuances in the original
language;*”

- language we are translating into has potentially equivalent expressions,
but those cannot be used due to various reasons.%

If we have a closer look at dictionaries of Czech language, we will
find out that Czech in general have the needed expressions to express
specific reality of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Dictionaries include proper
names Bosrian and Bosridk and adjectives bosensky and bosridcky. Their
description is as follows:

Slovnik jazyka ceského (SJC 1952 [1934-1937])
Bosna - zemé; bosridcky: ptid. k Bosnak, bosnak
Bosnak: obyvatel Bosny, roddk z ni

Bosnan: Bosiak (p. 98)

bosensky - pfid. k Bosna (p. 98)

66 In such cases an overtaking is in place - f.e. English Wales - Czech Wales, Croatian Wales; Croatian
Lika - Czech Lika, English Lika.

67 F.e. Russian pycckull vs. poccutickuti — Czech only rusky, English only Russian; Serbian CpéuH, cpncku
vs. Cp6ujaHay, cpbujaHcku — English as well Serb vs. Serbian, Czech only Srb, srbsky.

68 F.e. Serbian Cp6uja vs. Cpncka — English as well Serbia vs. Srpska, Czech Srbsko vs. ¢ (see previous
chapter).
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Pfirucni slovnik jazyka ceského (PSJC 2007-2008 [1935-1937])
Bosnan - obyvatel Bosny, Bosiiak

Bosnak - obyvatel Bosny, Bosiian

bosensky - adj. k Bosna

bosnacky - adj. lid. a arch. k Bosnak, bosensky

Slovnik spisovného jazyka ceského (SSJC 1989 [1960])
Bosna - (...) Bosiian; Bosniak v. t.; bosensky (p. 153)
Bosniak - ob. obyvatel Bosny; Bosiian; bosriacky (p. 154)
bosensky - v. Bosna (p. 153)

bosnacky - v. Bosnak (p. 153)

Slovnik spisovné cestiny pro Skolu a verejnost (SSC 2000 [1978])
Bosna, Bosna a Hercegovina st.; Bosnan, bosensky (p. 626)

The problem thus is not a lack of terms, but their explanations
what is caused mainly by obsoleteness of Czech dictionaries - only one
is issued after 1990 (SSC), but this lacks toponyms and ethnonyms as
an independent terms, where there would be more space for detailed
description of meaning, and it is needed to have a look at a special list of
geographical names, where there is only a very short information found,
without description. We will find out only that an inhabitant of Bosnia (or
the state of Bosnia and Herzegovina) is Bosiian and adjective connected
to this area is bosensky. Older dictionaries are naturally not in line with
current situation, Bostian and Bosridk are understood as synonyms, bosensky
is explained as “connected to Bosnia”, while bosridcky as “connected to
Bostidk” and essentially as synonymous to bosensky. We can conclude that
if a user of Czech wants to express current socio-political situation in
B&H terminologically correctly, dictionaries would not help him at all,
or even will provide inaccurate, incomplete and misleading information.
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VI.
Internal Political Reality of Bosnia and Herzegovina

The difficulty of internal political reality of Bosnia and Herzegovina
presented in its language (whatever is the name of it) does not help to
simply express oneself in other language. The state does not have any
official political name, only a geographical name Bosna i Hercegovina is
used.® Its two entities have the opposite problem.

VL1
Federacija Bosne i Hercegovine (“Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina”)

Federacija Bosne i Hercegovine is a formal name that - if we stick to language
form - can be explained as a federation of two lands (Bosnia and Herzegovina)™
or as an official name of state (federation of two entities created in fact
according to national key). None of the explanations is correct, the form of the
name is very misleading. Due to this immediately after its creation” journalists
and politicians were trying to specify its name, and thus were using non-
official, but more or less accurate descriptive names, most often muslimsko-
chorvatskd federace (Muslim-Croat Federation), bosensko-chorvatskd federace
(Bosnian-Croat{ian] Federation) and marginally even bosfidcko-chorvatskd
federace (Bosniak-Croat Federation). Problematic content of the first two
forms is however obvious (federation of Croats with some Muslims? federation
of Bosnia with Croatia?), while third variant was presenting reality much better
(however only if we expect the adjective bosridcky “Bosniak” to be interpreted
correctly, what is not possible without correct understanding of ethnonym
Bosridk “Bosniak”). In fact, it is a federation of ten autonomous cantons, and
can be also interpreted as a federation of Bosniaks and Croats living in B&H. As
this political unit has no history, there is no geographic name for it either. This
is why mostly the form Federacija BiH or just Federacija is used as a shortened
version of the official (political) name, if it is possible in the given context.

69 It is no exception in Europe, similarly without official (or formal) name is Ukraine, Romania,
Hungary, Montenegro, Georgia and Ireland.

70 As f.e. the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.

71 The Federation of B&H was established in March 1994 and was constituted by regions of B&H
controlled by Muslims (Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina) and Bosnian-Herzegovinian Croats
(Croatian Republic of Herzeg-Bosnia).
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Vi2
Republika Srpska (“Republic of Srpska”)

The second entity is officially called Peny6nuxa Cpncka.” Its problem was
(and to some degree still is) in the fact that its creators revitalized a long-
obsolete and archaic name for Serbia and included it into the name of
their “Serbia”, lying in Bosnia and Herzegovina. The name (choronym)
Srpska is in fact substantive, but citizens in Bosnian-Serbian environment
are still having difficulties to accept it, therefore next to this independent
usage of this choronym (f.e. in the name of air company Air Srpska
or website ReStart Srpska) there is still dominating usage of formal
(political) name. The second entity therefore has its geographical name,
but its independent usage is still not spread and accepted enough.

V13
Bosanski jezik (“Bosnian language”)

The most numerous nation in B&H were in Yugoslav times there-living
Muslims, that are since 1993 officially labelled as Bosnjaci. Language
they are speaking is however called bosanski, not bosnjacki, what could
be expected regarding ethnic key for naming languages in post-Yugoslav
area (“Serbs speak Serbian, Croats Croatian, Montenegrins Montenegrin,
therefore Bosniaks speak Bosniak”). Why is it like that is explained mainly
in declaration called Povelja o bosanskom jeziku from March 2002 (more
about it and the problem of naming language of Bosnian-Herzegovinian
Muslims see Krej¢i 2018a: 89-95 or 2018b: 30-35, about historical
connections of revitalization of term Bosnian language see Hladky 2005:
280-281). One of the main arguments is a link-up to long tradition of
this glottonym. Surely, official attitude of Croatian and Serbian linguists
does not help understanding of the whole situation, as these name the
language bosnjacki — with a reference to the above-mentioned ethnic key.

72 The Republic of Srpska was established in January 1992, back then as the Serbian Republic of Bosnia and
Herzegovina.
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VII.
Czech Language Reflection of Inner Political Reality of
Bosnia and Herzegovina

VIIL.1
Bosrian vs. Bostidk (“Bosnian vs. Bosniak”)

In order to name inhabitants of Bosnia or citizens of Bosnia and
Herzegovina without regard to nationality or religious adherence, the only
possible inhabitant name is the word Bosrian, that is equivalent to original
Bosanac. To name adherent of one of the three constitutive nations of
Bosnia and Herzegovina that is characterized by Islamic religion and/or
tradition and culture, the only possible ethnonym is the word Bosridk, that
is equivalent to original BoSnjak.

Vil.2
Bosensky vs. bosiidcky (“Bosnian vs. Bosniak”)

To express connection to Bosnia (but also to the state of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, if it is not crucial to explicitly state two-component adjective
bosensko-hercegovsky “Bosnian-Herzegovinian”) or to inhabitant name
Bostian, the only possible adjective is bosensky, that is equivalent of
original bosanski. To express connection to national name Bosridk, the only
possible adjective is bosridcky, that is equivalent of original bosnjacki. The
only exception for naming the language of Bosniaks (Bosnian language)
- the only possible equivalent of original bosanski jezik is bosensky jazyk.
Serbian nor Croatian preferred form bosnjacki jezik is not in this case
much relevant, Czech translation should reflect situation in the national
language in question, not situation in other national languages.

Vil.3
Federace Bosny a Hercegoviny (“Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina”)

Translation of name of the bigger of the two entities of B&H can in Czech
reflect the attitude in original language - i.e. Federace Bosny a Hercegoviny,
in short form Federace BaH, or just Federace, if it is clear from the context
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what administrative unit is in question (similarly as was in context of the
Second World War used in Czech discourse f.e. Protektordt “Protectorate
[Bohemia and Moravia]”). From the non-official descriptive names that
we have stated above, we prefer the form bosridcko-chorvatskd federace,
as it expresses the best what this subject really in ethnical and political
sense is.

