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VERBAL-SUBSTANTIVAL HOMOGRAPHY
IN RUSSIAN

JERZY KALISZAN

In reference to the Russian language, homography, as a relationship of words with
the same spelling but different pronunciation caused by different word stress, may
be observed as an intracategorial or as an intercategorial one. The former reveals
itself in correlations of words of the same part of speech, e.g. samox ‘castle’ —
samox ‘lock’, noeu (nom. and acc. pl. of Hora) — noeu (gen. sg. of Hora), whereas
the latter embraces correlations of words belonging to different parts of speech,
e.g. nponacmo (noun) — nponacmo (verb), moro (verb) — moro (pron.).

Intracategorial homography in Russian was an object of my investigation in
a number of articles.' In this work, I intend to dwell upon the question of Russian
intercategorial homography. In a short article like this there is not enough space to
analyse all the aspects of this kind of homography, therefore one must confine
oneself to a characteristic of one of its manifestations, namely of verbal-
substantival homography. Below, on the basis of the vast and complete analytical
material extracted from many contemporary Russian dictionaries of various sorts”,
the individual types of verbal-substantival homography are described.
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According to my observations, the above-mentioned segment of interca-
tegorial homography is represented by at least five main types of relationships
between inflectional forms of verbs and nouns. These types will be characterized
here in order of their decreasing productivity.

1. Relationship between singular imperative form
and case form

This type of relationship is the most representative among other relationships of
verbal-substantival homography and, according to my estimates, includes more
than 700 homographic correlations. It is important to say that one particular
imperative form can correlate here either with only one case form or, to a greater
extent, with two or more case forms, becoming their two-time or multiple
homograph.

The first situation may be demonstrated by such pairs of forms like coryow
(romybuts) — 201y06b (nom. sg.), muimaps (MBITAPUTH) — MblMapsb (nom. sg.),
crecapwy (Caecaputh) — crecaps (nom. sg.), doaeu (10nuTh) — dozeti (instr. sg. of
ToJIst), nopoti (TIopbITh) — nopoii (instr. sg. of mopa), cocmu (TOCTUTE) — eocmu
(nom. pl. of rocts), okyru (okyHyTB) — 0kyHu (nom. pl. of okyHb), yepmu
(aeptuth) — uepmu (nom. pl. of uépr), bonei (6onets) — boaeu (gen. pl. of
003115), yeneu (1enets) — yeneti (gen. pl. of mens).

The second situation may be mainly observed in such homographic corre-
lations like 26030u (rBo3muTH) — 26030u (nom. and acc. pl. of rBo3ab), 3ab6ecu
(3abexath) — 3abecu (nom. and acc. pl. of 3a6er), 6ypu (Oyputh) — Oypu (gen.
sg., nom. and acc. pl. of Oyps), oyum (mymuTs) — dywu (nom. and acc. of gym),
nposoaoxu (MIPOBOJIOYL) — nposoroku (gen. sg., nom. and acc. pl. of mpoBosioka)
etc. The largest number of homographic pairs is supplied here by the relationship
between particular imperative forms and forms of the 3™ declension nouns,
where we can see three, four or even five series of homographs, cf.: xopu
(xoputh) — kopu (gen., dat., prep. sg. of Kopsb), Mo100U (MOJOIUTE) — MOAOOU
(gen., dat., prep. sg. of Mmonons), mamepu (Mateputh) — mamepu (gen., dat., prep.
sg. and nom. pl. of mats), epanu (rpanuth) — epanu (gen., dat., prep. sg. and
nom., acc. pl. of rpans) and so on. As we can see, all the homographic corre-
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lations given above are consistently formed by verbal and noun forms having
homonymic inflection ending -u. Other cases, where more than one declension
form homographically coincides with an imperative form, i.e. where any two
homographic forms do not use the homonymic inflection ending -u, are rela-
tively rare, cf. naceins (Hacwinath) — Hacvins, (nom. and acc. sg.), npucmans
(mpuctate) — npucmans (nom. and acc. sg.), u3mMopo3vb (UI3MOPO3HUTH) — U3MO-
po3b (nom. and acc. sg.), ciyuai (cny4ath) — caywat (nom. and acc. sg.), dypreii
(mypHeTs) — Oypneti (gen.and acc. pl. of nypens), yzeii (ynutb) — yreti (nom. and
acc. sg.) and the like.

