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SBORNIK PRACI FILOSOFICKE FAKULTY BRNENSKE UNIVERSITY
A 18, 1970

JAN FIRBAS

LINGUISTIC RESEARCH IN THE
BRNO PHILOSOPHICAL FACULTY AND ITS ASSOCIATIONS
WITH THE LINGUISTIC SCHOOL OF PRAGUE*

When recalling the beginnings of the Prague Linguistic Circle, V. Mathesius says
the following: ‘The lack of close contact with the Prague ph.llologlcal workers, which
used to depress me, was felt with equal intensity now by Jakobson, who had been
accustomed to a very different atmosphere in his pre-Prague years. We often discussed
the need for a discussion and working center for young linguists, and it was quite
natural that we attempted to form it. I have noted down that on March 13, 1925,
I invited to a gathering Jakobson and Trnka., and with them S. Karcevskij, who,
later on, was to become lecturer in Russmn in Geneva but at that time still acted
as a master of the Russian Senior High School in Prague. On October 14, that same
year, I again invited J akobson, Troka, Karcevskij, and with them B. Havrinek,
who, at that time, was preparing for his lectureship on Comparative Slavic lin-
guistics.’1 Reading these recollections from a Brno point of view, one cannot fail
to notice two names — B. Havrinek’s and R. Jakobson’s. Both are closely connected
not only with the Prague Linguistic Circle, but also with the Brno Philosophical
Faculty.?

Furtziler names closely connected with the Brno Philosophical Faculty appear
on the list of members published in the Report on the Activities of the Prague
Linguistic Circle in the First Ten Years of its Existence (1926—1936):3 Josef Ludvik
Fischer, Vladimir Helfert, Josef Kurz, Véclav Machek, Mihajlo Rostohar, Franti-
Sek Trdvnitek, Pavel Trost, Bedfich Viclavek, Josef Vachek, Frank Wollman.

The names mentioned so far certainly invite an account of the relations between
the Prague Linguistic Circle and the Brno Philosophical Faculty. The present paper
presents a modest contribution towards such an account. It is limited in its aims,
concentrating on purely linguistic issues. On the other hand, as the end of the Circle’s
activities has by no means put and end to the work at and further elaboration of the
problems raised by the Circle, the present paper will have to take into account also

* An English version of a Czech paper delivered at a festive session of linguists, held at the
Brno Philosophical Faculty on 23 May 1989 on the occasion of the celebrations of the fiftieth
anniversary of the foundation of the University of Brno.

1V. Mathesius, Ten Years of the Prague Linguistic Circle (a slightly abridged translation
by J. Vachek of Deset let Pra%ského linguistického kroufku, Slovo a Slovesnost 2, 1936,
pp. 137—1456), published in J. Vachek, The Linguistic School of Prague, Bloom.mgton——London
1966, p. 139.

2 Oxl: the occasion of the Sixth Slavic Congress, held in Prague in August 1968, Brno Uni-
versity granted the two soholars honorary doctorates of linguistic sciences. .

3 The Report has been kindly made accessible to me by Dr A. Erhart. It is written in Czech.
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the work of the pupils of the former members of the Circle. In other words, the purpose
of the present paper is to give a brief outline of the purely linguistic work in which
the members of the teaching staff of the Brno Philosophical Faculty have applied
or developed the ideas of what has come to be called the Linguistic School of Prague.
It is fair to say that the limitation to purely linguistic issues is merely due to the
present writer’s not, feeling competent to deal with matters non-linguistic. He finds it
regrettable that this limitation excludes from his observation the works of a number
of prominent scholars, such as those of Josef Hrabdk and Jiif Levy.

1. By way of introduction it may not be out of place to adduce a few notes on
the world of ideas that prepared the way for the emergence of the principles of the
Prague Linguistic School. As can be gathered from the recollections of the members
of the School and naturally also from their works, at the very outset the Prague
theory managed to combine the diachronistic approach of the Neogrammarians
with the synchronistic approach cheracteristic of the current of thought initiated
by Wilhelm von Humboldt. It was further profoundly influenced by Russian and
Polish linguistic thought. (Let us mention at least Baudouin de Courtenay in this
connection.) Equally important was the influence of the Saussurean school, American
linguistic thought and the original ideas of the Prague Anglicist V. Mathesius, It is
not without interest that, quite independently of Saussure, he coined his terms as
early as five years before the appearance of Saussure’s Cours de linguistique générale.

Interesting notes on the beginnings of the Prague School have been offered by
R. Jakobson in an articles published in Indez, a Brno monthly, in 1934, a year after
Jakobson became a member of the teaching staff of the Brno PthosophJcal Faculty.
Jakobson’s notes are worth perusing for two reasons: their author is not only well
acquainted with the trends and currents in the wide world of learning, but also—
perhaps just because he does not come from Czechoslovakia—throwing revealing
light on facts and relations that may escape a Czechoslovak scholar’s notice. He
points out, for instence, & number of links existing between pre-Gebauerian Czech
hnguistic thought and the Prague School theory. He mentions B. Bolzano’s pupil
Vincenc Zahradni¥ek, who ‘draws a clear dividing line between the world of linguistic
signs and that of ob]ects ; A. Schleicher’s pupil Ignic Jan Hanus, boldly raising
interesting stylistic and semantic questions; Cenék Sercl and his semantic inquiries.
Of particular interest for a Brno linguist is Jakobson’s mention of Frantifek Matous
Klécel, who in his Poédtky védeckého miuvnictvi Eeského [The Beginnings of Czech
Gremmatical Research] published as early as 1843, severely criticized ‘the method of
crude empiricism’, which changes objective reality into ‘a heap of sand every grain
of which is viewed in isolation’, and emphatically reminded Czech students of
language that only constant reference of single items of knowledge to the respective
wholes ensures true understanding, and that in an inquiry into the laws of language
the dielectical unity of analysis and synthesis must be aimed at. In his article Ja-
kobson even draws attention to the influence exercised by T. G. Masaryk, the founder
of the University of Brno, on the formation of the Prague School’s views on tke rela-
tion between diachronic and synchronic linguistics. Jakobson points out that the
Théses of the Prague School come much nearer Masaryk’s standpoint than Saussure’s.

4 Cf. J. Vochek, Dynamika fmbyu:kého ému soulasné apwovné dedtiny [The Dynamism
of the Phonological System of Present Da; Sta.ndard Czech], Prague 1068, p.

3 O pfedpokladech praiské lingvistické Skoly [Om the Pm-oondihons of the Emergence of the
Prague Linguistic School], Index 6, Brno 1934, pp. 6—9. - - -
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Thus they maintain that ‘On ne saurait poser de barriéres infranchissables entre les
méthodes synchronique et diachronique comme le fait I'école de Genéve. Si I'on
envisage en linguistique synchronique les éléments du systéme de la langue du point
de vue de leurs fonctions, on ne saurait juger non plus les changements subis par la
langue sans tenir compte du systéme qui se trouve affecté par les dits changements’.
For the sake of comparison Jakobson adduces the relevant passage from Masaryk’s
Zdkladové konkrétné logiky [The Foundations of Concrete Logic]:? ,...in dieser
Hinsicht gilt fiir die Sprachforschung dasselbe, was wir iiber die Sociologie gesagt
haben . . . Darum betonen wir nochmals, daB das Studium der Entwicklung eines
Dinges mit dem Studium des Dinges selbst verburiden werden miisse — eine Regel,
die den Historikern aller Ficher immer wieder nicht eindringlich genug wiederholt
werden kann.’ :

By quoting Masaryk’s standpoint, Jakobson did not curry favour with the then
head of state. In his article O potencidlnosts jevit jazykovych [On the Potentiality of
the Phenomena of Language],® Mathesius explicitly says the following: ‘It is fair
to state that the difference between static and dynamic /= synchronistic and
diachronistic, J. V.| linguistic problems was first clearly envisaged by the present
writer when he was reading, during his university studies, T. G. Masaryk’s remarks
on linguistics in his Versuch einer concreten Logik (Vienna, 1887).

In fact, as early as 1911, seven years before Mesaryk became President, Mathesius
explicitly acknowledged his indebtedness to the quoted standpoint.

It is well known that the views of those who regarded or regard themselves as
adherents of the Prague Linguistic School do not constitute & dogmatically fixed
and unified body of principles. It may, however, be safely assumed that the over-
whelming majority of these scholars would subscribe without much hesitation to
all or nearly all the points raised by B. Havrének, K. Horélek and P. Trost in a Czech
reply prepared for the Fourth International Congress of Slavists® and entitled in
J. Vachek’s English translation The Contribution of Structural Linguistics to Historical
and Comparative Studies of Slavic Languages.1® The main points of this joint statement
may be briefly summarized as follows:1

(i) language is a system and must be examined as such;
(ii) the most essential feature of language is its functional character;

(iii) synchronistic and diachronistic analyses cannot be opposed to each other;
both are important; but investigation should begin with the synchronistic approach

o Théses présentées au Premier Congrés des philologues slaves, Travaux du Cerole linguistique
de Prague 1, Prague 1929, p. 6. Reprinted in A Prague School Reader in Linguistics (ed. by
J. Vachek), Bloomington 1964, p. 34.

