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Foreword
Ales Bican

The present issue of Linguistica ONLINE is a double issue. This means that it acts as
Issue One and Issue Two. Reasons for this are two-fold. First, it was the amount of
articles submitted and prepared for the issue. The number of pages in this issue virtually
reaches 90. The second reason is technical and personal: the present editor would not
have been able to prepare a new issue in time (i.e. for April 2006) and hence decided for
this solution. This means that the next issue, Issue Three, will appear in July 2006.

The issue can be viewed as a net of dichotomies. There can be many on-the-one-
hand’s and on-the-other-hand’s perspectives how to approach the collection of articles in
this issue.

Several generations of linguists meet here. On the one hand, there are papers by
young and daring linguists, on the other, many venerable and experienced linguists lent
us their works. Surely, all of them have their own potential, and though age adds on ex-
perience, it need not have any impact on quality.

It is probably merely a coincidence that the first group of linguists specializes on
synchronic studies. But perhaps not. Long are gone the times when diachronic studies
were deemed to be the only serious focus of a linguist. With de Saussure and the syn-
chronic premise, the focus shifted to synchrony. But this certainly does not mean that
diachrony should be depreciated. Yet there is a certain imbalance: while synchronic un-
derstanding of a language is thought as fruitful for diachronic study, the reverse is usu-
ally viewed with a suspicion.

Although other dichotomies may be mentioned, there is one thing, one aspect that
connects and bounds all the articles in this issue: the city of Brno. It is especially the
Faculty of Arts of the Masaryk University one group of linguists is associated with, and
the Etymological Department of the Institute of Czech Language of the Academy of Sci-
ences of the Czech Republic where the other group resides (which is another of those
dichotomies). There are and have been certain intersections. The present editor has had a
chance to taste the inspiring atmosphere of both the linguistic working places.

Many people speak about the Prague School of linguistics. It is a widely acknowl-
edged term among linguists. Unfortunately, one will seldom hear anyone speak about the
Brno School, though its importance may be as significant. We can witness here what

linguists call contamination: the Brno School has been contaminated by the Prague
School. But this contamination should not be viewed with a grudge: it is thoughts that
actually matter, not location, not even nationality.

Brno is a place where linguistic thoughts have always thrived. It is a grievous pity
that technical and political circumstances often prevented, in the past, the world from
learning about works by Brno (and usually by the majority of Czech) linguists. The city,
and in particular its University, is a place where linguists such as Josef Vachek or Jan
Firbas worked and taught. One is regarded as an important representative of the Prague
School of phonology; the other is connected with so-called Functional Sentence Per-
spective.

But these are not the only fields studied in Brno. For a very long time the city has
been connected with the study of etymology and diachronic linguistics in general. In-
deed, we will not exaggerate when we say that it has become one of the world’s centers
of etymological studies'. I am glad to present a taste of Brno etymology in this issue.

There are papers by members of the Etymological Department of the Academy of
Sciences: Ilona Janyskova, Helena Karlikova, Zofie Sarapatkova and Pavla Val¢akova.
Though her paper is not strictly etymological, Eva Havlova is also a member of the De-
partment. Likewise with Bohumil Vykypél: he is in addition much interested in glosse-
matics and his paper attempts to use one of its methods on a diachronic problem. In fact,
it is a curious feature of Brno that its linguists show an acute interest in Hjelmslev’s
glossematics (about which I wrote in Preface to Introductory Issue of Linguistica
ONLINE).

The reader should not be misled that the two other papers dealing with etymology are
labeled as reviews. Both of them are written by Vaclav Blazek, a prominent member of
the Department of Linguistics of the Masaryk University. Though conceived as reviews,
they are as potent as regular articles.

The rest of the articles are largely synchronic in nature, all except for the paper by
Radoslav Vecerka where the distinction is not of importance. Moreover, all these papers
are written by people from the Faculty of Arts of the Masaryk University. Ondfej Seféik
is head of the Department of Linguistics, though also working in the Etymological De-
partment. Radim Sova is one of the post-graduate students of the Department of Lin-
guistics, and Markéta Zikova and Pavel Caha are post-graduate students of the Depart-
ment of Czech Language of the same university. Finally, Radoslav Vecerka is Professor
Emeritus of the Department of Linguists.

All these papers provide a sample from the wide scope of interests of linguists in
Brno.

! Brno is also a place where an international etymological conference Etymologické symposion is
held, organized by the mentioned Etymological Department.
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When above 1 spoke about significant Brno linguists and unfortunate political and
technical circumstances, I had one particular person in mind whose significance, though
not always acknowledged, is beyond doubt. It is late Professor Adolf Erhart. In addition
to reverence the present editor feels to the person, it is no coincidence that this issue of
Linguistica ONLINE has been dedicated to the memory of Adolf Erhart.