VIL4
Republika srbskd (“Republic of Srpska”)

Translation of the name of the smaller of the entities of B&H is from
the point of level of equivalence the biggest problem - even though in
the Czech norm the translation Republika srbskd found bases and is used,
this by form anomalous name steams from the corrupted imagination
that original Srpska is an adjective.”? However, the question is how else
should we translate that name as Czech does not have any other exonym
for Serbian state than already taken Srbsko. There is a possibility of
using a non-inversion form Srbskd republika, but only in case if a body
called in Serbian Peny6nuka Cp6uja would be systematically translated as
Republika Srbsko. Then for the body called in Serbian Peny6nuka Cpncka
could be used form Srbskd republika. Another hypothetical possibility is
substantivizing of Czech adjective srbskd. There are many toponyms of
feminine case with adjective declination in Czech (f.e. Hana, Karvina,
Orlov4, Pland [nad LuZnici], Blatnd, Hlubokda [nad Vltavou], Tfemosna,
exonym Censtochova [in Polish originally Czestochowa] and others) and
this group can be extended by form Srbskd, that would function as an
equivalent to original Cpncka. However, we must accept now the fact
that geographical name Cpncka does not have an equivalent in Czech and
official name of Peny6nuka Cpncka is translated inversely and not fully in
line with practises of Czech as Republika srbskd.

73 See the previous chapter for more details.
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DEMONYMS IN CONTEMPORARY
CZECH AND BULGARIAN LANGUAGES

(REVIEW)

IIBeTaHKa ABPAMOBA: HMmeHa Ha xwumenu (nomina habitatorum)
8 CB8PeMeHHUSl HeWKU U Co8peMeHHUS 0B12apcKu e3uk. Codus: Ilapagurma;
Boxemus kiy6, 2013, 158 p., ISBN 978-954-326-198-7.

In the monograph written by ass. prof. Tsvetanka Avramova, a graduate of
Sofia Bohemistics and a prominent researcher in the field of comparative
Slavonic linguistics, the topic that she has been working on for many
years is elaborated. Her first book, Cnosoo6pasysamentu meHOeHyuu npu
colyjecmeumenHume UMeHa 6 6®/12apckusi U UellKusl e3UK 6 Kpast Ha XX eek
(“Word-formation Tendencies of Nouns in Bulgarian and Czech at the
End of the 20" Century”, Sofia 2003), proceeded from her dissertation
thesis and it deals with the dynamics of word-forming processes in
Czech and Bulgarian nouns. The continuation, or rather deepening of
this direction, is the reviewed monograph, which deals in detail with one
particular type of nouns, the so-called demonyms (nomina habitatorum,
Bulg. »cumencku umeHa). At the very beginning, the assigned task showed
several problematic elements, to which the author had to react in some
way with the chosen contrastive method, to deal them with them and to
incline to one of the existing opinions (especially in the first section Main
theoretical problems of research, p. 15-60, but it also deals with theoretical
questions in other sections).
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The first question raised is: are demonyms common nouns or proper
nouns? Situation: in the Bulgarian language they are written with a small
initial letter, which indicates their affiliation to common nouns; in Czech,
they are written with a capital letter, which in turn signals their belonging
to proper nouns.

The second question raised is: do masculine demonyms have a word -
forming meaning “a person X regardless of gender associated with the
place Y”, or “man X associated with place Y”, or within polysemy the
lexical units under observation (at least) both meanings apply?

The third question raised is closely related to the previous one: are
feminine demonyms derived directly from the name of the place inhabited
by women or it is a gender-marking form, which motivating expression
is relevant masculine demonym? And if the latter is true, we go back
to the second question. In terms of perception of feminine demonyms,
this question is quite essential (see e.g. p. 33), because in the first case
they would be demonyms from the perception of word-forming meaning
(mutational word-forming pattern: “person X is the person somehow
associated with the place Y” would apply), whereas it would not be true
in the second case (modificational word-forming pattern “person X is
feminine, i.e. gender-marking variant of person Y” would apply here)...

The fourth question raised is: what is the motivated relationship
between demonyms, name of a place and related adjectives? And this
includes the subquery: are all demonyms derived from names of the
places in sense of pattern “person X is inhabitant of place Y’ or that
apply only for some, whereas with others the motivational relationship,
resp. relation of foundation is reverse, i.e. “place X is the place where
inhabitants Y live?” And further - what is the ratio between word-forming
meaning given by general pattern “word X is derived from the word Y”,
preferred within given word-forming category and historical reality? In
other words - to what extent the word-forming theory reflects the real
process of naming a territory, which was influenced by the ethnic (tribal,
national, etc.) name of the people who inhabited such a territory, resp.
the actual process of naming the population that has been influenced by
the name of the territory in which they originate or are living in?

We will briefly present the content of the reviewed monograph
before returning to the questions raised. The second part Creation of
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demonyms in Czech and Bulgarian language (p. 61-98) primarily classifies
individual suffix formants that are involved in the creation of the given
names in both languages, primarily in terms of their productivity.
Especially in this section, the author discusses in detail the part of the
fourth raised question, which is perhaps the most problematic in terms of
the “demonyms are always derived from a name of a place” - it is about
nomina habitatorum with i.e. zero suffix type Cech, Bulhar, Ddn, Rus. The
third part The word-forming models of demonyms in Czech and Bulgarian
language (p. 99-105) deals with the relation between the structure of
word-forming base and the derivative suffix - the resulting models are
then classified according to whether they are common to both languages
or whether they are specific to Czech or Bulgarian. The fourth part The
dynamics of models of demonyms in Czech and Bulgarian language (p. 106-
119) is primarily concerned with the variation and/or competition of the
derivative means in observed word-forming category, where in addition
to the usual variation/competition represented by the existence of two
formants, there are exceptional examples with three such formants.
Except traditional chapters such as Introduction (p. 7-9) and Conclusion
(p. 120-125) and the aforementioned four core parts of the thesis, there
are chapters Subject, tasks and methods of research (p. 10-14), Summary in
Czech and English (p. 126-136), Index of the Czech demonyms included in the
research (p. 137-143) and of the Bulgarian demonyms (p. 144-149), List of
abbreviations (p. 150), Bibliography (p. 151-157) and at last Sources (p. 158).

Now we will try to interpret to what conclusions Ts. Avramova
comes up with theoretical-methodological questions formulated
in the introduction of the review. At the very beginning, it
should be noted that the author approached each question very
conscientiously, presenting various interpretations of the problem, which
she provided with her own critical commentary resonating often with
objections of other professional authorities that Avramova presents
in support of her claims. She relies not only on Bulgarian and Czech
linguistic works, but also, where possible, on Russian, Polish or Slovak
professional literature.

Ad 1: The author, based on a detailed examination, questions the
character of the demonyms as proper nouns (p. 21-22 as a conclusion
of the whole point 2.1). It is based on both the statements of Bulgarian
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linguists and the “approval” statements in several Czech grammars,
which at least admit the ambiguity of the classification of demonyms
among the proper nouns. Writing a large initial letter in Czech is rather
a matter of spelling convention (let us add that it prevails at least in the
Slavonic world).

Ad 2: The author, on the basis of careful excerpts from monolingual
dictionaries, analysis of word-forming studies and examination of
language practice, supports the view that feminine demonyms should
be presented in dictionaries as separate entries, since their lexical
meaning is much tighter than with the masculine demonyms (p. 25-
26). However, dictionary practice - both Czech and Bulgarian - is
inconsistent in this respect. Definitions from the handbooks or chapters
devoted to Czech word-formation say that masculine demonyms are
foundating/motivating for the respective feminine demonyms, however,
the ambiguity remains, according to the author, on how to understand
masculine demonyms - whether in a broader sense (“person, inhabitant
without a gender feature”) or in a more narrow sense (‘“masculine
person” - p. 31).7

The situation in the Bulgarian handbooks under the observation is
also not entirely clear. The author outlines on p. 34 the illogical word-
forming-semantic consequences that would occur, if we had understood
the masculine demonyms from the point of view of the natural gender as
marking and only then derived feminine forms from them *(“Prazanka
(= a female Prague citizen] is a female Prazan [= a male Prague citizen]”)
and logically seeks a solution to the whole issue in this custom. It follows
that masculine demonyms refers to 1) a person linked to a certain place
(in a broad sense), 2) a man linked to a certain place (in a broad sense)
(see p. 38).

74 Example given on p. 30 at demonym Netolican/Netolicdk and its 1nterpretat10n cited from
Dokulil’s Tvoreni slov v ¢estiné (“The Word-formation in Czech Language”, Dane$ - Dokulil - Kuchat
et al. 1967: 409) “obyvatel Netolic, ¢lovék (muz) pochazejici z Netolic” (the inhabitant of Netolice,
person [man] coming from Netolice), however, in our opinion, it is not possible to interpret it as
only a male person, as the author does on the page in question, but as “a) inhabitant regardless of
gender (e.g. Na ndmésti se shromdzdili skoro vsichni Netolicané = men and women), i.e. masculinum is
non-marked in terms of natural gender, or b) person with specification man coming from Netolice
(because in the context of where one comes from, a woman would not have the form of a male but
a female - e.g. Pochdzim z Netolic, ne z Bavorova, takZe jsem Netoli¢anka), i.e. masculine form is in this
case in terms of natural gender marking”.