7 For the benefit of the reader who is not well versed in Czech, the corresponding passage
from the German version of the book is quoted. Cf. T. G. Maseryk, Versuch einer concreien
Logik, Vienna 1887, p. 193.

8 Vistnik Krdl. leské spoletnosts nauk, t¥ida filos.-histor., Pregue 1911. Reprinted in J. Vachek's
English translation A Prague Sckool Reader in Linguistics (see here notes), pp. 1—32. (The quoted
passage occurs on p. 32.)

» Baéptgsuea auzx quesiions lingusstiques au IVe Congrés International de Slavistes, Moscow 1958,
pp- 50—-53.

10 A Prague School Reader in Lingutstics (see here note),® pp. 463—487.

-11 The wording of the summary is that offered by E. Dvogékové [= Golkov4] in her review

of A };rague School Reader in Linguistics (see here note),s published in SPFFBU A 14, Brno 1966,
pp. 180—181.
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because the present-day stage of language may be understood more reliably
and comprehensively than the previous ones;

(iv) within the standard language there are various functional languages or styles;

(v) it is necessary to differentiate between language - as & system and concrete
utterances in which language is realized;

(vi) language is a system of signs established by convention.

Other important principles adhered to by the Prague School will be discussed
in the following sections of the present paper. Four of these sections will be devoted
to the work of four prominent scholars whose names will remain linked with the
history of the associations of the Brno Philosophical Faculty with the Linguistic
School of Prague. Another section will briefly survey the work of those pupils of the
four mentioned scholars who are on the teaching staff of the Brno Philosophical
Faculty and who have contributed more or less to the development of the Prague
linguistic theory. The concluding section will touch upon the question of the attitude
of the Prague School towards new trends in linguistics.

I1. Havrének, who together with V, Mathesius and B. Trnka belonged to the
leading Czech ].mgulsts of the Circle and who was one of the founders of the Circle’s
periodical Slovo @ slovesnost,1? came to Brno University in 1929. When characterizing
Havrének’s Brno years (1929—1945), K. Hausenblas is right in emphasizing that
Havrének’s attachment to the Circle’s cause proved beneficial to both sides: Havrdnek
contributed effectively to the elaboration and propagation of 8 number of theoretical
and methodological principles of the Circle, at the same time applying them to, and
developing them in, his own work.t3 His association with the Circle evoked his
theoretical interest in Modern Czech. His Brno researches offered further proof of
the correctness of the Circle’s rejection of the Neogrammarian tenet that the study
of the present-day stage of a language is to be regarded as unscientific. It was chiefly
due to Havrdnek that Standard Czech began to be studied as a functionally differen-
tiated means of communication. And it was also due to him that as to its methodicalness
the work in this field came very near that done in the sphere of phonology.1* One
of Havrinek’s most remarkable contributions to the theory of standard language
is his differentiation between the norm of the standard language and the codification
of this norm. By the norm of the standard laenguage Havrinek understands all the
grammatical and lexical means regularly used by the standard language.1s Codifi-
cation, on the other hand, offers a systematic linguistic description of the norm,16
Havrinek was, moreover, the first to emphasize the specific functions of Colloquial
Czech, distinguishing it both from Standard and from Common Czech.1? All these
ﬁndmgs were naturally in harmony with his dynamic conception of language syn-
chrony.

12 Nowadays Slevo a slovesnost is one of the offial organs of the Institute of Czeoh Language
of the Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences. Havrének is still its editor in chief.

13 Cf. K. Hausenblas, K sedmdesdtindm Bobuslava Havrdnka [Bohuslav Ha.vré.nek Septuagenar-
ian], Slovo a slovesnost 24, Prague 1963, p. 3.

14 Cf. M. Dokulil, Stav a <ikoly skoumdnd morfologické stavby soulasné &eftiny [The State and
Taeks of the Inquiry into the Morphological Struoture of Contemporary Czech], Slovo a sloves-
nost 29, Prague 1968, p. 230,

15 Cf B. Ha.vré.nek, ie 0 apisovném.jozyce (Studiés on the Standard Language] (& oolleotion
of the author's papers on E\-ublems concerning the standard langlnge), Pngne 1963, p. 30.

16 Cf;, op. cit., pp. 110

11 Cf., e.g., op. cit., p. 60 and pp. 65— 68
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Havrének’s pioneer approach to the problems of standard language could not but
lead him to active participation in the Circle’s campaign!® against dilettantism and
incompetence in expert treatment of language and against purism failing to appreciate
the communicative needs of the language users. :

Havrének examined Czech in its entire complexity, not neglecting the study of

" dialects. His work NdFesi deskd [Czech Dialects]t® exerted a considerable influence
on the Brno dialectological studies, which before his coming to Brno had always
been primarily diachronistic in character. Havrédnek’s work was incentive to inquiries
into the relations existing within Modern Czech, especially between its standard and
its non-standard varieties.

But Havrédnek’s Brno researches into Standard Czech were not exclusively syn-
chronistic. Even before his coming to Brno Havrdnek was interested in problems of
historical phonetics and historical dialectology. In Brno he wrote his Vyjvoy spisovného
jazyka Ceského [The Development of Standard Czech],® a work even nowadays
regarded by Bohemicists a8 unsurpassed.2

It is not possible to give a full account of Havrinek’s relations to the Prague
School as they can be traced back to his Brno years. But even a brief account of
these years cannot leave unmentioned his phonological studies;?? the second
of his extensive monograph Genera verbi v slovanskyjch jazycick [The Voice in Slavonic
Verbs],23 combining Neogrammarian methodological exactness with & new functional
and structural approach; his studies offering synchronistic analyses of non-present-
day Czech (cf, e.g., Jazyk Mdchiw [Mécha’s Language],* Lidovy podklad jazyka
Babilky Bofeny Némcové [The Vernacular Substratum in the Language of Bo-
%ena N&mcové’s Babitka).2s

From Havrdnek’s minor studies, for instance, that concerning the problem of
tense and aspect (published in Mélanges Bally)?¢ influenced M. Dokulil's inquiry
into the system of the Czech verb?’ and F. Kopeény’s inquiry into the Czech verbal
aspect.?8 Both Dokulil and Kopeény studied under Havrinek in Brno.

II1. It was in 1933 that Roman Jakobson was called to Brno University. He was
Vice-President of the Prague Linguistic Circle and together with N. S. Trubetzkoy
the most prominent spokesman of those members of the Circle who were not of

18 Sep the collective volume Spisovnd deftina a jazykovd kultura [Standard Czech and Language
Cultivation], Prague 1932.

19 Published in Ceskoslovenskd vlastivéda I1I, Jazyk [An Encyclopaedia of Knowledge of
Czechoslovakia, Vol. ITI, Language], Prague 1934, pp. 84—216.

20 Published in Ceskoslovenskd jazykovéda, Rada II., Spisovny jazyk &esky a slovensky [An
Encyclopaedia of Knowledge of Czechoslovakia, Second Series, Czech and Slovak Standard
Language], Prague 1936, pp. 1—-144, 217—220.

21 Cf, K. Hausenblas, op. cit., p. 3.

22 B.g., Ein phonoiogischer Beitrag zur Entwicklung der slavischen Palatalreihen, Travaux
du Cerole linguistique de Prague 8, pp. 327—334.

21 Rozpravy Kril. &es. spoletnosti nauk, ti. fil.-histor.-jazykozpytné, nové fada 4, Prahe 1937.

2 Studse o spisovném jazyce (see here note's), pp. 164—104. -

23 Op. cit., pp. 200—210. '

26 Geneva 1939, pp. 223—230.

2 Vyjoojové tendence asovdnd v soulasné spisovné deftind [Tendenocies in the Development of
the Contem Czech Conjugation], published in the collective volume O leltind pro Cechy
[On Czech Jor Czechs), Prague 1860, pp. 192—221. ] :

28 Slovesmyj vid v &edtinZ [Verbal Aspect in Czech], Rozpravy Ceskoslovenské akademie vid,
rod. 72, sel. 2, Prague 1962. i .
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Czechoslovak origin. In February 1939 occurred—to use Jakobson’s own words—his
‘outrageous separation from Brno University’.2

Besides purely linguistic questions, Jakobson was also keenly interested in literary
theory. He even tackled problems common to both fields of research, such as those
concerning the relations between language and literature, the theory of translation,
the theory of verse. He also proved an earnest student of cultural history.