2. Relationship between first person singular form
and case form

This relationship realizes itself in correlations of the 1% person singular form and 1.
dative form of masculine nouns, 2. dative form of neuter nouns, 3. accusative form
of feminine nouns, e.g. 6e2y (6exatp) — Oecy (dat. sg. of 6er), oomary (0OMaHyTh) —
obmany (dat. sg. of oOmaHn), nrauy (atuts) — naayy (dat. sg. of mwiav), npocmoro
(mpocTosiTh) — npocmoro (dat. sg. of mpocroii), cryuaro (cimydarts) — cayuaio (dat. sg.
of cmyuait); copro (ropets) — copro (dat. sg. of rope), 61r0dy (Omoctu) — Or00y (dat.
sg. of Omro0), Mopro (MopuTh) — mopro (dat. sg. of Mope), norro (MONOTE) — noOIO
(dat. sg. of mone); 1osr0 (TOBUTH) — 1067110 (acc. sg. of JTOBIs), cmysrcy (CTYIUTH) —
cmyarcy (acc. sg. of cTyxa), edy (exath) — edy (acc. sg. of ena), comxy (coTkaTh) —
comky (acc. sg. of cotka). In my base material, this type of homographic relationship
is represented by almost 200 pairs of homographs.

In isolated situations, the 1% person singular form can enter into con-
figurations with the case forms other than those mentioned above, for example,
with the instrumental form: gowwro (BimtTh) — owwio (instr. of Bomb), convio
(ciuth) — convio (instr. of coib), noporo (NopwITh) — noporto (instr. of mopa); with
the second prepositional case form: war (uaste) — (8) uare (waii); or simul-
taneously with two homonymic case forms, the dative and partitive genitive
ones: mosKy (Tonoun) — monxy (dat. and part. gen. of Tonk), opy (opaTb) — opy
(dat. and part. gen. of op ‘shout, hubbub”’).

3. Relationship between past tense singular form
and case form

I mean here, for example, such correlations as rauan (HayaTe) — Hauan (gen. pl.
of Hauano), uzeepe (M3BepPrHyTH) — U38epe (nom. sg.), Hauaia (HAYATh) — HaUaIA
(gen. sg., nom. and acc. pl. of Hauano), xpsiia (KpeITh) — Kpsira (gen. sg. of
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KpBLIO0), Hayano (Ha4aTh) — Hauaro (nom. and acc. sg.), ceno (CecTb) — ceio
(nom. and acc. sg.). According to my estimates, in present-day Russian there are
at least 140 homographic pairs of this type.

A structural core of the homography discussed here constitutes the pairs with
masculine or feminine verbal component, because masculine and feminine ver-
bal forms, unlike neuter forms being able to correlate only with neuter nouns,
can form correlations with the nouns of all three genders, cf. on the one hand,
mepuno (Meputh) — mepuno (nom. and acc. sg.), kpwio (KpbITh) — Kpblao (nom.
and acc. sg.) and, on the other hand, mepur (meputs) — mepun (gen. pl. of
MepuII0), nepenen (iepeners) — nepenen ‘quail’ (nom. sg.), npocex (poceun) —
npocex (gen. pl. of mpoceka) or mepuna (MepuTh) — mepuna (gen. sg., nom. and
acc. pl. of mepmio), mera (mectn) — mena (gen. sg. of men), cuna (KUTb) —
arcuna ‘vein’ (nom. sg.).

One must notice at this point that grammatical gender, both of verbs and
nouns, unequivocally determines the formal grammatical character of an interac-
tion of verbal and substantival components of homographic dyads. Thus, ne-
glecting some details, one may conclude that, for example, verbal masculine
forms regularly correlate with genetive and accusative singular forms of mascu-
line unanimate nouns (3amep — 3amep, nocox — nocox), or with genitive forms of
masculine and neuter nouns (npocex — npocex, Hagoi0Kk — Hasook and conen —
conein, yepnan — yepnan); the feminine verbal forms there occur as regular hom-
ographic partners to a genitive singular form of masculine nouns (memuna —
Memuia, pachuia — pacnuia), to a genitive singular form or (if the grammatical
number paradigm is full) genitive and accusative forms of neuter nouns (nexia —
nexna, 3abpana — 3aopana); the neuter verbal forms always occur as homographs
to the nominative and accusative singular forms of nouns (nyeazo — nyzano, ceno
— ceno, npasuiio — npasuio), ete.