DEMONYMS IN CONTEMPORARY CZECH AND BULGARIAN LANGUAGES

Ad 3: Thanks to the solution of the previous problem, the author
concludes in the third question raised that the proven existence of
a generic meaning in the masculine demonyms allows the perception of
the female forms of demonyms (but also rarely occurring forms in the
neuter gender such as Bulg. 6snzapue, uexue “a child of Bulgarian/Czech
origin” etc.) as being of gender-marking form from masculine forms,
and thus she does not have to deal with them in her work, as they are not
directly founded or motivated by names of the places (see p. 38).

Ad 4: Tsvetanka Avramova thoroughly analyses the information
from the Czech and Bulgarian specialized literature and once again
states that the handbooks, in terms of the foundation and motivation,
are not united. However, she concludes that a distinction needs to be
made between lexical meaning and diachronically viewed motivation and
word-forming meaning and synchronously viewed motivation, whilst
leaning towards the view that in terms of name of a place - demonym
perceive as a founding/motivating the name of a place and demonym
is always derived (founded, motivated). This also applies to demonyms
with the so-called zero suffix (Svéd, Rus, Cech, Kazach, Bulhar, Srb, Chorvat
etc.), which in accordance with V. Radeva and some Polish linguists the
author calls paradigmatic derivatives (p. 97). At the same time, she notes
that, unlike Czech, this type of demonyms is very rare in Bulgarian (e.g.
cnosak < Cnosaxusi or dex < Yexusi — p. 98). As far as the relative adjective
is concerned, this can be desubstantial both in relation to the place
(kub-dnsky < Kuba), and in relation to demonyms (kubdn-sky < Kubdnec)
(p. 48). The motivational role of this type of relative adjectives (ktetics)
for demonyms at least in some cases of the type Anglican < anglicky <
Anglie or Belgican < belgicky < Belgie Avramova questions and prefers the
immediate link demonyms < name of a place (p. 50).

Avramova’s book is very readable and gives a dynamic and fresh
impression precisely because the author is not hesitant to argue with the
established but not always fully supported claims, profoundly weighs the
various approaches and arguments and tries to reach some valid outcome.
Despite the commendable diligence, however, in the text we occasionally
come across claims that - in our opinion - are either controversial in
some respects, or perhaps inadequately thought-out. For example, the
form Brazilcan, labelled by author as occasional (p. 49) and excerpted by
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F. Sticha (2011) from the electronic corpus of Czech language, we would
see as peripheral expression adopted from Slovak (Slov. Brazilcan), more
than occasional viable Czech alternative to codified Brazilec. F. Sticha even
mentions this form in another work as equivalent to the codified one
(Sticha et al. 2013: 120). The author devotes quite a lot of space to the
suffix -[¢]an (within the solution of the question of motivation of names
Anglican, Belgican etc.) and in this context, in addition to the Brazilcan, she
also reflects about forms Lucemburcan and Lotrincan. At the expression
Lucemburcan, the author concludes that this demonym is derived from
name of a place Lucembursko with the suffix -[¢Jan, which corresponds
to the overall concept preferred by the author that demonyms are
always derived from name of a place. In principle, we can agree, but we
believe that the underlying name of a place is in fact Lucemburk (city),
not Lucembursko (state).” The author’s conclusion could be accepted, if
she simply relied on the preferred axiom of demonyms, which states
that the word-forming meaning of demonyms is “X /person/ lives in
or originates from Y /place/” and that thus demonym understood like
this is always motivated by name of a place (see in particular point
3.3.5 — p. 96). We can either agree or disagree, if we prefer a different
concept. Instead, the author tries to support her claim by finding that
Slovnik spisovné cestiny (“Dictionary of Standard Czech”, SSC 1994: 632)
at the entry Lucemburk does not contain demonym, while at the entry
Lucembursko it does (p. 49). However, this argument cannot be accepted,
since the SSC does not systematically mention demonyms in the list of
geographical names, whereas it does systematically state them in the
names of states or other administrative units. Czech forms demonyms
from the names of settlements type Rumburk, Nymburk, Hamburk,
Norimberk etc. by derivative formant -[¢Jan, where the consonant ¢ is the
result of phonetic alternation k/¢ (see also Sticha et al. 2013: 118). It can
therefore be assumed that the same model was applied in the diachronic
aspect at demonyms Lucemburcan ¢ name of a place Lucemburk, although
this demonym is nowadays mainly used in Czech as a name for an
inhabitant of the state and only to a much lesser extent as a name for

75 In the official languages of Luxembourg, in English and, after all, in Bulgarian, the name of the
state does not differ from that of its capital (Lux./Ger./Fr. Létzebuerg/Luxemburg/Luxembourg; Eng.
Luxembourg; Bulg. Jltokcembype).
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an inhabitant of the city. On the p. 50, there is cited opinion of F. Sticha
(2011: 246), that -¢- in Lucemburcan < Lucembursko could be understood
as an alternation of -k- in -sk- analogous to pairs like Marocan < Maroko
is, in our opinion, unjustified, because among other things, it does not
address the question of where and why the remaining suffix -s- would
be lost, and there is no analogy for this procedure in Czech (although the
author at p. 50 asserts the opposite, based on Sticha’s presented example
of Marocan etc.). Suffix -sk- normally alternates to -5t- (e.g. Ralsko
Ralstan, pozemsky - pozemstan). In Academic Grammar is Lucemburcan
listed in the demonyms category existing to the names of states ending
with -sko and having the suffix -an (together with AlZifan, Moldavan,
Rakusan, Tunisan - see Sticha et al. 2013: 120). Alternant -¢- is therefore
perceived as part of the word-forming base, without further explanation
of its origin. At Lotrinan < Lotrinsko can be historically assumed that
Czech -¢- is an alternative to the velar occlusive consonant that occurs in
the German and Latin forms of this choronym (Lothringen, Lotharingia),
both of which were certainly known to Czechs in the past. A shift g »>
k in German toponyms as a precursor to the final alternation k - ¢is not
uncommon for Czech - see exonym Tubinky < Tiibingen or even name the
castle Kysperk < Girsberc, Geiersberg, Gyrsbergh (Lutterer — Srdmek 2004:
148), Czech version of kseft from German Geschdft etc.

We would like to express a similar objection, as in the case of the
interpretation of the demonym Lucemburcan, on the interpretation of the
demonym Cech, which according to the author’s preferred direction of
foundation and motivation, should be derived from name of a place Cechy
(and today - with regard to the name of the modern Czech state - also
Cesko). In support of this claim, the author cites an etymological dictionary
by Holub and Kope¢ny (1952: 90), who argue that both demonym Cech
and the adjective cesky are not only word-forming but also historically
derived from name of a place Cechy (p. 94). In this case, we think that
Lutterer and Sramek (2004: 63-64), who see diachronic motivation in the

76 However, if we perceive the term pozemstan “earthling” in terms of synchronously understood
word-formation, when the demonym is always motivated by the appropriate name of a place, then
the motivating name of a place is undoubtedly Zemé “Earth” (not zemé “ground”), which implies

that pozemstan “inhabitant of the Earth” is derived in a prefixing-suffixing way by formants po- and

-[$t]an attached to the base -zem-... In addition, this term should be capitalized (such as Martan

“inhabitant of Mars” - see p. 12), as Ts. Avramova rightly points out on p. 21.
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opposite direction - name of a place Cechy is motivated by demonym Cech,
will be closer to the truth. Implicitly, Rejzek also advocate such opinion
(2001: 112). We perceive the somewhat questionable interpretations of
demonyms Cech and Lucemburcan as basically an unnecessary pressure in
an attempt to support or clarify the synchronously understood foundation
also historically (at least where it may be possible).

Of the few minor inaccuracies, we would just point out the presented
form Stiddnsko (p. 45), which, however, does not occur in Czech as a variant
to Stiddn (not even on a substandard level). Demonym AlZifan should be
perceived as a derivative from name of a place AlZirsko (state), not (or
hence secondary) AlZir (city) (p. 102). Demonym Arménec (< Arménie) (p.
95) is not a standard form (but we can hear it especially in the lay public”

- perhaps under the influence of others, Caucasus-bound demonyms

such as Gruzinec, Cecenec, AzerbdjdZdnec, Dagestdnec?) - codified form is
Armén (see also e.g. SSJC-11989: 52, SSC 2000: 625 or Sticha et al. 2013:
119). The lack of quantity in the demonym related Austrdlie (p. 93), in turn,
inspires the notion that the demonym Austrdlec cannot be considered as
sufficient - this term refers only to the marginal indigenous population
of the continent (see, for example, Small Illustrated Encyclopedia - A-Z
1999: 76), here, non-marked demonym is Australan. Finally, on p. 101 the
pair Cnoeakus > cnosak can be, apparently accidentally, found in the list
£4.1.1.2 (here by mistake), but also in v 4.1.1.3 (here correctly).