Even before he came to Czechoslovakia, Jakobson had already been a scholar of
repute. He was co-founder and Chairman of the Moscow Linguistic Circle and played
& most significant role in constituting the Russian formalistic school. In Czechoslo-
vakia he gradually moved away from formalism towards structuralism. Quite
structuralistic and in fact prophetic rings the thesis put forth by him and J. Tyn-
janov in 1928: ‘L’histoire littéraire est intimement liée aux autres “séries’ historiques.
Chacune de ces séries est caractérisée par des lois structurales propres. En dehors
de’étude de ceslois, il est imposaible d’établir des connexions entre la “‘série” littéraire
et les autres ensemble de phénomenes culturels, Etudier le systéme des systémes, en
ignorant les lois internes de chaque systéme individuel, serait commettre une grave
erreur méthodologique’. 30

As will be shown later on, the correctness of Jakobson and Tynjanov’s methodo-
logical requirement has been corroborated also by the work done by the linguists
of Brno University.

Together with N. 8. Trubetzkoy, V. Mathesius, B. Trnka and B. Havrének,
R. Jakobson is one of the originators of the Prague phonological theory. Moreover,
together with B. Havrdnek and B. Trnka, he laid the foundations of historical
phonology. In this respect Jakobson’s most important contribution produced
during s Brno days was his paper Observations sur le classement phonologique des
consonnes3t In it he presented his consistent binary3? conception of distinctive
features. (As to the Brno view on the distinctive features, it: will be touched upon in
sections five and six of the present paper.)

From Jakobson’s other studies that date back to his Brno days and which have
had a world-wide appeal, let us mention at least two of his morphological studies:
Zur Strulctur des russischen Verbums® and Beitrag zur allgemeinen Kasuslehre. They
are to be regarded as truly pioneer achievements in the field of structural morphology.
As Dokulil remarks,? they may not be so systematic in character as the contributions
offered in the sphere of phonology or in that of the theory of standard language, but
they revealingly treat of marked and unmarked phenomena on the morphological level.

It is impossible here to do full justice to Jakobson’s versatile Brno activities.
Among other things, he took part in the discussion of the aims of the periodical
Nage fe6,3 and on various occasions, like V. Mathesius, B. Havrdnek and other

39 Cf. M. Jelinek’s interview with R. Jakobson, S Romanem Jakobsonem, Universitas 68,
Brno 1968, No. 1, p. 51.

30 Quoted after N. Ruwet from his preface to R. Jakobson, Essais de linguistique générale,
Paris 1863. See pp. 8—9.

31 Proceedmga of the Third International Congress of Phonetic Sciences, Ghent 1939, pp. 34 —41.

3 According to N. Ruwet, the term ‘binary’ has never been used by Jekobson himself. See
N. Ruwet, op. cit., p. 10.
- 33 Cheristeris Guilelmo Mathesio quegenario . . . oblata, Prague 1932, pp. T4—84.

3 Travaux du Cercle hngmstnqueae Prague 6, ng'ue 1936, pp. 240—288

35 OF cit. (see note), p. 230.

E:Fer O dneknim brusidetv deském (On Pmsent—Dny Czech Pumm], Spisovn4 Jeltina

& jazykovd kultura (see here note?®), pp. 86—122.
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members of the Prague Linguistic Circle, informed the expert and even the non-
expert wider reading public of the principles advocated by the Prague Linguistic
Circle. Mention has already been made of his informative article published in the
1934 volume of the Brno periodical Indes.

In this connection, the Brno Germanist A. Beer should be named. Admirably
acquainted with the achievements of Czechoslovak scholarship in various fields
of research, he was for a number of years editor-in chief of the periodical Nase véda
[Our Scholarship]. Though familiar with the aims of the Prague Linguistic Circle,
he never subscribed to them. It is regrettable that no real dislogue had ever taken
place between him and the adherents of the Circle.

IV. To a considerable extent B. Havrinek’s and R. Jakobson’s ideas influenced
the work of F, Trdvnidek, who was a member of the professorial staff of the Brno
University for forty years (1921—61). It was evidently under the impact of these
ideas that in the early thirties, i.e. at the time of the well-known controversy over
correctness in Stendard Czech usage, TrdvniSek turned his attention to problems
of contemporary Standard Czech. He did not take active part in the controversy,
but it was clear from his writings on which side he stood. Let us mention here at
least his extensive paper O jazykové sprdvnost [On Correctness of Usage].d” It is
based on the idea that language fulfils its task if it fully satisfies the speaker’s commu-
nicative needs: the linguist has to bear this in mind when judging the correctness
of means employed by a language. Trdvnidek’s views are here in perfect harmony
with the principles of the Circle. The same functional approach is reflected even
by the title of his linguistic causeries originally published in Lidové noviny,® Ndstroj
myslent a dorozuméni [A Means of Thought and Communication}.?

TravniSek’s interest in synchronistic linguistics, evoked by the activities of the
Circle, is further evidenced by his work at the fourth edition of J. Gebauer’s PHruén¢
mluvnice jazyka leského [A Handbook of Czech Grammar],% at the compilation
of an entirely new dictionary, Slownik jazyka deského [A Dictionary of the Czech
Language], prepared in collaboration with P. Véa,4 as well as by the publication
of his Struénd mluvnice deskd [A Concise Czech Grammar].42 Special mention must of
course be made of his comprehensive, sychronistically conceived, two-volume
grammar, entitled Mluvnice spisovné deftiny [A Grammar of Standard Czech|, which
appeared after the end of World War II. In this work, the historical development
of Czech is considered only when it secures a better understanding of the present-day
language. The principle is observed according to which the linguistic phenomena are
viewed not in 1solation, but in their interrelations: an attempt is made to find out
to what extent and how the examined linguistic phenomena function within a system
determined by usage.

It is evident that the impact of the teaching of the Prague School on Trivnidek’s
work was by no means insignificant. Although he never fully subscribed to the
methodological procedures applied by the Prague group, its activities in the thirties

37 Published in the collective valame Ciend o jazyce a poesis [Readings on Language and Poetry],
Prague 1942, pp. 101—128.

38 One of the leading Czech dailies, which appeared in Brno and to which Karel Capek and
other prominent Czech intellectuals used to contribute.

a9 I?:gue 1939,

4 Prague 1939.

41 1at ed., Prague 1937; 4th ed., Prague 1952.

42 1st ed., Prague 1941; 3rd ed., Prague 1945.
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brought about & turning point in his work. This is also borne out by the choice
of problems dealt with in his papers of that period. A number of problems taken up
by them were the same as or similar to those studied by the Czech Anglicists, who
belonged to the most ardent supporters of the new ideas.

Thus Trévnidek discusses the grammatical and the so-called psychological subject,
1.e. phenomena dealt with—from the purely lingnistic point of view—by V. Mathesius
within the framework of his theory of functional sentence perspective. Like V. Mathe-
sius, Trdvnidek is interested in the principles of word order. Another problem of
his is that of the passive voice, a problem tackled also by the Anglicists V. Mathesius
and 1. Poldauf. After Trivnidek, the question of negation will be taken up by the
Anglicist J. Vachek.

An important contribution to a better understanding of the functional differen-
tiation of Standard Czech is Trdvnidek’s study O umélecké miuvé [On Artistic Lan-
guage].# The influence of the Prague School can also be traced in his Uvod do deského
Jazyka [An Introduction to the Study of the Czech Language].# The third 1952
edition of this handbook (published in Prague), however, uncritically embraces
J. V. Stalin’s pronouncements on linguistics. In 19560, Travnifek in fact severed
his ties to the Prague School when publishing his interpretation of N.J. Marr's
doctrines in an article entitled Akademik Marr a jeho smér v jazykovédé [Academician
Marr and the Trend Initiated by him in Linguistics].4s

In the fifties Travnidek takes active part in a campaign against structuralism
and consequently also against the teaching of the Prague School. Among the entries
that in the bibliography of his works* are listed under the years 1951—4, a number
of items pertain to this campaign, e.g. a short article entitled Strukturalismus — ne-
pFitel nasi jazykovédy [Structuralism—an Enemy to our Linguistic Reasearch},+?
a brochure entitled Cesky jazykovédny strukturalismus ve svétle Stalinova udend
o jazyce [Czech Linguistic Structuralism in the Light of Stalin’s Teaching on Lan-
guage], 48 and the paper Objektivismus a kosmopolitismus v nadi jazykovédé [Objectiv-
ism and Cosmopolitism in our Liguistic Research], published in the first issue of
the linguistic series of the present Sbornik praci FFBU.4 In this paper, he levels
vehement attacks at the conception of language as a system of signs; at the comparison
of genetically unrelated languages, in other words at what Mathesius has termed
linguistic characterology; at endeavours to evolve a general, universal theory of
grammar. He severely censures the adherents of structuralism for their ahistorical
and immanentist approach to language and strongly disapproves of structural
typology. All these supposed defects are ascribed by him to the allegedly objectivistic
and cosmopolitan character of structuralism. No one of the contributors to the
subsequent issues of the linguistic series of Sbornik praci FFBU has continued in
this vein. Is is difficult not to agree with M. Jelineks® on the following points. A Bohe-

43 Prague 1947,

44 15t ed., Brno 1947.

