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204 RECENZE A ZPRAVY

jej povazuji za spravny a plodny: cilem historického badéni v syntaxi neni jen popis stavu v jisté
dobé, ale vysvétleni vyvojovych procesd, které vedly ke vzniku dnesniho stavu (jako vysledku
vyvoje). Velmi spravné je i to, Ze autofi nezkoumaji izolovand vznik spojky daf, ale vznik a vyvoj
vét s touto spojkou — vznik spojky lze vysvétlit jen ve spojitosti se vznikem celého souvétného
pracuji autofi s pamaitkami pfekladovymi a vidy uvaZuji o moiném vlivu latinské pfedlohy.

Autorim se podafilo pfimo na pfikladech ukézat, jak mohlo dochazet k pfesunuti hranice vét
a tim k pfechodu pivodniho preparativniho thaz do véty vedlejsi, kde pak nabyvalo funkece spojky.
Koncové postaveni slovesa, charakteristické pro némeckou vedlejsi vétu, se v sthném. teprve usta-
lovalo; kolem r. 1000 jiz pfevladalo. V préici se podrobné sleduje i postaveni finitni ¢4sti sloZzeného
e jmenného prisudku a zjistuje se, Ze Zadné éast prisudku nemséla v sthném. je§té pevné misto.

Véty s daf plnily od potatku vétSinou funkci vét podmétovych a piedmétovych (v obou pii-
padech jde o obsahové véty oznamovaci). Po piechodu thaz ve spojku objevuje se v Fidici vété
znova odkazovaci zdjmeno, nejéastéji thaz (> das), fidéeji 1z (> es), a to nejd¥ive ve vétach
vyplyva z jejich vzniku); uvolnéni vétosledu je pozdéjdi. V sloZitém souvéti, v némz byla véta
s thuz rozvita jinou vétou vedlejii, stdvala tato véta mezi vétou Fidici a vétou s thaz; riznovétnéd
uziti spojky nebylo obvyklé a v ojedinélych pfipadech, kdy k nému doglo, opakovala se spojka
znovu po vété vedlejii.

Autofi pfesvédéivé dolotili, jak doslo k tomu, %e véty s thaz zalaly plnit i funkei genitivniho
pfedmétu (ptv. mély jen funkci podmétu nebo akuzativniho pfedmétu) — vychodiskem byla
slovesa s dvoji vazbou, akuzativni a genitivni; od nich se pak sifily i po slovesech majicich jen
genitivni vazbu, ale vyznamové blizkych slovesim s akuzativni vazbou, po kterych véty s thaz
bézné stavaly. Sémantika pfisudkového slovesa v Fidici vété méla rozhodujici vliv na vznik di-
vodové funkce vét s thaz (u sloves dusSevnich stavi pronikd u pfedmétu diavodovy vyznam);
podobné tomu bylo s funkei dtelovou. Obou téchto funkei se néméina Fasem vceelku vzdala.
Velice pékné je doloZen i vznik spojkovych utvarh slozenych z predlozky a spojky (typu novo-
horném. auf daf).

Netekané je zji$téni o vzniku pfivlastkovych vét s thaz (jde opét o obsahové véty oznamovaci).
Neslo tu pavodné o uiti po déjovych jménech souznatnych se slovesy, po kterych se véty s thaz
kladly — materidl ukazuje, Ze vychodiskem bylo nahrazeni odkazovaciho z4jmena jménem
§irokého vyznamu, takZe obsahova véta pak formalné zavisela na tomto podst. jméné: sprah
druhtin 2t 1mo sinaz wort, thaz er fuari heimort (str. 47). Ale teprve pozdéji ztracela vedlejdi véta
spojitost se slovesem a stivala se skutetnou v&tou privlastkovou.

Zpisobovy a G¥inkovy vyznam vét s thaz lze vysvétlit z uziti pfivlastkového; jiz v sthném.
zalind vznikat sloZend spojka so daf. Stejné lze sledovat, jak vznikaly véty omezovaci s nur daf.

Préaci by prospélo celkové shrnuti vysledki rozboru, ukazujici hlavni rysy vyvoje vét s daj.
Postridame v ni také hlubsi zfetel k vétam téhoz nebo obdobného vyznamu 8 jinymi spojkami,
tak aby byl vyvoj vét s duf3 aspon zhruba zasazen do vyvoje souvétného systému; to je oviem
pozadavek té%ko splnitelny. Snad d4 tato studie podnét k dal$im podobnym monografickym
pracim, které pak umo¥ni zobecnéni.

Vysledky zkouméni zaujmou nejen germanisty, ale syntaktiky vibec, protoZe maji vyznam
obecnéjii — analogické procesy probihaly pfi vzniku spojek i v jinych ide. jazycich. Obdobné vy-
razové potfeby vedly tu ke vzniku obdobnych prostfedkd.

A jedtd jeden moment je tfeba podtrhnout: studie vznikla pfi préci na starohornon&meckém
slovniku vlastné jako syntakticky komentif ke zpracovan{ spojkového hesla. Slovnikové price
pfinesla tak uZitek syntaktickému b4idani, a naopak, hlubsi syntaktické zpracovani mluvnického
slova se jisté odrazi kladné ve zpracovani piislusného hesla ve slovniku. Jaroslay Bauer

Margaret Schlauch: The English Language in Modern Times (since 1400). Warszawa,
Panstwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe, and Oxford University Press 1959. Pp. xiv 316 for 30 s.