In conclusion, we would like to elaborate on the preferred
understanding of the relationship demonym ¢ name of a place in
terms of synchronously conceived word-formation, which should be
completely applicable, i.e. also for demonyms with zero suffix.’® This can
be unconditionally accepted, if we really understand demonyms only as
names marking “a person X who is a resident of Y or who comes from
Y” and if we totally leave out other meanings of the analysed ethnonyms
and historical reality, where it is relatively well provable. Indeed, the
author herself has already made clear in the opening chapters that
demonyms often function as ethnonyms (“national names”), but in her
monograph, they are analysed not as ethnonyms, but only in the meaning

77 Thus, this form is also admitted by Sticha et al. (2013: 120).

78 In this note, we are naturally interested in naming the inhabitants of states, territories, regions and
other larger geographical units, not settlements.
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of “inhabitant of the state called by a founding/motivating name; one who
lives in a state called by a founding/motivating name and/or is coming
from that state” (p. 12). In support of the demonym < name of a place
approach, she should add one more point - in order to be confident that
a zero suffixed demonyms signal a non-derived term, and thus that the
bearers of a particular ethnonym by their occurrence in a certain territory
only historically motivated its name, i.e. the derivation of name of a place,
such demonym would have to logically exist in given language. In some
cases, this is clearly true - regardless of current word-forming preferences
(Czech: Cech » Cechy/Cesko; Croatian: Hrvat - Hrvatska; Hungarian: magyar
- Magyarorszdg; German: Deutsche - Deutschland etc.), in other cases there
is demonym with the suffix -in, but that is not a derivative (e.g. Serbian:
Cp6uH - Cp6uja; Bulgarian: 6sneapuH - Beneapust). However it is important,
that when comparing a number of languages, we may not always find
a consensus on this aspect: e.g. Czech demonym Fin, we could understand
both the foundation and motivation for name of a place Finsko, similarly
in English Finn - Finland, but in the case of Serbian and Croatian, the
direction of motivation and foundation from the form of demonym is not
so obvious, because both demonym and name of a place contain suffixes:
demonym Finac, name of a place Finska. In Bulgarian, the direction of
the foundation is clearly the opposite: ¢puHnandey < QuHnandus. And it is
Bulgarian that corresponds to Finnish in this case - Finnish demonym
suomalainen is derived from name of a place Suomi. If we continue to
look after how it is with the name of Finland in terms of etymology, V.
Lisc¢ak says: “Today’s name in most European languages derives from the
Germanic Finland (“land of Finns”), which originates from the ethnonyms
Fenni (in Tacit) or Fenland (“land of swamps”, from fens “swamps, mud”).
Finnish Suomi is interpreted as “land of marshes and lakes” (from suo
“wetland”). The older Czech name was Cuchonsko (derived from Cudové =
Finns)” (LiS¢ak 2009: 245). Thus, even from this interpretation it is not
entirely clear what was earlier. Despite the obvious deficiency of trying to
push diachronic approach into synchronously conceived word-formation,
another question is, perhaps justified - what is the motivating and
founding expression for creating the names of states, territories, regions
and other administrative units? Or perhaps the nouns like Cesko/Yexus,
Bulharsko/Benzapusi, Madarsko/YHeapus, Turecko/Typyusi, Belgie/benzus,
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Kazachstdn/Kasaxcman etc. are not motivated and therefore not derived?
Probably not, as many of the demonyms still function as an ethnonym,
which historically demonstrably motivated the later naming of a territory
that the relevant ethnic group occupied (and its descendants often inhabit
today), which should somehow be reflected in synchronously understood
word-formation (e.g. word-forming chains Czech Kazach®"» - Kazachstdn
> Kazachstdnec®™ KazachP™; Bulhar®™ > Bulharsko - Bulhar®m; CechEtn >
Cechy/Cesko > CechPem/CechPem; BelgEthn > Belgie - Belgican®™; Serbian Srbintthn
- Srbija/Srpska - Srbijanac®™, SrbinPem/ —).79 After all, the tension between
the perception of demonyms as exclusively derived names and the role of
some of them in a different meaning as historically motivating the creation
of name of a place is the content of virtually the whole of point 3.3.

The minor deficiencies or uncertainties described above do not
in any way reduce the high quality of the monograph reviewed - it is
definitely worth reading, because it is written with erudition, boldly,
forcing to think and able to evoke a sincere interest in word-formation
as a linguistic discipline. Tsvetanka Avramova certainly deserves credit
for this.

79 Demonym Kazach and Kazachstdnec are variant/competitive forms in Czech today; name of a place
Cechy and Cesko are not variant because they have different lexical meaning (denote different
geographical unit); the Belgae were an ancient Celtic tribe; Srbija is Serbian name of the Serbian
state (Serbia), Srpska is Serbian name of Serbian administrative unit within Bosnia and Herzegovina;
whereas Srbin primarily means “member of the Serb nation”, Srbijanac is demonym related
exclusively to today’s Serbia (Serb. Srbija) and distinguishing between Serbs from Serbia and Serbs
from other regions.
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ZOONYMS AND PHYTONYMS?

OR THE FLUCTUATING TERMINOLOGY

IN BULGARIAN, SERBIAN AND CROATIAN
LINGUISTICS

(A QUESTION ABOUT THE CORRECT USAGE
OF LINGUISTIC TERMINOLOGY)

In the framework of the research in the field of phraseology, we often
encounter phrasemes that contain a zoological or botanical component.
In the titles of a number of phraseological studies or publications, we
find the word “zoonymical (phytonymical) component”. But is the use of
these terms somewhat inaccurate or even misleading? Here we try to find
the answer of this question.

I.
Examples from the Bulgarian Linguistics

The proper names, that we give to animals, are called zoonyms, the proper
names we give to plants are called phytonyms. Of course, more often we
give names - and in this way we individualize - animals (domesticated),
whereas we give individualizing names to plants very rarely.® But some
scientists consider the appellatives that we use to name a certain animal
or plant species (Czech/Croatian/Bulgarian: pes — pas — kyue, kiifi — konj —

80 The Czech scientific literature gives very little examples of this fact - it points out Semtinskd lipa,
which grew almost 300 years on a place where there were no other trees in an area called Cesky
raj (in 2000 it was destroyed by a strong storm), from the Bulgarian examples we can poin out
Batikywesama mypa — the oldest tree in Pirin Mountain, whose estimated age is 1300 years.
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KoH, lipa — lipa — nuna, riiZe — ruZa — po3a “dog, horse, linden, rose” etc.),
zoonyms respectively phytonyms. This view is also supported by the
authors of the three-volume edition BFsneapcka nexcuxkonozus u ppazeonozusi
(“Bulgarian Lexicology and Phraseology”), according to them names of
animals are zoonyms (300Humu) and names of plants are phytonyms
(¢pumoHumu) (Krumova-Tsvetkova et al. 2013: 440, 443). However,
it is clear from the context that they have in mind the lexical wealth
of the Bulgarian language related to flora and fauna, i.e. the sphere of
appellatives (ibid.: 440). We can also mention the Bulgarian phraseologist
Rayna Holandi, who in her monograph entitled 3ooHumHama ¢paszeonozus
6 aHenuiickus u 6wneapckus e3uk (“The Zoonymical Phraseology in English
and Bulgarian”, 2010) deals with the names of the animals, not their
own/proper names, without mentioning anywhere in the definition of
the term zoonym. In the bibliography of the monograph we find two
studies, the title of which contains this term,® and it is very likely that
these studies are concerned with the common name of animals and not
with actual zoonyms.

II.
Examples from the Croatian Linguistics

With similar thematic focus is the monograph of Croatian Ivana Vidovi¢
Bolt Zivotinjski svijet u hrvatskoj i poljskoj frazeologiji I. (“Animal World in
Croatian and Polish Phraseology 1.”, 2011). Unlike R. Holandi Vidovi¢ Bolt
refers to the term zoonym itself, saying: “We chose the term zoonym
because of its wider acceptance and stability not only in Croatian, but
also in other languages” (Vidovi¢ Bolt 2011: 11).* In a footnote, she
cites two Polish researchers in support of his claim, but in our view
not very convincing.®> Another Croatian monograph that contains the

81 The Russian authors R. Gazizova and N. Dmitrieva - “BTopmuHasi HOMMHALMs JMIQ IyTeM
MmeTadopM3aLyy 300HMMa (Ha MaTepymasie pyCCKOro 1 601rapcKoro si3bikos)” (Gazizova — Dmitrieva
1985: 27-35) and the Bulgarian E. Nedkova - “EKcrpecMBHO Ha3oBaBaHe Ha YOBEIIKM KauyecTBa
rocpefcTBOM (hpazeonorM3mu ¢ KOMIIOHEHTY 300HUMM B 6birapckust e3uk” (Nedkova 2006: 328-
336).