45 Nade fot 34, pp. 1—6.

46 Z. Tyl, Soupss pract abademika Frantifkba Trdvnitka za léta 1948—1958 [A Bibliography
of Academician Frantifek Travnitek's Works published in the years 1948—68], Studie ze slo-
vanské jazykovddy [Studies in Slavio Linguistics], Prague 1958, pp. 469—76.

47 Tvorba 20, Prague 1951, pp. 893 —894.

48 Prague 1951.

4 Brno 1952.

o M. Jelinek, Akademsk Frantibek Trdvnidek [Academician Frantilek TrivniSek], Sbornfk
praof FFBU A 9, Brono 1961, pp. 5—6.
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micist can hardly afford to disregard Trdvnitek’s monumental work on the Czech
language. It is regrettable, however, that a scholar of so high repute who during
his academic career was successful in schooling his students in the principles of
adequate observation of language phenomena as well a8 in teaching them to base
generalizations only on well-established facts should not himself have been on guard

drawing hasty and unjustified inferences when propagating the teaching
of N. J. Marr or campaigning agamst that of the Prague School.

V. The youngest of the four prominent linguists who played important parts
in the history of the associations of the Brno Philosophical Faculty with the Prague
Linguistic School is Josef Vachek.5t After the end of World War II he founded the
linguistic section of the Brno Department of English, organizing it on a truly modern
basis and for almost two decades remaining director of the lingustic studies in the
Department. It is due to him that in the fifties the mentioned section was one of
the two places—and after A. Kellner’s death, for a time, the only one place in the
University—where students had the opportunity of getting acquainted with the
teaching of the Prague School. His acceptance of Academician B. Havrdnek’s
call to join the Institute of Czech Language of the Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences
meeant a serious loss to the Brno Department of English.

Vachek’s acquaintance with the teaching of the Prague School was first-hand and
intimate. At Charles University he was a pupil of V. Mathesius, B. Trnka, Old¥ich
Hujer and Milo8 Weingart. He was in fact also a pupil of B. Havrinek and R. Ja-
kobson, although they were actually not his university teachers. For though in
Vachek’s student days professors in the University of Brno, they took part in the
meetings and other activities of the Prague Linguistic Circle. In this way, together
with the four above-mentioned prominent scholars, they had a marked share in
moulding Vachek’s personality as well as his conception of langnage and language
study. Vachek became a member of the Circle in 1931.

Vachek’s habilitation work bears the title Obecnyj 2dpor v angliltiné a Celtiné
[Universal Negation in English and Czech].52 It is worth noticing that it does not per-
tain to phonology, the field to which Vachek has undoubtedly devoted most of his
attention. Let us point out in this connection that Vachek is not merely a phonol-
ogist; nor is he only an Anglicist; he is also a Bohemicist and a general linguistician.

As has already been indicated, especially in the early fifties the Prague phonol-
ogists found themselves in a defensive position and had carefully to weigh the
methods used and the results achieved.s3 Vachek certainly could not be blaimed for
not paying sufficient attention to the phonic material in his phonological inter-
pretations, for ‘severing his interpretations from the phonic material’. In all his
phonological works, including the monograph On Peripheral Phonemes of Modern
English,5¢ an outcome of research extending for over ten of his Brno years and
based on a number of papers published in various periodicals, he has paid constant
regard to phonetic realization. The monograph is a contribution towards historical

51 For s more detailed appreciation of J. Vachek's contribution to English studies, see the
present writer’s Professor Josef Vachek Sexagenarian, A Tribute to his Work sn the Field of English
Studies, Brno Studies in English 8, Brno 1969,1?17 9—20.

" 33 Prague Studies in English 6, Facultas Philosophica Universitatis Carolinae Prsgbmns,
Prague 1047, pi 9—73 (with an extensive En;hah summary on pp. 85—72).
8 J, Vachek, Prague Phonological Studses oday, Travaux linguistiques de Prague 1, Prague

1964,
gmo Studies in Englich 4, Prague 1864, pp. 7—109.
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phonology, and together with the studies by B. Havrének, R. Jakobson, B. Trnka
and others, it offers palpable proof of the falsity of the assertion that the Prague
phonological theory is ahistoric. In the mentioned monograph, Vachek concentrates
his attention on phonemes that are either not ‘fully integrated’ in the phonemie
pattern or exhibit a very low functional load. He rightly finds that the existence of
“such phonemes bears out the fact that language is not a closed, fully balanced system.

It is not without interest to note that Vachek’s pre-war term ‘phonological unit’
(adopted from N. 8. Trubetzkoy)ss in fact covers what is nowadays usually called
‘distinctive feature’. He does not, however, concur with the Harvard group in the
amount of emphasis laid on the importance of the distinctive features. In his re-
searches into the history of phonological systems he has shown that it is often not
the distinctive features, but rather the phonemes as wholes that are the bearers
of systemic tensions which frequently result in important reconstructions of the
phonological system.s¢ Similar conclusions have been arrived at by A. Lamprecht
i his monograph to be touched upon later in this report.

Vachek regards language as a system of systems (sub-systems, levels). A change
effected in one sub-system can have repercussions in another sub-system or in all
the other sub-systems. Retaining their specific characters, the sub-systems co-operate
with one another. This approach to language, substantiating R. Jakobson and
J. Tynjenov’s view quoted here earlier on p. 98, is successfully applied by J. Vachek
especially in his monograph Some less Familiar Aspects of the Analytical Trend of
English.37 As in other studies, even in this monograph, Vachek often has recourse
to the method of linguistic characterology, the concept of which may be explained
in his own words as follows: ‘By comparing the means with which different languages
satisfy essentially the same kinds of communicative needs and wants, the analyst
can arrive at what is typical of this or that language. The sum of such typical features,
duly arranged in their hierarchy is dealt with by the descriptive approach called
by Mathesius the linguistic characterology.’s® Applying this approach, Vachek
finds, for instance, that the Modern English verb is less dynamic than its Modern
Czech counterpart. Ultimately, he traces this difference to the analytic and the
synthetic character of English and Czech respectively.

It is hardly possible to give here a detailed account of all the works of Vachek
brought out during his Brno period. For a number of years, students have gratefully
appreciated the set of his mimeographed university textbooks, covering practically
all the prescribed course of the theoretical study of English and offering an excellent
mtroduction to the current state of research.s® It was on his initiative that the series-
Brno Studies in English began to appear. In a triad of books (Dictionnaire de I’ Ecole
de Prague,® A Prague School Reader in Linguistics, St The Linguistic School of

35 See J. Vachek, Phonemes and Phonological Units, Travaux du Cercle linguistique de
Prague 4, Prague 1036, pp. 235—239. Reprinted in Prague School Reader in Linguistics (ed.
by J. Vachek), Bloomington 1964, pp. 143149,

% Cf. J. Vaohek, The Linguistsc School of Prague (see here notet), p. 59.

'97 Brno Studies in English 3, Praha 1961, ; 9-78.

58 Cf. J. Vachek, The Linguistsc School o}) rague (see here notetl), p. 6.

% Recently an abridged English version of his Historicky vyvoj anglittiny [The Historical
Development of English] Gth ed., Prague 1967), entitled A Brief Survey of the Historical Devel-
opment of English I—11I, hes been brought out as a mimeographed textbook by the State Uni-
vemitfnof Leiden (Leiden-19069).

% In collaboration with J. Dubsky, Utrecht—Anvers 1960.

1 Bloomington, Ind., 1964. o
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Pragues? he has made the teaching of the Prague School accessible to a wide
scholarly public all over the world.

VI. The names of B. Havrének, R. Jakobson, F. Trivnidek and J. Vachek will
remain linked up with the beginnings of the researches carried out by the Brno
Departments of Czech, Russian, Slavonic and English Languages on the lines marked
out by the Linguistic School of Prague. A number of other prominent scholars
should be named in this connection: Jaromir Bé&li¢, Milo§ Dokulil, Josef Filipec,
Karel Hordlek, Alois Jedlitks, Frantifek Kopedny and Pavel Trost. They are all
pre-war students of the Brno Philosophical Faculty, each of them a pupil of at least
two of the three great masters—B. Havrének, R. Jakobson and F. Trivnidek. At
present they are either professors at Charles University (Béli¢, Hordlek, Jedlitka,
Trost) or hold posts of senior research workers in the Czechoslovak Academy of
Sciences (Dokulil, Filipec, Kope&ny). As none of them has become a full-time member
of the teaching staff of the Brno Philosophical Faculty, their work does not fall
within the narrow scope of the present paper. It has, however, to be borne in mind
that it is also thanks to them that Brno can boast of having become an important
centre of linguistic research developing the ideas of the Prague Linguistic Circle.