The purpose of the book, written by an eminent Anglicist of American descent, Professor of
English at the University of Warsaw, is to help students aspiring to a higher degree in that
language. Admittedly, a large number of boolks have been written witl the same, or very similar,
destination (out of the many authors who might be enumerated here, let us mention at least
the most widely known, such as O. Jespersen, A. C. Baugh, S. Robinson, C. L. Wrenn, F. Mossé,
S. Potter, M. Pei, and—last but not least—B. A. Ilyish). If an additional book is added to the
existing series, its publication should be justified by some specific novel approach to the subject
matter and to the problems involved.

Viewed from the indicated angle, Prof. Schlauch’s book may be said to amply justify
its publication. Unlike the other hendbooks covering the same thematic field, the book under
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review pays constant regard to the interdependence existing between the development of lJanguage
and the social, economic and political history of the people speaking it. By systematically applying
the Marxist conception of thesaid interdependence, the author hasbeen able to see interesting con-
nections which are usually overlooked or not sufficiently evaluated. Among the most interesting
may be mentioned those concerning the formation of the national language and its social and
economic background, especially the growth of the internal market (pp. 5ff),the spread of literacy
to laymen (pp. 39ff), not to speak of the assessment of the importance of printing, the impact
of which has been duly evaluated for decades. Another section of the book in which the said
approach proves to be particularly fruitful is the explanation of the differences of some of the
“‘dialect areas’’ of American English in terms of the differences of social structure of the colonists
and of the social systems established in the different areas (e.g., preference of free wage labour
in the Northeast, as opposed to slave labour, most profitable in the vast plantations of the South).
On the other hand, the specific features of the General American type of pronunciation are —as
is commonly done—traced back to the influence exercised upon the speech of Middle West by
Scottish and Irish colonists, This traditional explanation might possibly be supplemented by the
well-known theory of E. Ekwall suggesting that until the outbreak of hostilities in the War for
Independence the colonists were able to keep pace with the changes of pronunciation taking place
in Southern British English, such changes being transmitted to them by colonial officials coming
from the mother country. Ekwall’s theory, not mentioned by Prof. Schlauch, may be credited
with stressing some of the social undertones of the differentiating process (imitdtion by colonists
of what appeared to them to be fashionable in the mother country), and though it can hardly
account for all the complex differentiation of the American and British standards, it may have
pointed out one of the many social factors that helped to shape the existing language situation in
Present Day American English.

Another remarkable asset of Prof. Schlauch’s book is the consistent regard paid to syntactic
and stylistic differentiation of English in the course of its development. Prof. Schlauch draws
here upon her former work, especially on her analyses of Early Tudor Colloquial English (see,
e.g., her paper published in Philologica Pragensia 1, 1958, pp. 97— 104). She succeeds in sketching
a most impressive picture of variable means employed by English for different stylistic purposes,
where most of the authors of analogous textbooks have confined their analyses to strictly literary
language and have thus unduly reduced the rich repertoire of English style in the examined periods
(see especially chapter IV of the present book, discussing “‘Grammatical Structure and Style in
the Later Renaissance”, pp. 94—121). It should be added that the exposition is never a purely
theoretical one, but that it is richly documented by illustrative materials found partly in the
theoretical chapters themselves, partly in an annexed anthology of brief but stylistically most
representative extracts from English literature ranging from Geoffrey Chaucer to James Joyce,
and including, among many other things, also specimens of English and American dialectal
passages. Altogether, the anthology comprises 50 specimens (taking up pp. 234 —283) to which is
added a reliable Glossary (pp. 285—298).

It is undoubtedly in the syntactic and stylistic sections that the centre of gravity of Prof.
Schlauch’s book is seen to rest, and these sections make it imperative for any student of the
development of English to become acquainted with the book. Somewhat less persuasive will
probably be found those sections of the book which deal with the development of the phonic
plane of English. These sections at times present theses that are rather traditional, and do not
perhaps penetrate deep enough to grapple the implied problems in their full complexity. Lack
of space prevents the reviewer from adducing more than a handful of illustrative examples of
what is meant by the above statement. Thus, on p. 42 it is taken for granted that the Great
Vowel Shift began in the 15th century and that, e.g., the process of diphthongization of the original
7 and ¢ ‘‘did not go very far in the 15th century” (p. 43). As a matter of fact, however, the begin-
nings of the process must have been distinctly earlier. As B. Trnka has convincingly shown
(Casopis pro moderni filologii 291, 1946, pp. 162—165, and more recently, Mélanges F. Mossé,
Paris 1959, pp. 440—443), the 13th century lengthenings of the type ¢ > &, v > § show that
the long counterparts of ME ¢, u were, at that time, no longer the vowels 7, @ but ¢, § respectively.
If this conclusion is accepted, it appears most probable that already in the 14th century the
pronunciation of original z, # must have been—at least in the South—slightly diphthongized
(cf. Trnka, l.c.,. p. 443; also J. Vachek, Mélanges F. Mossé, pp. 444 —456); this conclusion is
also supported by a number of spellings detected by H.C. Wyld and, later on, A.A.Prins.
And, of course, it seems most improbable to admit the possibility (as Prof. Schlauch does) of an
alternative pronunciation of the original 7 as Ii in Shakespeare’s pronunciation (besides the
indisputable 23).

Also the voicing of the final -8, -es in unaccented syllables (usually denoted as the operation