82 Orig.: “Odabran je termin zoonim zbog Sire prihvacenosti i ucestalosti ne samo u hrvatskom, nego
iu drugim jezicima”.

83 1. Vidovi¢ Bolt points the claim of A. Spagiriska-Pruszak (2005: 174), that “zoonym is a designation
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term “zoonym” in its title is Lingvokulturologija i zoonimska frazeologija
(“Linguoculturology and Zoonymical Phraseology”, 2017), whose author
is Branka BarCot, where she motivates similarly her choice of terms.%
Another Croatian researcher with the same opinion is Ana Vasung - in
the introduction to her study she points out: “The theme of this article
are the phrasemes with component dog and cat in Croatian and Bulgarian.
The phrasemes with zoonymical component, together with those with
somatic component, are the biggest group in the fond of phrasemes”
(Vasung 2009: 1).%5 The author considers it a terminological fact that the
names pas “dog” and macka “cat” are zoonyms, not finding it necessary
to discuss this fact.’¢ As perfectly naturally terminological names of
animals are considered as zoonyms also by Dubravka Sesar and Martina
Grcevi¢, who in their study on parts of the animal body as a component
of idioms, point out: “Of course, it is an idiom with a somatic component,
that belongs to the sphere of animals and we can find it in zoonymical
phraseology” (Sesar - Grcevi¢ 2014: 2),% and also by the Slovenian
phraseologist Erika KrziSnik in her research on Slovenian comparisons
with an animalistic component (Krzi$nik 2014). The term “zoonymical
component” is also used in the title of Slovak linguist Ema Kroslakova
(1997), although in the text itself she avoids its use and uses the descriptive
“zvieraci komponent” (i.e. animal component).

of the representative of all species” (“zoonim predstavlja naziv za predstavnika svake vrste”),
and also according to J. Szerszunowicz (2011: 14) lists various terms used for animal names, both
in Polish and in Italian or English scientific literature; in one case this is the term frazeologia
zoonimiczna (see Vidovi¢ Bolt 2011: 11). The unwarrented interpretation of onomastic terms, which,
unfortunately, is found in a large number of South Slavonic researchers, is vividly manifested in
Neda Pintari¢’s statement “the alegoremic toponyms include designations of towns, rivers, areas
and countries and demonyms derivated therefrom” (“[u] alegoremne toponime ubrajaju se nazivi
za gradove, rijeke, pokrajine i zemlje te_iz njih izvedena imena za stanovnike”, Pintari¢ 1997: 165
- the emphasis is mine), in which among the toponyms she includes the names of the inhabitants,
i.e. the subgroup of anthroponyms, or statement “the idiomatic proverb noga licka, a cipela becka (...)
contains an ethnonym (licki from Lika) and a toponym (becki from Bec¢) as adjective components”
(“[flrazeologizirana uzrecica noga licka, a cipela becka [kaz. Marina Trumic] ima etnonim [licki od

Lika] i toponim [becki od Be¢] u svojim pridjevnim sastavnicama [...]”, ibid.: 172 - the emphasis is
mine), where she considers adjectives as onyms.

8/ B. BarCot agrees with the onomastic definition of the term “zoonym”, but motivates her choice
by saying that it is a Croatian phraseological tradition that originated in a Russian pattern. For
alternatives to designating the animal component, she offers terms animalizam or to some extend
also zoosem (Barcot 2017: 69).

85 Orig.: “Tema ovog rada su frazemi sa sastavnicama pas i macka u hrvatskom i bugarskom jeziku.
Frazemi sa zoonimskom sastavnicom su uz somatizme najveca skupina u frazeoloskom fondu”.

86 Explicitly her position is supported by the cited study by M. Ljubi¢i¢ “O hrvatskim zoonimima:
konotativno znacenje i frazeologija” (Ljubi¢i¢ 1994: 245-252).

87 Orig.: “Rije¢ je, naravno, o somatizmu koji pripada Zivotinjskom (animalnom) svijetu i pojavljuje se
u zoonimnoj frazeologiji”.
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III.
Examples of Ambiguous Interpretation of the Terms

The opinion of the Serbian lexicologist Rajna Dragicevi¢ is ambiguous —
in her Jlexcuxkonozuja cpnckoe jesuka (“Lexicology of Serbian”) she points
out: “Onomastics deals with the names of people (anthroponyms),
designations of plants (phytonyms), designations of animals (zoonyms),
designations of places (toponyms) (...)” (Dragicevi¢ 2007: 23 - bold also
in the original).®® Everything testifies that the concepts ume “name” and
Hasue “designation” are used as synonyms (according to Simunovié
[2009: 74] the term Hasus according to tradition should only be used
for toponyms). She further referres to the author of a monograph: “She
compared the so-called onyms (hydronyms, phytonyms, zoonyms and
so on), that came from the synonymous adjectives, for example: mycm,
macma, de6eo, 2ycm” (ibid.: 23-24).8° Based on this, we can assume that
she unambiguously recognizes zoonyms and phytonyms as proper names.
Her reference to the publication of D. Simonovi¢ BomaHuuKu peuHUK UmeHa
6wvaka (“Botanical Dictionary of the Names of Plants”, 1959) (ibid.)
however, in relation to the work on the Serbian “phytonymia”, indicates
that this Serbian author also accepts the term phytonym at least very
broadly, i.e. for indicating the appellative names of the plant species.
Surprisingly incomplete, strict and not clear is the definition in
Enciklopedijski rjecnik lingvistickih naziva (“Encyclopedic Dictionary of
Linguistic Terms”) by the Croatian linguist Rikard Simeon - in the
dictionary article fitonim we see only a concise definition “ime biljke”
(name of plant) (Simeon 1969: 343), there is no dictionary article zoonim in
the dictionary at all. However, it is not clear whether the word ime Simeon
means proper name or a name in general (about that also Simunovi¢ 2009:
74).%° Equally unclear is the interpretation of Y. Ignatovich, who in his

88 Orig.: “OHOMACTMKa MpOy4YaBa VMMeHa JbyAM (QHTPONOHMMM), HasyBe Gybaka (pMUTOHMMM),
Has3yMBe KUBOTHIbA (300HMMM ), HazuBe mecTa (Tomouumu) (...)".

89 Orig.: “Ona je ymopehuBama T3B. ,0HMMe" (XMAPOHVMMe, (OUTOHMME, 300HMME WTH.) KOju Cy
HaCTa/M Off CMHOHMMHMX IIpKZIeBa, Kao IITO Cy: mycm, Macmat, debeo, 2ycm”.

90 For designation of proper names by terms of domestic origin in Czech there are two terms: vlastn{
jméno and vlastni ndzev, and the atribute vlastn{ is compulsory, because only jméno (but also ndzev)
not semantically transparent enough and the differences between nouns and appellatives are
determined precisely by the attribute vlastni, resp. obecné jméno. Similarly in Croatian is used the
designation ime and naziv, the first is used for designation of proper names of living creatures,
the second for abionyms; the term that includes the content of both words would be “proper name
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classification of the onyms in the definitions uses the term co6cmeeHHble
umeHa (“proper names” - for example phytonyms are “co6cTBeHHBIE
mMeHa pacteHmit” [proper names of plants] — Ignatovich 2012: 2), but
zoonyms are defined only as “vmeHa M KIMYKM >KMBOTHBIX” (names
and proper names of animals) (ibid.). In Bulgarian linguistics Nikolay
Kovachev (1982) and Tsanka Konstantinova (1996) found two areas of
use of the term zoonym (Séepanovi¢ 2002: 324).%

IV.
Defense of the Ambiguous Interpretation by S. Novokmet

A broader interpretation is presented by Slobodan Novokmet, who in
one of his studies dedicates an entire chapter to the definition of the
term zoonym (the chapter is entitled “The Term zoonym in Lexicology
Teaching and the Anthroponyms Motivated by Zoonyms”).”> Novokmet
based on the dictionary of foreign words by I. Klajn and M. Sipka (2007),
where the term 300Hum is defined as “a noun that denotes an animal”
(“mMeHMIIa Koja 03HAYaBa HEKY SKMBOTUELY’) and interprets the qualifier
nMHTB. as a belonging of the term to the linguistic sciences (Klajn - Sipka
2007: 479, quote as per Novokmet 2018: 108).93 As opposite view he cites

(onym, i.e. a word that is written with capital initial letter)” (“vlastito ime [onim, tj. rije¢ koja se pise
velikim pocetnim slovom]”, Simunovi¢ 2009: 74). The Slavonic Congress in Sofia (1962) set out to
create a modern Slavonic onomastic terminology. Mandatory publications containing onomastic
terminology are Zdkladni soustava a terminologie slovanské onomastiky (1973) and the proceeding
OCHOBeH cucmem U mepMUHO02Uja Ha closeHcKa oHomacmuka (1983) (“Basic System and Terminology
of Slavonic Onomastics”). Thanks to them, onomastic terminology is gradually being defined, which
means that the Serbo-Croatian word naziv is used in the meaning of appellatives, whereas the word
ime begins to be used in the sphere of propria (ibid., see also Pleskalova 2014: 11-12). Simunovi¢
emphasizes, however, that newer and more precise terms with a component -onim are used in
onomastic discourse, while traditional terms (vlastito ime, prezime, mjesno ime and so on) are used
more - but not exclusively — outside of specialized discourse (Simunovi¢ 2009: ibid.).

o1 From the statement of S¢epanovi¢ “Kovachev (...) points on two spheres of usage of the term
zoonym in Bulgarian: proper name of an animal and a name in general” (“Kopaues (1982: 207-
209) y 6yrapckom je3uKy 3a TepMMUH 300HUM KOHCTaTyje JIBlje CBepe Herose yrnoTpebe, Kao IMIHO
VIMe JKUBOTHEbE, M APYro, Kao OmITH Hasus”, S¢epanovi¢ 2002: 324). However, it is not entirely
clear whether the Serbian linguist is merely referring to the factual statement in Bulgarian, or his
agreement as a specialist with this duality. Considering the new edition of his monograph and the
data in it, we assume that Kovachev means the first option.