Another prominent scholar, a pupil of B. Havrinek and R. Jakobson, is to be nam-
ed here: the late A. Kellner, after World War II Professor of Slavonic Languages.
(He died in 1953.) The dedicatory words opening the volume published to honour his
memory® rightly emphasized that his work had thrown new light on the linguistic
situation in the Ostrava Region jand had opened up new vistas to modern Czech
dialectological research. He fully appreciated the significance of phonological inter-
pretation in dialectological research. This is borne out by his two-volume monograph
Vijchodoladskd nd¥e’i [The East Lachian Dialects]5* and a number of his articles, e.g.,
Prispéuek k fonologit slezskopolskijch ndfe&i na Té¥insku [A Contribution to the Phonol-
ogy of the Sileso-Polish Dialects in the T&iin Region].5s He will be gratefully re-
membered by his students for acquainting them with the works of V. Mathesius
and J. Vachek at a time when structuralism had fallen into disfavour.®® It will be
possible to come back to Kellner’s work again when mention is made of the activities
of the research group formed by members of the Brno Department of Czech and Slo-
vak Dialectology.

It is now time to say a few words about the work of those members of the younger
generation of linguists who are on the teaching staff of the Brno Philosophical Faculty
and who in some way have developed the ideas of the Prague Linguistic School.
All of them graduated after World War IT and studied under at least one of the follow-
ing five teachers: Havrdnek, Jakobson, Kellner, Trivni%ek and Vachek.

There is one significant feature that the Brno Philosophical Faculty shares with
other centres of linguistic research in Czechoslovakia: a conspicuous post-war increase
in the number of papers and monographs treating of syntactic problems. This is not
only due to an increased number of workers engaged in linguistic research, but also
to the fact that the post-war generation of linguists has naturally turned its attention

2 Bloomi —London 1986.

6 Adolfu Kellnerovi, Sbornik jazykovédngch studif [In Honour of Adolf Kellner, A Collection
of Linguistic Studies], Opava 1854.

¢4 Published as Volumes ITI and IV of the series Moravskd o slezskd ndfedf (Moravian and
Silesian Dialeots], Brno 1946, 1949.

5 Reoueil linguistique de Bratislava I, Bratislava 1948, pp. 181 —197.

& ] owe this information to Dr. M. Cejka.
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to problems not coped with in the pre-war yea.rs owing to understandable preoccupa-
tion with phonological problems.s?

A syntactic work of outstanding importance entitled Viyjvoj éeského souvéts [The
Development of the Czech Complex Sentence] (Prague 1960) has been left behind by
the prematurely deceased Jaroalav Bauer, who in an original way develops the line
of thought represented by Jan Gebauer, Josef Zubaty and Frantifek Trivnidel.
Ashas been fitly stressed by M. Komdrek in a review of the book,® Bauer is consistent
in applying the principle established by modern linguistics according to which the
language system is to be viewed as a whole and hierarchically ranked above its compo-
nents. In accordance with this principle he endeavours to view the development of the
clausal system (i.e. the system constituted by complex-sentence types) in its entirety,
never interpreting individual complex-sentence types in isolation, but only in regard
to the development of the entire system. It is particularly in this respect and also
because in comparing Czech with other Slavonic languages he does not confine him-
self merely to form, but pays due regard to function as well that Bauer is to be asso-
ciated with the Prague School.

An even closer association with the Prague School is revealed by the syntactic
researches carried out by Milan Jelinek and Miroslav Grepl. This is also reflected by
the problems they have chosen for discussion. Jelinek is keenly interested in questions
of word order and functional sentence perspective, i.e. in questions the study of which
wa.s considered by V. Mathesius to be one of the most important tasks of functional

yntax. Another question of equal importance is that of the so-called complex con-
densa.tlons Jelinek has taken it up in regard to Slavonic languages. He is further
keenly interested in stylistics: apart from general questions, he concentrates on prob-
lems connected with the stylistic differentiation of the standard language. Inspired
by B. Havrének’s work in this field, he has offered a number of valuable contribu-
tions to the theory of the standard language. For the benefit of the language user
he has popularized the results of his research in occasional papers and in a practical
handbook of stylistics, intended for journalists and entitled O jazyku a stylu novin
[On the Language and Style of Newspapers] (Prague 1957).

Miroslav Grepl also works at problems of word order and functional sentence
perspective. He examines them within the wider framework of a theory of utterance,
which is his main concern at the moment. An important contribution to this theory
is his monograph Emociondlné motivované altualizace v syntaktické struktufe vijpovéds
[Emotionally Motivated Actualizations in the Syntactic Structure of the Utterance]}
(Brno 1967), in which he endeavours to present an overall view of the organization
of linguistic means producing the emotive colouring of the utterance. Some of his
ideas are further developed by Svatava ProkeSovi. Together with J. Bauer, he
published, in the form of a mimeographed university text-book, Skladba spisovné
Seftiny [A Syntax of Standard Czech]®, unmistakably marked by the functionalist
approach.

PI}& positive attitude towards the Prague School has been adopted by the Brno
linguists specializing in Russian syntax. An ever growing inclination for the teaching
of the Prague School has been revealed by the methodology employed by Romau

1 For a mare detailed list of works produced by the younger generation of Brno linguiste,
seo Universitas Brunensis 1919—1969, Brno 1969.
. @M. Komérek, Studie o vijvoji deakého souvéts [A Study in the Davelopment of the Czech
Complex Sentence], Nale fet 44, Prague 1961, p. 71. .

® 3rd. ed., Prague 1967.
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Mrizek. He emphasizes the necessity of establishing the invariant meanings of lin-
istic constructions, of studying paradigmatic correlations and interrelations existing
een the levels of the language system. He is the author of the monograph Sin-
taksts russkogo tvorstelnogo [A Syntax of the Russian Instrumental Case] (Brno 1964),
based on material drawn not only from Russian, but also from other Slavonic lan-
ages. Another student of Russian syntax is Stanislav Za#a. The impact of the Prague
Linguistic School on his work can be traced especially in his contrastive studies, in
which he compares Russian with Czech. This holds good particularly for his share in
the PFiruént miuvnice ruftiny I—I1 [A Handbook of Russian Grammar] (Prague 1961,
1960).V. Mathesius’s ideas have influenced his inquiries into the interrelations between
the syntactic, phonic and graphic levels of contemporary Russian.

Another syntactician is R. Vederka, the author of a monograph entitled Syntaz
aktivnich participit v staroslovéndtiné [A Syntax of Active Participles in Old Church
Slavonic] (Prague 1961). In this book he endeavours to determine the place of parti-
ciples within the Old Church Slavonic system of syntax. This structural approach has
made it possible to establish a number of features that would have remained undiscov-
ered had the discussed phenomena been examined in isolation.

Very closely associated with the Prague Linguistic School is the linguistic resaarch
team formed by the Brno Anglicists J. Flrbs.s H. Breithutové, E. Golkovd, J. Hl
J. Ondridek and A. Svoboda, all of them former pupils of J. Vachek. They work
primarily in the sphere of linguistic characterology (a term coined by V. Mathesius,
see here p. 102), comparing English with Czech, occasionally also with German and
Italian. At the moment they focus their attention on problems raised by the theory
of functional sentence perspective and on questions concerning the function of the
verb in the very act of communication. Problems of functional sentence perspective
(=F8P) are studied both from the synchronic and from the diachronic point of
view. Close attention is also paid to the relations between FSP and intonation, The
results of the group’s researches have been published mainly in Vols 1, 3, 4, 7 and 8 of
Brno Studies in English (Prague 1959, 1961, 1967, Brno 1968, 1969).7

In the sphere of phonology, even in Brno, the post-war years have witnessed an
increased interest in diachronistic problems. Apart from Vachek’s works, it is the
contributions by A. Barton¢k and A. Lamprecht that are to be mentioned in this
connection. Lemprecht’s monograph Viyvoy fonologickéko u Geského jazyka
[The Development of the Phonological System of the Czechs]%anguage] (Brno 1966)
throws new light on the development of the Czech consonantal and vocalic systems
and describes the phonological developments not only of the standard language and
the central dialedts, but also of all the main dialectal varieties of the Czech language.