4. Relationship between infinitive form
and case form

This relationship realizes itself in correlations of infinitive forms with the forms
of 3 declension nouns, cf. nooams — nedams (nom. and acc. sg.), nponacmo —
nponacms (nom. and acc. sg.), ceor0oub — ceonous (nom. and acc. sg.). A hom-
ographization of an infinitive form with noun forms actualizes itself here in ac-
cordance with the following principles. If the infinitive ends with -ms or -us
(like in the examples above), then it has as homographic partners the nominative
and accusative singular forms. If, however, the infinitive ends with -mu, then it
homographically correlates with the genitive, dative and prepositional case
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forms of singular and, in addition (when a noun has full grammatical number
paradigm), with the nominative and accusative case forms of plural, cf. mecmu —
mecmu (gen., dat., prep. sg. and nom., acc. pl.), eecmu — éecmu (gen., dat., prep.
sg. and nom., acc. pl.). In contemporary Russian, the homography illustrated
above is represented by about 70 word pairs.

5. Relationship between past tense plural form
and case form

This type of homography is manifested, for example, in such correlations as
eépaau (Bpatb) — apaau (nom. pl. of Bpans), kamanu (katath) — kamanu (nom. pl.
of xaranp), yeeru (1BecTH) — yseau (gen., dat. prep. sing. and nom., acc. pl. of
usenb ‘mould, mildew’), sapociu (3apactu) — 3apocau (gen., dat., prep. sg. and
nom., acc. pl. of 3apocins), ommenu (otMectn) — ommenu (gen., dat., prep. sing.
and. nom., acc. pl. of ermens). The total number of homographic pairs like
the ones shown above is relatively small and, according to my data, does not
exceed 40.

Apart from homographs of the five types characterized above, some individ-
ual, less typical cases of verbal-substantival homography, have been registered.
They number no more than 30. Among them there are homographic dyads in
which some noun forms correlate with (1) the 3" person singular form:
Ounamum (nom. and acc. sg.) — ounamum (Ounamums), npumem (gen. pl. of
npumema) — npumem (npunams); (2) the 2™ person plural form: doromume
(prep. sg. of doromum) — oonomume (donomums), npumeme (dat. and prep. of
npumema) — npumeme (npunamv); (3) the 3™ person plural form: sunym (gen.
pl. of muryma) — murym (munyms), yvicanam (gen. and acc. pl. of ysieanénor) —
yvieanam (yvreanums); (4) the 1% person plural form: cryuaem (instr. sg. of
cayuait) — cayuaem (caywams); (5) the command (imperative) plural form:
xanume (dat. and prep. of karuma ‘moneybag’) — karume (karumy).

& %k %

As has been demonstrated above, the Russian verbal-substantival homography
constitutes an exceptionally diverse phenomenon which, in addition, is charac-
terized by extraordinary widespreadness. According to my calculations, the
number of verbal-substantival homographs is currently not less than 1,200. It is,
however, necessary to say that the present analysis does not exhaust all possibili-
ties of Russian verbal-substantival homography. Apart from cases illustrated and
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described here, there occur about 200 homographic pairs like ceuma (‘entou-
rage’) — ceuma (short fem. form of ceumwiir), donoman (‘dolman, military uni-
form”) — donoman (short masc. form of doromannwiir) or Oyps (‘storm, tempest’)
— oypa (adverbial participle of 6yputs ‘to drill’), yxenos (gen. pl. of ykoa ‘injec-
tion’) — ykonos (adverbial participle of yxoroems ‘to prick’), in which the nouns
correlate with the verbal attributive forms. This segment of Russian homography
deserves separate attention and thorough investigation.