92 Orig.: “TepMMH 300HUM y HaCTaBY JIEKCUKOJIOTYj€ M aHTPONIOHMMM MOTMBMCAHM 300HMMMUMA” .

93 In the 2010 edition, the definition is the same (Klajn - Sipka 2010: 488), for a more complete idea, we
also specify the definition of terms 300HuUMUja — “JTMHTB. CKyI Ha3MBa 3@ JKUBOTUELE Y HEKOM je3UKY
wm gujanerty” (ibid.), ¢umonHum - “mme, HazMB 6UBKE”; pumoHuMUja - “HayKa O MMeHMMa
6upara” (ibid.: 1340). The review of Czech or Bulgarian dictionaries of foreign words gives us the
following results: the Czech Academic Dictionary of Foreign Words defines fytonymum as “vlastni
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M. Séepanovi¢ (1997), who according to him concerning the term zoonym
“includes in anthroponomastic categories” (Séepanovi¢ 1997: 68, quote as
per Novokmet 2018: ibid.);** but the citation of Novokmet is not precise,
Séepanovi¢ does not claim anything like this, it includes the zoonyms to
the so called atoponomastic categories (aToroHOMacTMUKe KaTeropuje —
see S¢epanovic 1997: 67-68), which is actually his author’s neologic term
- in this category he proposes to include sub-categories of the theonyms,
cosmonyms, non-anthropological bionyms, and chrematonyms (see
ibid.: 68). When we talk about the zoonym within the onomastic category,
it means only proper names given to animals, but according to Novokmet
“it is very often used also as a designation of animal species or a single
animal (f.e. dog, cat, horse, lion etc.). In fact the name belongs to the
onymic lexical level, whereas the designation belongs to the appellative
(common) nouns, that means to the level of common lexicon” (Novokmet
2018: 109).% He ends the rationale for this opinion with the statement (in
a comprehensive footnote) that it is not uncommon in Serbian linguistics
to use a term with two meanings (ibid.).

V.
Bulgarian, Serbian and Croatian Linguists who
Understand the Terms Only in an Onomastic Meaning

Against the looser interpretations above is the Zhivko Boya-
dzhiev’s definition: “3. The proper names of animals (pets, circus;
heroes in fairy tales or literature) belong to the sphere of zoonyms, for
example Sharo, Vihar, Baba Metsa, Belcho, Sivushka, Beliyat zab. 4. The sphere

jméno rostliny” (ASCS 2001: 252) and zoonymum analogically as “vlastni jméno zvitete” (ibid.:
823); the Dictionary of Foreign Words by L. Klimes does not have dictionary article for zoonymum,
fytonymum is defined as “vlastni jméno rostliny” with example Semtinskd lipa (Klime§ 1994: 211).
The Bulgarian Dictionary of Foreign Words does not contain dictionary entries 300HuM, 300HUMUS1
neither pumoHum, the term ¢pumoHumusi is defined as follows “1. [Isi1 0T €3MKO3HAHMETO, KOMTO Ce
3aH}MMaBa C Ha¥MEeHOBaHMSITA Ha pacTeHusITa. 2. CbBKYITHOCT OT MMeHaTa Ha pacTeHusita” (Milev
- Nikolov - Bratkov 2000: 803). Unlike Czech dictionaries of this type, this Bulgarian dictionary
offers only appellate lexicological perception, and like the quoted Serbian dictionary it is unclear
why it does not register the onomastic (the primary) meaning of the defined term - if we accept the
opposition lexicological vs. onomastic.

94 Orig.: ‘cMenITa y aHTPOIIOHOMACTUUKe KaTeropuje”.

95 Orig.: “cBe uemhe ce ymoTpe6/baBa M KaO HasMB >KMBOTMEbCKE BPCTE MM IOjefVHAYHOL
[pefcTaBHMKA BpCTe (HIP. ndc, MAukd, KOre, 1dé M CII.). 3allpaBo, MMe IpuIlafa OHMMCKOM
JIEKCMYKOM HMBOY, @ Ha3¥B alleJIaTMBHUM (33jeJHMUKMM) MMEHMIIAMa, Tj. HMBOY OIIIITe JIeKCHKe” .
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of phytonyms. Phytonyms are the names of unique specific plants, for
example Baykushevata mura (in Pirin Mountain), Stariya bryast, Vazoviya
dab” (Boyadzhiev 2007: 106).% Stanyo Georgiev in the dictionary article
OHoMacTHKa (“Onomastics”) in EHyukionedus Ha ce8peMeHHUs1 6B12apcKu
e3uk (“Encyclopedia of Contemporary Bulgarian”) focuses on several sub-
disciplines, including “zoonyms - proper names of animals” (‘‘300H1MMS
- 3a co6CTBEHM MMeHa Ha JKMBOTHU”, Georgiev 2000a: 281). Similarly
Varban Vatov defines zoonyms as ‘“proper names of domestic animals
- Dorcho, Belcho, Grivcho, Murdzho, Karaman etc.” (“co6cTBeHM MMeHa Ha
JOMaIlrHu >XUBOTHU (Jopuo, Benuo, [pusyo, Mypdxo, KapamaH u T.H.) -
M3y4aBaT ce OT Jejia 300HMMmMs”, Vatov 1998: 244 — bold in the original),
they are defined in the same way in the dictionary of Liliya Manolova in
her dictionary of linguistic terms (Manolova 1999: 69). This perception
of the term is also emphasized by Nikolay Kovachev (1987), according
to whom “the sphere of zoonyms contains and profoundly studies the
proper names of pets and domestic animals in private and in common
agricultural cooperations - the zoonyms” (Kovachev 1987: 184),%” and in
that spirit the whole chapter of Zoonyms - names of domestic animals
- sounds (ibid.: 184-190).%¢ The same applies to the zoonyms (as well as
the phytonyms) the author of the Introduction to Croatian onomastics
Petar Simunovié, which is clear from the whole chapter Zoonimija (imena
Zivotinja, zoonimi) (Simunovi¢ 2009: 323-332) and mainly from his
definitions of those terms, that he presents in his small dictionary of
Croatian onomastic terminology: “phytonym = proper name of plant:
Gupceva lipa, Drvo Zivota, Kastelanovi jablani” (ibid.: 76); “zoonym = proper
name of animal: Dorat (horse), Bilova (cow), Bimbo (dog) etc.” (ibid.: 79)
(bold in the original).*> Novokmet’s free interpretation is also categorically
rejected by Serbian onomast Mihailo Séepanovi¢, who critically notes
that “after two decades since the issuing of Basic System and Terminology

96 Orig.: “3. CbC CO6CTBEHMUTE MMeHA Ha JKMBOTHM (JOMAIIHM, [IMPKOBY; Tepoy Ha MPUKA3KM, Ha
6eNeTPUCTUUHY [TPOM3BeIeHMsI) ce 3aHMMaBa 300HMMMSITA, Harnpumep [lapo, Buxwsp, baba Meya,
Benuo, Cusywka, benusim 3%6. 4. OPUTOHUMUS. OPUTOHMMMUTE Ca MMEHA HA YHMUKAIHM PACTUTETHMU
pefcTaBUTeNH, Harp. Batikywesama mypa (B [upuH), Cmapus 6psicm, Bazosust 086" .

97 Orig.: “300HUMUsSIMA CBOYPA ¥ BCECTPAHHO NTPOYUBa COOGCTBEHNUTE MMeHa Ha JOMAUIHNUTE SKMBOTHM
B JIMYHUTE U OBIECTBEHNUTE CTOMAHCTBA — 300HUMUMeE” .