Inspired by Vachek’s contributions to diachronistic phonology, A. Bartongk,
a classical philologist, has produced two monographs, entitled Vyjvoj konsonantického
systému. v feckych dialektech [The Development of the Consonantal System in Greek
Dialects] (Prague 1961) and The Development of the Long-Vowel System in Ancient
Greck Dialects (Brno 1966). Together with Vachek’s and Lamprecht’s works, Barto-
nék’s monograph proves the fafslty of the statement that Prague School phonolog'y
is ahistoric. The development of the phonological system in the ideolect of & child 18
described by J. Palesovd in her book, entitled The Development of Vocabulary in the

70. An occasional collaborator with the group is the Bohemicist K. Pals. See his oontnbutlon
to Brno Studies in English 7.
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Child (Broo 1968). The book is a contribution towards a pedolinguistic project
directed by K. Ohnesorg. : :

Special mention must be made of the work done in the spheres of word formation
and dialectology. Under the heading of the former comes M. Jelinek’s extensive
monograph on Czech action nouns.” The articles of Z. Rusfnové and D. Slosar contrib-
ute to a better understanding of the development of the Czech word-formative system,
the authors employing the method. of comparing synchronic cross-sections represent-
ing various periods of development. Problems of word-formation are also tackled by
J. Jirddek (especially in his unpublished monograph on international substantival
suffixes in Russian). In principle, all the named scholars subscribe to the theory of
word formation advanced by M. Dokulil?? (this applies especially to Z. Rusinova and
D. Slosar), which points to another link associating the Brno linguists with the

e School.

As to dialectological research, solid foundations have been laid for it at the Brno
Philosophical Faculty by B. Havrének, F. Trivnitek and their pupil A. Kellner.
J. Vachek is certainly right when stressing that ‘ever since the days of Adolf Kell-
ner... it has become a matter of course to demand that the results of dialectological
research work should not only be formulated in phonological terms but also evaluated
with regard to their bearing on a better understanding of the phonological development
of the given language.’” It is not, however, possible to say that this requirement has
been fully complied with. This is chiefly due to the atmosphere prevalent in the fifties
which in the Czech and Slavonic Departments considerably impeded an effective
development of phonological research. Thus A. Lamprecht’s monograph Stfedoopavské
ndfedi [The Dialect of the Central Opava Region], published in 1963 (Prague), could
offer phonological interpretations only very sparingly. More room to phonology is
devoted in J. Skulina’s monograph Severni pomezi moravskoslezskijch ndfe&i [The
Northern Border of the Moravo-Silesian Dialect Region), published in 1964 (Prague),
and in A. VaSek’s monograph Jazykové vlivy karpatské salasnické kolonizace na Mo-
ravé [Linguistic Influences of the Carpathian Pastoral Colonization in Moravial],
published in 1967 (Prague). )

The comparatively little attention paid by the Brno University dialectologists to
phonological problems can also be partly accounted for by their preoccupation with
what they regard as one of their main tasks: to cover the parts of grammar so far
neglected by dialectological research. This is why they have turned their attention
mainly to dialectal syntax and dialectal word-formation. The above-mentioned
Z. Rusinové and D. Slosar work in the latter field. The former is covered mainly by
J. Chloupek, V. Michédlkov4 and J. Balhar, who do not, however, confine themselves to
dialectal syntax only. In their work they endeavour to consistently distinguish
between parole (purely utterance) and langue (systemic) phenomena; to contribute
towards a better understanding of the specific character and position within the na-
tional language of dialectal syntax in particular and of the spoken syntax in general;
to gain a deeper insight into the formal and functional differentiation of the national
language. Let us add in this connection that the basic principles of the theory of the

71 Included in T'wofent slov v feltiné 2, Odvozovini podstatngch jmen [Word Formation in Czech 2,
Derivation of Substantives}, Prague 1867. See pp. 562 —663.

72 Twofent slov v &efting 1, Teorie odvozovdni slov [Word Formation in Czech 1, Theory of
Word Derivation], Prague 1862.

1 Cf. J. Vachek, Prague Phonological Studies Today, Travaux linguistiques de Prague 1,
Prague 1964, p. 9. ’ ol :
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standard language have been successfully popularized in J. Chloupek’s booklet
Povéry o deSting [Superstitions about Czech] (Brno 1968).

Two further works should be mentioned in this connection. The sphere of research
concerning language unions (‘alliances de langues’, ‘Sprachbiinde’), the importance
of which has become evident also thanks to Havrinek’s and Jakobson’s papers
(published during their Brno days),? is represented by A. Va3ek’s above-mentioned
monograph. Together with other works by Va3ek, the book is a contribution toward
a better understanding of extralinguistic contacts and interferences. Vasek has also
contributed some papers to the theory of utterance.

The second note concerns dialectological research carried out by non-Bohemicists,
who obviously have far less opportunity to engage in such work. Nevertheless, the
Brno Department of German, directed by L. Zato¢il, has successfully tackled problems
of German historical dialectology. In regard to the associations with the Prague School,
mention should in this connection be made of the first chapter of Z. Masaiflk’s book
Die mittelalterliche deutsche Kanzleisprache Siid- und Mittelmihrens (Brno 1966).
It takes up the problem of relations between phonemes and graphemes.

As to the lexical level, it is intensively studied by a group of Romance scholars,
led by O. Duchdéek. The other members of the group are R. Ostrd and E. Spitzovi.
Like the members of the Prague School, Duchégek views the vocabulary of a language
as a system and strives to discover its structural laws. His theory of semantic fields,?
however, is to be regarded as a conception that is to a large extent independent of
the Prague School.

VII. By way of concluding the present paper, it seems appropriate to raise the
question of the attitude assumed by the Prague Linguistic School to recent develop-
ments in linguistics. A dictum of V. Mathesius and the standpoints of J. Vachek
and K. Hausenblas will throw some light on the matter. According to J. Vachek,
Mathesius used to say in his seminar classes that language is a fortress that can and
must be assailed from different sides. This attitude makes it imperative to take
great pains in weighing the pros and cons of another scholar’s approach or solution,
to endeavour to appreciate even his diametrically opposed view, and if necessary to
disagree with him without belittling his achievements. It is in this spirit that Vachek?s
deals with Chomsky’s criticism?” levelled at the Prague School phonological theory.
Vachek shows in which respects he cannot agree with Chomsky, as well as in what he
finds Chomsky’s main contribution to the development of modern linguistics.

Vachek protests against Chomsky’s view that the Prague approach is to be describ-
ed as taxonomic in the sense that the facts of the phonic level are only enumerated
and classified, no notice being taken of the relations existing between them and other
linguistic facts. Vachek’s view of language as a system of systems certainly entitles
him to raise this protest. For it is the relations between phonemes and the relation

74 B, Havrianek, Zur phonologischen Geographie. Das Vokalsystem des balkanischen Sprach-
bundes, Archives Néerlandmses de Phonétique expérimentale 1933, pp. 28—34. R. Jakobson,
Sur la théorie des affinités phonologiques entre les languea Actes du Quatritme Congrés Inter-
national de Linguistes, Copenhagen 1938, b};’

s Cf., e.g., his Le ckamp conceptuel de la utéen/mmnmodzme (Prague 1960).

7 J. Vsohek On Some Basic Principles of ‘Classical’ Phonology, Zeltschnft fu.r Phonetxk
Spmchmssensohsﬁ und Kommunikationsforschung 17/1884. The paper a
period of Va,ohek's external memberehip of the staff of the Brno ent o lmh (1962 5)

77 Expreesed in N. Chomsky, The Logical Basis of Linguistic Theory, Preprints of Papers for
the Ninth International Congress of Linguists, Aug. 27— 31 1962 (Cambridge, Mass.), pp. 509 —574.
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Efstweelll( the phonemic and the other levels that he pays particular attention to in
WoOr

Vachek further shows that Chomsky is not right in blaming the members of the
Prague group for subscribing to principles that cannot be consistently applied to the
examined material. Even here Vachek is entitled to raise his voice in protest. Both
his monograph on peripheral phonemes, produced during his Brno days, and his
monograph on the phonological system of Present-Day Czech,? produced after he
left Brno for Prague, show that the existence of exceptional cases is no proof of
the inadequacy of the applied priciples, but is due to the fact that language does not
constitute a perfectly balanced, fully closed, self-contained static system. The special
circumstances in which the principles do not apply indicate places in the system
which are to be regarded as fuzzy points, ‘indicators of the fact that, at the given
time, the system has some structural problems to solve, in other words, that far from
being a static structure, it is & structure in motion’ (p. 419).

Together with other members of the Prague group, e.g. R. Jakobson and B. Trnka,
J. Vachek has shown that the regularities of language differ in character from those
examined by natural sciences. He concludes therefore that the methods of mathemat-
ical modelling are not applicable to the two types of regularities to the same extent.
Nevertheless, like other members of the Prague group, J. Vachek is not opposed to
the methods of algebraic linguists and mathematical models. He even points out the
possibility and usefulness of an attempt at a synthesis of Chomsky’s conception and
that of the Prague group.

The attitude of the Prague School to the new trends in linguistics has also been
very aptly expressed by K. Hausenblas.” He points out that the new trends con-
centrate rather on the characteristic features of the language structure itself than
on the characteristic properties revealed by language in the course of its functioning
in the act of communication, He thinks, however, thet due regard to the network of
wider relations displayed by the examined phenomena—on the very essence of
which new revealing light begins to be thrown by cybernetics—requires also most
consistent attention to those aspects that have come to be termed by the Prague
group ‘function’, ‘functional,’ ‘functional character’, etc. When the linguistic theore-
tician succeeds in arriving at a tolerably adequate, more exhaustive, more exact
description and interpretation of the structure of language, a description applicable
even outside linguistics, he will necessarily have to return to problems of function.

Viewed in this light, the prospects spread out before the Brno linguists who sub-
scribe to the functionalist and structuralist approach to language advocated by the
Prague Linguistic School do not appear to be without hope for the-endeavour to
achieve a better understanding of the functioning of language.

7™ J. Vaohek, ko | soulnsné skt of
the Brion a0 :tl Dynm:’f ouobgwnk:;u'o Satzalému iy Mfmmy['l‘heDymmm
7 Op. cit, (see here note3), p. 3.
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PRAZSKA SKOLA A JAZYKOVEDNE BADANI
NA BRNENSKE FILOSOFICKE FAKULTE

(Souhrn referdtu)

Jan Firbas

Historie PraZského lingvistiokého krouzku (PLK) je tzce spjata s historif jazykovddného
béadAn{ na brnénské filosofioké fakultd. Ve zprivé o dinnosti P, za prvod desftilet{ jeho trvéni,
tj. od r. 1926 do 1936, jeou v seznamu &lent uvedena tato jména, nerozludnd spojens s brnénskou
filosofickou fakultou:! Josef Ludvik Fischer, Bohuslav Havrének, Vladimir Helfert, Josef Kurz,
Véclav Machek, Mirko Novék, Mihajlo Rostohar, Frantifek Travnitek, Pavel Trost, Bedfich
Véolavek, Josef Vachek, Frank Wollman. Koneo existence KrouZku neznamené oviem komec

isobeni jeho my#lenek. Je proto tfeba vdnovat pozornost i pracim tdch 24k byvalyoh &leni
%rouiku, kte#{ tyto my#le déle rozvijejf, & tak se svymi uditeli vytvéfejl tzv. praiskou
ingvistickou Skolu. V tomto smyslu pojal autor sviij referdt sifeji. Naproti tomu se v ndm soustfe-
duje na tematiku istd lingvistickou a na préci t&ch &leni praZské Ekoly, kte po delif dobu piiso-
bili nebo nyni (&ﬁsobi jako uditelé na brnénské filosofické fakultd. Proto se autor v referdtu ne-
zabyvé napf. dilem literdArnich v&doi, byvalych absolventi, pozd&ji uditela brnénské filosofické
fakulty Josefa Hrabbks a Jiftho Levého, ani dilem byvalych brndnskych posluchadi Karla Ho-
rilka, Aloise Jedlitky, Pavla Trosta (vesmés utiteli Karlovy university) a Jaromira Bélide,
Milole Dokulila, Josefa Filipce, Frantifka Kope®ného (vesmds starfich védeckych pracovnilci
Ceskoslovenské akademie vad). Vyderphvaijfci referat o vztazioh mezi prezskou Skolou a brnénskou
filosofickou fakultou by se oviem musel podrobné zabyvat i jejich pracemi.

V prvni &isti referdtu podivé autor ndkolik poznimek o myilenkovém kontextu, z n8ho%
praiski Skola vysla. Praiské Skole se podatilo spojit diachronisticky pistup mladogramaticky
se synchronistickym pifstupem sméru, jehoZ zakladatel byl Wilhelm von Humboldt. Na formovani
praiské koncepce hlubooe zapiisobilo i lingvistické myslenf ruské a polské. Neménd diileZité byly
préoe &koly Saussurovy, americky jazykozpyt a — Feleno slovy R. Jakobsone — originilnf rysy
praiské anglistiky, reprezentované V. Mathesiem.

Zejimavy pohled na praZskou Skolu podidva R. Jakobson v brndnském Indezu v r. 1934.
Vedle skutefnost{ jit zde nvedenych upozoriiuje na ety¥né body existujici mezi praZskou Ekolou
& Seskym lingvistickym myélenim pfedgebauerovskym. Pokud jde o nézor praZské Skoly na

mér lingvistiky diachronn{ k lingvistice synchronni, podtrhuje, %e teze PLK stoji mnohem
Eolﬁe nézoru Masarykovu, vyslovenému v knize Zdkladové konkrétné logiky v r. 1885, neili stano-
visku Saussurovu.

Opiraje se o stat, kterou vypracovali u pilefitosti IV. mezindrodnfho slavistického kangresu
v r. 1958 B. Havranek, K. Hordlek, V. Skalitka a P. Trost, referent pak uvadi teze, s kterymi
by bez vyhrad nebo téméf bez vyhrad souhladils vétéina téoh, kteff se hlisili nebo hl4sf k praZské
ékole.

Druh4 a% patd S4st referitu je vnovana brndnské badatelské Sinnosti étyF védei, jejich
jména jsou nerozlu¥nd spjata s historii prazské Ekoly na brndnské filosofické fakulté: Bohuslava

avranka (uditelem fakulty byl v letech 1929—45), Romana Jakobsona (1933 —30), Frantisks
Travnitka (1921—61), Josefs Vachka (1845—62, externd do 1965). Velmi Sestné misto vedle
nich zeujimd 3agnd zemtely Adolf Kellner (19456—53).

Bohualav Havrinek na brnénské universit® dobudovévé svou teorti spisovného jazyka. Je to

fedeviim jeho zésluha, Ze se spisovny jazyk za&fné zkoumat jako nastroj funk¥nd diferencovany.
E nejoenndjifoh pHnoell Havrankovy teorie je jejl pojeti normy v jaz{ee a joji dynamiocké kon-
oepoe jazykové synohronie. Soudaanou deitinu studuje Havrének v oelé jejf slofitosti, jak o tom
svaddf i gﬂo Ndtelt deskd. Podstatnd ovlivnilo brnénské dialektologicks Lidén.(, které do jsho
glohodu byls v podstat® gaméfena historicky. Prakopnioké pojet! spisovného jazyka nemohlo

avrinka nevést k tdasti na boji PLK proti diletantskému purismu, dostatetné nechdpajicimu
aktudln{ potieby dorozumivaci praxe.

Havrénkovo zkouménf spisovného jazyka newistivé v oblasti synohronie. V Brné vzniké
m Yvoj spisovného jazyka Zeského, dfto, které bohemisté dodnes povafuji zs nepfekonané.

i jinymi pracemi z brn&nakého obdobf Havrinkova referent phezgminﬂ i jeho prace fonolo-
gické, druhy dil velké monografie Genera verbi v slovanskgch jazy a price, které podhvajf
"synohronnf analyzy Seekého jazykas starifho obdobi.