98 However, Kovachev does not mention phytonyms in his publication.

99 Orig.: “fitonim = vlastito ime biljke: Gupceva lipa, Drvo Zivota, Kastelanovi jablani” (ibid.: 76); “zoonim
= vlastito ime zivotinje: Dorat (konj), Bilova (krava), Bimbo (pas) itd.” (ibid.: 79).
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of Slavonic Onomastics (Vidoeski et al. 1983), works that deal with these
problems still do not manage the usage of the basic terminology distinction
zoonymyvs. appellative (nomenclature designation)” (Séepanovi¢ 2002: 322).1°
Equally critical to such manifestations of terminological hesitations is the
Bulgarian linguist Boryan Yanev - in his comparative study O6pazHume
CpasHeHUsi ¢ aHMpoNnoyeHMpuUeH Xapakmep 6 6wr2apckusi u aHenuiickus
e3ux (“Images Associated with Human Appearance. Bulgarian-English
Parallels”) he quotes the aforementioned publication by R. Holandi
and notes the observed terminological problem: “the usage of the term
“zoonymical” is not correct, because zoonyms are proper names of animals,
but not their designation” (Yanev 2013: 84).1

VI.
Czech Linguists who Accept the Terms Only
in an Onomastic Meaning

The Czech publications that we have looked at in terms of this issue
are unanimous - whether this is the system of onyms of F. Cermdk
(as examples of zoonyms he gives the names Rek, Sultdn [dogs], Micka
[cat], example for phytonym is Semtinskd lipa - see Cermak 2010: 277),
the including of the zoonyms and phytonyms with examples within the
classification of proper names in R. Sramek (1999: 165), the examples for
“jména zvifeci” (names of animals) in M. Cechova et al. (2011: 69) or the
dictionary articles in Novy encyklopedicky slovnik cestiny (“New Encyclopedic
Dictionary of Czech”) Zoonymum (M. Knappova), Fytonymum and Vlastni
jména — tFidén{ (both J. Pleskalovd). Pleskalova points out an interesting
note in her second mentioned dictionary article: “The terms zoonym,
phytonym are not properly used sometimes in linguistics for appellative
designation of an animal (byk “bull”) or plant (lipa “linden”)” (Pleskalova

100 Orig.: “HaroH 6e3Majo ABUje [elleHMje Of MoOjaBbMBarba OCHOBHOZ2 CUCMeMd U MmepMUHomozuje
cnoseHcke oHomacmuke (Bupoecky et al. 1983), pafoBy Koju Cy mocBeheHM OBOj MPOGIeMaTHIN
¥ Ja/be He IMO3HAjy OCHOBHY TEPMMHOJIOMIKY OMCTMHKIMJY 300HUM — anenamus (HOMeHKIamypHU
Hazuse)”.

101 Orig.: “M3M0I3BaHETO Ha TePMMHA ,300HMMEH' 0badye He e KOPEKTHO, TbJ KaTO 300HUMU ca
COOCTBEHMTE MMEHA Ha JKUBOTHUTE, a HE CaMUTe Ha3BaHMsI Ha SKUBOTHM .
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2017b, see also 2017a)."> We will finish our review of Czech linguists with
a glance at the dictionary of linguistic terms by E. Lotko. In it the author
explains the term fytonymum briefly as “proper name of plant” (“vlastni
jméno rostliny”, Lotko 2000: 40), the dictionary does not contain the
dictionary article zoonymum, but the term zooapelativum is specified as
“a noun that designates an animal; for example zooappellatives dog and
horse are often a basic component of Czech idioms” (ibid.: 127).13 Just
these terms (zooappellative, analogically phytoappellative) according
to our opinion they can answer the need to easily name the group of
appellatives meaning animals or plants.’ We consider the usage of the
terms zoonym, resp. phytonym in this meaning wrong as due to unwanted
ambiguity (one term cannot mean two opposing phenomena within one
category - regardless of the desire to theoretically justify this approach or
its direct application by a number of linguists - see the same argument
in Séepanovié¢ 2002: 322), but also because in that case we could mark
without a token of remorse also the lexem clovek/Covjek/uosexk “man” as
anthroponym, the lexem mésto/grad/zpad “town, city” as oikonym, the
lexem kopec/brdo/xenm “hill” as oronym and so on. In this case, these
special linguistic (onomastic) terms would de facto lose their meaning,
as this would eliminate the distinctive characteristic of an appellative and
an onym.

VII.
Conclusion

The argumentation of the proponents of the purely onomastic concept
of the above terms is, in our view, more precise from a scientific point
of view, we can summarize it in appeal “we do not have to give up the
international terminology, but just the opposite - we have to keep to

102 Orig.: “Terminy zoonymum, fytonymum jsou v jazykovédé nékdy nepatticné uzivany pro apelativni
pojmenovani zivocicha (byk) a rostliny (lipa)”.

103 Orig.: “podstatné jméno oznacujici zvite, napt. zooapelativa pes a kil jsou ¢astym zakladem Ceskych
frazeologism@”.

104 For example in the study of Eva Mrhacové Ceskd a polskd p¥islovi na bdzi zooapelativ (Mrhacova 2003)
or Snezana Popovi¢ and er]ana Stevanovi¢ in their article Srovndni Ceskych a srbskych zooapelativnich
frazémii (Popovi¢ - Stevanovié¢ 2006).
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the international terminology: -oHum (aHmpon-, mon-, an so on) for
different types of proper names, -oHumuja for the complex of these
onyms, -oHomacmuka for their study” (Vidoeski et al. 1983: 36, quote as
per Séepanovié 2002: 323).1% In addition, the term zoonym first appeared in
Russian onomastics™¢ exactly in order to be able to indicate proper names
especially of domestic animals (S¢epanovi¢ 2002: 324). The arguments
of the representatives of the broader view are either nonexistent or, in
our view, unconvincing (referring, for example, to tradition or to dual
perception), moreover, for the need for the usual designation of a wide
variety of plants and animals can serve, without any hindrance, the terms
phytoappellatives, resp. zooappellatives. The terminology dictionaries that
we included in our study also do not recommend the dual perception of
the terms (lexicological vs. onomastic) and do not even mention it.

105 Orig.: “He Tpeba OfCTYNATM OF MHTEpHAIMOHAIHE TepMMHONIOTHMje, Beh HOC/hefHO 3apsKaTh Ty
TEePMMHOJIOTH}Y: ~OHUM (aHMpon-, mon-, UTA.) 3a N0jeiXHaYHa BIACTMTA MMeHa, ~OHUMUJA 3a CKYII
TUX MMeHa, ~OHOMACMUKA 3a FbJX0Ba MCTPaKMBarba” .

106 According to Séepanovi¢ this term is used for the first time by P. T. Porotnikov (1972), when he
studied Ural zoonyms. He used this term for substitution of the older knuuka (Séepanovi¢ 2002: 324).
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The first chapter Brno University Production on South Slavonic or Balkan
Languages in the 21 Century (Overview No. 1) summarizes the linguistic
and language publications that concern South Slavonic languages and
that were published in the period 2000-2019 at the Masaryk University
in Brno, Czechia. We pay attention to four types of publications: 1.
multidisciplinary proceedings and handbooks with linguistic component,
2. linguistic proceedings and collective monographs, 3. linguistically
oriented monographs and study guides, 4. dictionaries. In this way, we
totally recorded 41 publications.

The second chapter Czech-South Slavonic Lexicographic Production
Between 1900 and 2019 (Overview No. 2) provides an overview of Czech-
South Slavonic and South Slavonic-Czech lexicographic production in
the 20™ and 21% century. The selected period is divided into three parts:
1900-1945, 1946-1990 and 1991 to present. Each stage yet had their
own characteristics and their preferences. Most dictionaries are related
to Serbo-Croatian (15), resp. Serbian (4) and Croatian (17), in total 36,
with Bulgarian it is 22, with Slovenian 10, with Macedonian 4 and with
Bulgarian, Serbian and Croatian altogether 1.

The third chapter New Czech-Bulgarian, Czech-Serbian and
Czech-Macedonian Dictionaries in Context of the Czech-South
Slavonic Lexicography after 1990 (Review & Analysis) focuses on three
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fundamental Czech-South Slavonic dictionaries issued in the first decade
of the new century - two-volumes Czech-Serbian (2001), two-volumes
Czech-Bulgarian (2002) and Czech-Macedonian (2006). The second
part of the chapter presents an analysis of eight selected Czech-South
Slavonic dictionaries (3x Czech-Serbian, 2x Czech-Croatian and 1x
Czech-Bulgarian, Czech-Macedonian and Czech-Slovenian) conducted
by selecting 38 Czech words and evaluation of their processing.

The fourth chapter Choronyms for Belarus, Moldova, Ireland and
the Netherlands in Bulgarian (Problems of Geographical Terminology
and Translation, Part 1) concentrates on the problem of doublet forms in
contemporary Bulgarian geographical terminology of four states’ names.
In case of Belarus and Moldova, it came to substitution of the older,
traditional name (Benopycus, Mondasusi). In the first case — by completely
new name (Benapyc), in the second - by a name used in the past, but
with a different meaning (Mondosa). In the case of Ireland, an attempt
was made to emphasize the difference between the island (MpnaHdus)
and the state on this island (Eiipe). The aim was to express the relationship
HpnaHdus = Eiipe + CesepHa MpnaHdusi. Maybe because of the unfamiliarity
of the Irish name of Ireland it did not happen and so the name from English
is used primarily also for the state. At the Netherlands we see usage of
the name of a state unit (Xonandus) for the whole state (Hudepnardus). In
this case it is an obvious inaccuracy, which is not so serious. It appears
only in the spoken language and in written texts not of major importance.
In specialized language publications and encyclopedias, the Dutch state
almost everywhere appears with the correct name.