1 Tuto informaci mi laskav® poskytl doo. dr. A. Erhart, CSo.
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Spolu & N. Trobeckym, V. Mathesiem, B. Trnkou & B. Havrinkem pat#i k pfednim tvircim
fonologické teorie prazské Skoly Roman Jakobson. Spolu s B. Havré,nf:m & B. Trnkou je také
spolutviircem fonologie historické. NejzévaZnéjéf Jakobsonovou fonologickou pracf z brnénského
obdob{ je studie Observattons sur le classement phonologique des consonnes. Podivé v nf svou
dusledné binaristickou koncepei distinktivnich rysa.
K jinym Jakobsonovym pracim, které vzbudily svétovy ohlas, patfl Zur Strultur des ruaawche-n
Verbums a Beitrag zur allgemeinen Kasuslehre, prikopnické price v oboru strukturaln{ morfologie,
objevné pojednévajicf o pHiznakovych & bezpfiznakovych jevech v plénu morfologickém.
Jakobson zasahuje i do diskuse o eském purismu, informuje vefejnost o vzniku a zésadéch
PLK. Jeitd pfed pHohodem do Brne (1928) vyslovil s J. Tynjanovem zésadu, zduraziujfcf, Ze
»Studovat systém systémi a nevéddt pfitom o vnitinich zakonech ka¥dého jednotlivého systému
by by%t; ]Tll{bou metodologickou chybou‘‘.2 Spravnost této zdsady potvrdily pfedeviim brn¥nské
price Vachkovy.
Vedle otézek distd lingvistickych zajimé se Jakobson té% Zivé o otdzky literdrndvédné. Obirs
so i otézkami pomeznimi, spoletnymi obéme disciplinAm. Intenzivné fedf i otdzky kulturnd
historické.
Cinnost PLK a brnénské Havrénkovo a Jakobsonovo pisobenf nezistaly bez vlivu na dflo
Frantidka Trivnitka. V tficitych letech se Travnitek za¥iné Zivé zajimat o problematiku soudas-
ného deského spisovného jazyka. Do boje proti purismu sice pfimo nezasahuje, ale je zFejmé, %e
se postavil na stranu PLK. Zajimavy je vybér témat statf, které v t6 dob& pife. Mnohé z nich
pojednévajf o problémech, kterych si viimla nebo viimne i funkén& strukturélnf deskoalovenské
anglistika. Vyvrcholenim Trivnitkovych snah o lepsf poznéni soudasného deského spisovného
jazyka je jeho Mluvnice spisovné leftiny, pojaté synchronnd a k sterfim jazykovym stadiim
pfihlfZejic{ jen tehdy, vyZaduje-li to lepsi pochoreni soudasného stavu. .
V padesétych letech se Travnidek 0 obrac! {ro i strukturalismu a tfm i proti udeni praZské
Skoly. Je téeba litovat, %e velky v&dec, ktery své 2aky mistrnd vedl k v&decké akribii a odpov&dné-
nému zobeoiiovén{ z11§ténj'ch fakt, shm se v propagaci udenf Marrova, v boji proti strukturalismu
& v pfecendni Stalinovych stat{ o jazykov&d® nedovedl vyvarovat nedostatetnd fundovenych
zAvéri.
NejmladEfm ze Styt telnych jazykovéded, kteff jsou nerozluéné spjeti s historif prazské skoly
na brnénské filosofické fakults, je Josef Vachek. V dobg, kdy pusobf v Brnd, dostdvé se prafské
Skole do defenzivy. Vachek znovu promySli a domyali vjslediy jejiho badatelského usili. Jeho
dflo nejenom vyvraci fadu némitek vzniSenych proti praZské 3kole (Vachkovy fonologické
price napf. nejsou odtreny od zvukového materidlu, neomezujf se jenom ne dneég stav jazyka),
ale sv&d¢f o podnétnosti a fivotnosti jejich myslenek. Nejzdvazndjiimi Vechkovymi dfly vznik-
lymi za jeho brnénského pisobeni jsou Some Less Familiar Features of the Analytu:al Trend
of English a On Peripheral Phonemes in Modern English. Objevnd v mich Eowdné.vé o historii
fonologického systému anglidtiny & novs osvitluje — dasto metodou lingvistické charakteristiky —
i nefonologické.roviny anglického jazykového systému. Presvéddivs dokazuje plodnost pHstupu,
ktery chipe jazyk jako systém systémiu. V triptychu knih, tvofeném slovnfkem lingvistiockych
termint praZské Ekoly, &tankou z nejzivaZndjiich jejich pmci a ivodem do jejtho lingvistického
myslen{, seznamuje svétovou lingvistickou vefejnost 8 vysledky badatelského ﬁmli pra#ské Skoly.
Bylo by nespravedlivé se v této souvislosti nezminit o dile pfed¥asnd zemfelého Adolfa Kell-
nera, ktery plnd docenil zéva¥nost fonologioké interpretace néfednfho vyzkumu a svymi pracem
razi] cestu moderni eeké dialektologii (srov. jeho l?yclwdola&.svkci ndfedt).
Sests tast referstu se pokousf strutnd informovat o tom, do jaké miry a jakym zpisobem
mladé{ generace fakultnich uditeli-lingvisti (z nicht ka%dy je poviletnym absolventem a Zikem
alespofi jednoho z péti vySe jmenovanych ulitell) rozviji myilenky praZské 8koly. V referdtd
se uvaddjf jmenovitd i nejzdvaindjif price, pokud jevi vztah k praiské Bkole. (Pro velky polet
racovnfkid i pracf nelze takto postupovat v této &4sti souhrnu.) Je pFirozené, %e povéleini

ll;ngviatiokt generace obritila svou pozornost hlavn® na problémy eyntaktické, na které se
foed villkou — predeviim pro pochopitelné soustfedéni na fonologii — v dostateiné mife ne-
ostalo.

O postihnut{ vyvoje éeského souvétného systému a zmén jeho slofek neoddglend, ale v sou-
visloati s timto vao;am, 88 80 zdarem pokusil pfeddasnd zemfely Jaroslav Bauer. Jokts 1iZeji jsou
v své syntakticke praci spojeni s praZskou Skolou Milan Jelinek a Miroslav Grepl. Nejzdvaingjsimi
Jelinkovymi pracemi jsou snad ty, v nich¥ intenzivn® promysli obecnou problematiku atylu
a pmblemahku stylové diferenciace spisovného jazyka. Grepliv zdjem se soustfeduje pledeviim

3 Podle francouzské verze publikované v tivodn{ studii (z pera N. Ruweta) k Jakobsonov®
knize Essai de linguistique générale, PaH? 1963, str. 0.
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na teorii promluvy. Mj. se s tispéchem pokusil o celostni{ pohled na jazykovou vystavbu citové
strinky védi. Ke kladnému pojiméni pra¥ské Skoly dospéli i syntaktici rusistitt{ Roman
Mrizek a Stanislav ZaZa, Mrézek zdiiraziiuje potfebu hled4n{ invariantnich vyznami konstrukei,
studia paradigmatickyoh korelaci a souvztaimosti jednotlivych plini. U Za%i se vliv prazaké
Ekolz projevil pfedeviim v jeho zkouméAn{ vzdjemného vztahu syntaktického, fonického a gra-
fického Slendni soutasné rustiny. K syntaktikim patff i Radoslav Vederka, kterému strukturn{
pohled umoznil ukézat na Fadu rysi v staroslovénském gynta.ktiokém systému, které a% dosud
Ppli izolované interpretaci unikaly pozornosti badateli. Velmi tizoe 8 prafskou Skolou je spjat
tym anglistickych pracovnikl, vedeny Janem Firbasem. Tym pfedeviim pracuje na lingvistioké

aralkteristice anglitiny; v rdmoi této tematiky se pak eviim soustfeduje na zkoumdni
funksdél (:.:ili perspektivy vétné (= aktudlniho élendni vétného) a na fungovan{ slovesa v samém aktu

eni.

Vedle prac{ Vachkovych jeou zAvainymi pHspévky k historické fonologii studie Arnoita
Lamprechta & Antonina Bartoiike. Lamprecht zkoum4 vyvoj &eského konsonantického i voka-
lického systému; studuje pFitom nejen fonologicky vyvoj kulturniho jazyks a centrilnich dislekti,
ale i fonologicky vyvoj véech hlavnich néfetnich utvari Zeského jazyka. Bartonék vrhi nové
svétlo na fonologicky vyvoj konsonantickych i vokalickych systémiu starofeckych dialektii.
Fonologickym vyvojem idiolektu dftéte se zabyv4 Jaroslava Patesové. Uzky vztah k prafské
dkole jovi i brndnské price z oboru tvoFeni slov. Brn&niti pracovnici na tomto poli (Milan Jelinek,
iliﬂ lJ)irﬁ.éek, Dudan Slosar, Zdena Rusinovéd) v podstatd pfijimaji slovotvornou teorii Mi-
ofie Dokulila.

V oblasti dielektologie, jednom z nejdileitdjifch tsekd brnénské lingvistiky, se v ovzduAf
boje proti strukturalismn mohl] st realizovat Kellneriiv pofadavek disledné fonologické
interpretace, i kdy% si autofi dialektologickych monografif (Arnodt Lamprecht, Josef Skulina,
Antonfn Vealek) zdvainosti takové interpretace byli plnd védomi. V soudasné dobd povaZujf
dislektologové pracovnd spojenf s brnénskou filosofickou fakultou za jeden ze svych hlavnich
lkolt zpracovani téch %isti mluvnice, jim# se dosavadni dialektologické bé,dénmhybala. Jde
pfedeviim o néFeinf syntax (zpracovivenou Janem Chloupkem, V&rou Michélkovou a Ja--
nem Balharem) a néfetnf tvofeni slov (zpracovévané Zdenkon Rusinovou & Dulanem Slosarem).
Dielektologi¥ti pracovnici se pfitom neomezuji ne nafedf, ale sna¥f se o zjisfovéni specifickych
rysi mluveného jazyke vibec, a tak i o lepsi pochopenf vyrazové a funkén{ rozriizndnosti nirod-
nfho jazyka. O lep¥ poznini mezijazykovych kontaktd a interferenc{ usiluje ve svém dialekto-
logickém bad4nf Antonin VaSek.

V sedmé, posledni t4sti referatu se autor dotykd otdzky, jak se praiské Skole stavi k novym
smérium v lingvistice. Na pifklad® Vachkova rozborn Chomského kritiky fonologiokého uéent
Era.iské Ekoly ilustruje otevieny postoj v&tiny pisluinficd této Skoly k tdmto smérim. Referit

ondi zdiraznénim, Ze dplny a exaktni popis a vyklad jazykové struktury je nedosaZitelny bez
roziefeni otézek Kladenych problematikou funkéni.