The geographical name of nowadays state of Croatia has three
variants in Bulgarian usus: Xepsamus, Xspeamcko and Xepsamcka. How
is it possible that one state has three names in one language? And what
place each of them takes in the system of Bulgarian toponyms? The
answers are in the fifth chapter Choronyms for Croatia in Bulgarian
(Problems of Geographical Terminology and Translation, Part 2). The
first two toponyms are with Bulgarian origin, the third one is new and
with Croatian origin. Allthough Bulgarian does not need the third variant,
the name Xwpsamcka still exists in this language, because it is often used
by Bulgarian mass media for example. There is no reason for this, it is
just a journalistic stereotype. The first of them will be the only one to
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be used, because it is not in conflict with the Bulgarian word-formation
model for geographical names of European states.

The following three chapters are thematically connected with the
problems of semantic differentiation between the term that designates the
whole Czech state (Cesko, in English: Czechia) and the term that designates
only the central Czech historical territory (Cechy, in English: Bohemia).
The sixth chapter Choronyms for Czechia and Bohemia in Slavonic
and Selected non-Slavonic Languages (Problems of Geographical
Terminology and Translation, Part 3) presents both the past of these two
geographical terms and the difference between them from contemporary
point of view mainly in Slavonic languages. The Germanic and Romance
languages use for making the difference between “Cesko” and “Cechy”
the existing semantic opposition of B-variant (historical territory,
Bohemia) and Cz-variant (country, Czechia), in Slavonic languages this
opposition is less used, mainly in Eastern Slavonic languages and in
Bulgarian. The primary meaning of Cz-variant on the whole Slavonic
territory today is surely “a country”.

The seventh chapter Choronyms for Czechia and Bohemia in
Bulgarian (Problems of Geographical Terminology and Translation,
Part 4) were focused also on the problem with naming Bohemia, which lies
in the fact that the name of the state (Yexus) is often used in synecdoche
way for the lower unit that is just its part (Boxemus). That might not
officially be incorrect, but due to homonymy with more important
name of the state this effect quite often unnecessarily complicates its
understandability. For a common communication it is not such a major
fault - people rarely talk about lower units of foreign states, so it is evident
that speaker has almost every time a state in mind. In scholar area things
are different, though - geographical, historical, sociological, linguistic,
political-science and other texts often working with geographical names
require factual accuracy. When analysing Czech realia it is inevitable to
clearly distinguish between concepts Cechy “Bohemia” and Cesko “Czechia”
using expressions Boxemust and Yexusi, if they want to evade 1. undesirable
homonymy, 2. formal name Yewka peny6nuka “the Czech Republic”, that
is unsystematic and for similar texts stylistically and factually inaccurate
and unusable in the past (administrative-political unit named “the Czech
Republic” was not exist before 1990), or 3. expression uewxkume 3emu “the
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Czech lands”, that degrades the Czech state to the level of no-name body
of marginal provinces.

In the eighth chapter Choronyms for Czechia and Bohemia in Serbian
& Choronyms for Serbia and Srpska in Czech (Problems of Geographical
Terminology and Translation, Part 5) we analyzed the above mentioned
semantic, terminology and translatology problems in Serbian. In Serbian

- unlike Bulgarian - the B-variant is not common for designation of
central historical Czech land. That is why it is necessary to look for
other functional decisions. The second part of the chapter is dedicated
to a similar problem that is connected with two Serbian choronyms
designating Serbian area — Cp6uja “Serbia” and Cpncka “Srpska”. In the
first half of the 90-ies of past century in Serbian appeared the name Srpska
which till this period was not used in everyday communication. We can
say that this word came into active usage as response of the wish of the
Bosnian Serbs, most often as a part of the political name Republika Srpska

“Republic of Srpska”. Due to home and foreign media the new name very
quickly came into usage in the European and world society. The question
that came up immediately was the problem of its translation, because we
can not expect that other languages dispose of two or more possibilities to
name the state of Serbs. In this chapter we described three possibilities of
finding out the Czech equivalent of the Serbian choronym. First, the word
formational principles typical for the Czech language (Srbsko, Srbie/Serbie,
Srby), second, taking the original word and its grammatical, eventually
morfonological adaptation (*Srpska, *Srbska, *Srbskd), third, the usage of
the name Srbsko “Serbia” in word combination with specifying attribute
(*Zdpadni Srbsko, *Bosenské Srbsko, *Nové Srbsko “Western Serbia, Bosnian
Serbia, New Serbia” etc.). In our opinion, the most probabal option for
development in future is the second possibility.

The nineth chapter Demonym and Ethnonym for Bosnians and
Bosniaks in Czech (Problems of Terminology and Translation) deals with
the older and current meanings of Bosnian (or Serbo-Croatian commonly)
onyms expressing the basic socio-political facts of contemporary Bosnia
and Herzegovina (Bosanac, Bosnjak, Musliman, Srpska), the meanings of
adjectives bosanski and bosnjacki and their translation equivalents in Czech.
It concludes that, despite the data in older Czech dictionaries, Czech
equivalents Bosiian “Bosnian” and Bosridk ‘“Bosniak” cannot currently
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be understood as synonyms, and the same is true of adjectives bosensky

“Bosnian” and bosridcky “Bosniak”, Czech equivalents of the respective
Bosnian (Serbo-Croatian) adjectives. The use of terms related to the
difficult socio-political situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina in foreign
languages needs to be very cautious.

The tenth chapter Demonyms in Contemporary Czech and Bulgarian
Languages (Review) is a review of Tsvetanka Avramova’s monograph
about nominahabitatorum in Czech and Bulgarian. The autor asks four basic
questions. The first question raised is: are demonyms common nouns or
proper nouns? Situation: in the Bulgarian language they are written with
a small initial letter, which indicates their affiliation to common nouns;
in Czech, they are written with a capital letter, which in turn signals their
belonging to proper nouns. The second question raised is: do masculine
demonyms have a word-forming meaning “a person X regardless of
gender associated with the place Y”, or “man X associated with place
Y”, or within polysemy the lexical units under observation (at least) both
meanings apply? The third question raised is closely related to the previous
one: are feminine demonyms derived directly from the name of the place
inhabited by women or it is a gender-marking form, which motivating
expression is relevant masculine demonym? And if the latter is true,
we go back to the second question. In terms of perception of feminine
demonyms, this question is quite essential, because in the first case they
would be demonyms from the perception of word-forming meaning
(mutational word-forming pattern: “person X is the person somehow
associated with the place Y” would apply), whereas it would not be true
in the second case (modificational word-forming pattern “person X is
feminine, i.e. gender-marking variant of person Y” would apply here).
The fourth question raised is: what is the motivated relationship between
demonyms, name of a place and related adjectives? And this includes
the subquery: are all demonyms derived from names of the places in
sense of pattern “person X is inhabitant of place Y” or that apply only for
some, whereas with others the motivational relationship, resp. relation of
foundation is reverse, i.e. “place X is the place where inhabitants Y live?”
And further - what is the ratio between word-forming meaning given by
general pattern “word X is derived from the word Y”, preferred within
given word-forming category and historical reality? In other words -
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to what extent the word-forming theory reflects the real process of
naming a territory, which was influenced by the ethnic (tribal, national,
etc.) name of the people who inhabited such a territory, resp. the actual
process of naming the population that has been influenced by the name
of the territory in which they originate or are living in?

The last chapter Zoonyms and Phytonyms? or The Fluctuating
Terminology in Bulgarian, Serbian and Croatian Linguistics (A Question
About the Correct Usage of Linguistic Terminology) was inspired by the
research in the field of phraseology and idiomatics. We often encounter
phrasemes that contain a zoological or botanical component. In the titles
of a number of phraseological studies or publications, we find the word

“zoonymical (phytonymical) component”, but their authors very often
have on mind appellative component, not onymic. However, is the use of
these terms somewhat inaccurate or even misleading? In the chapter we
show different points of view of Croatian, Serbian, Bulgarian, Czech and
other linguists and we incline to the opinion that does not recommend
the mixing of the onymic and appellative function of the observed terms.
Just these terms (zooappellative, analogically phytoappellative) according
to our opinion they can answer the need to easily name the group of
appellatives meaning animals or plants. We consider the usage of the
terms zoonym, resp. phytonym in this meaning wrong as due to unwanted
ambiguity (one term cannot mean two opposing phenomena within one
category — regardless of the desire to theoretically justify this approach or
its direct application by a number of linguists), but also because in that
case we could mark without a token of remorse also the lexem clovek/
/Covjek/uoeex “man” as anthroponym, the lexem mésto/grad/zpad “town,
city” as oikonym, the lexem kopec/brdo/xenm “hill” as oronym and so on.
In this case, these special linguistic (onomastic) terms would de facto lose
their meaning, as this would eliminate the distinctive characteristic of an
appellative and an onym.
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