Had the threads of the fate been spun differently, Adolf Erhart would have celebrated
his 80" birthday this year. Ten years ago, in 1996, to honor his 70" birthday, a bundle of
articles were written and dedicated to him, and published in Sbornik praci filozofické
fakulty brnénské univerzity (A44). Majority of them are reproduced in this issue. Papers
by Ilona Janyskova and Helena Karlikova are explicitly dedicated to Adolf Erhart. Pa-
pers by Zofie Sarapatkova and Pavla Val¢akova were dedicated to him, too, though it
was not expressly mentioned. Other papers of the issue of Shornik may appear in a future
issue of Linguistica ONLINE>. All the mentioned linguists worked with Professor Erhart
on Etymologicky slovnik jazyka staroslovenskeho (1989ff.) [Etymological Dictionary of
Old Church Slavonic].

Even other linguists in this issue are connected with Adolf Erhart. Ondfej Sef¢ik uses
some of his methods and concepts, and follows him in teaching Sanskrit and Indo-Euro-
pean linguistics at the Faculty of Arts. Bohumil Vykypél has devoted much of his re-
search time to Erhart and is currently preparing an edition of some of his articles. Last
but not least I should mention Radoslav Vecerka. He was not only Erhart’s friend, they
also worked together to produce probably the best introduction to etymology: Uvod do
etymologie [Introduction to Etymology]. Unfortunately, the book has remained untrans-
lated to date but a new, revised and expanded, edition of the book is being prepared.
Hopefully, it will come a day when the book is translated into one of the major lan-
guages. May this wish be extended to other books where Adolf Erhart showed his exten-
sive and profound knowledge of etymology, Indo-European linguistics and in fact
thoughtful mastering of linguistics as such.

% The paper “Indo-European ‘Lamb’” by Vaclav Blazek, also dedicated to Adolf Erhart, was
already published in Linguistica ONLINE and can be found at this address:
<http://www.phil.muni.cz/linguistica/art/blazek/bla-002.pdf>
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O potiebé slovniku sémantickych zmén'”
Eva Havilova

Ve sborniku Problemy indojevropejskogo jazykoznanija (Moskva 1964) vydal 0. N.
Trubadev zajimavy a podnétny ¢lanek pod nazvem "Molcat” i "tajat™; az podtitulek O
neobchodimosti semasiologiceskogo slovarja novogo tipa napovida o obsahu ¢lanku
vice.

Materialova c¢ast clanku pojednava o dvojicich slov se stejné znéjicimi koteny, z
nichz jedno znamena "tat" (resp. "tlit"), druhé "mlicet" (nebo "tajit"), napfi. f. #eko : lat.
taceo, slov. tvléti : lit. tyléti, slov. tajati : tajiti (ale dvojice sthn. molewen: slov. mulcati,
lit. tirpti : slov. terpeti maji asi odliSnou cestu sémantického vyvoje). Nemtizeme u nich
zatim vysledovat a vysvétlit cely vyvojovy proces, protoze chybéji sémantické mezi-
¢lanky; pouze fakt, ze je takovych dvojic vice, nam dovoluje piedpokladat, Ze nejde o
homonyma.

Upozornéni na takové dvojice je jisté uz samo o sob¢ zajimavé jako podnét k dalSim
pracim. Dulezit&jsi je vSak obecna ¢ast ¢lanku. Trubacev spravné zdaraznuje, Ze k roz-
voji etymologického badani nestaci vydavat jenom nové etymologické slovniky jednot-
livych jazykt (i kdyz je samoziejmym pozadavkem, aby kazdy jazyk svlij moderni ety-
mologicky slovnik mél), ze je nutné vypracovat i specialni pomicky pro etymologické
badani (nikoliv ovSem specialni v tom smyslu, ze by nemély vyznam, a znacny, i pro
jind odvétvi jazykovédy). Takovymi pomickami jsou obracené slovniky jednotlivych
jazykt a slovnik sémantickych zmén, o jehoz zaméfeni a podobé Trubacev v ¢lanku po-
jednava. O uzitecnosti podobné prace nejen pro etymologii, nybrz i pro obecnéjsi otazky
jazyka a mysleni neni tfeba se Sifit.

Volani po slovniku sémantickych zmén se neobjevuje ve védecké literatuie poprvé,
dokonce mtizeme fici, Ze se na slovniku tohoto typu uz fadu let pracuje. Jiz na 7. lingvis-
tickém sjezdu v Londyné referoval R. Schropfer o své dlouholeté praci na takovém slov-
niku (Wozu ein vergleichendes Worterbuch des Sinnwandels, v Proceedings of the 7th
InternationalCongress of Linguists, London 1952). Jeho material (ktery musel po valec-
nych udalostech zadit sbirat znovu) je excerpovan z rozsahlé palety jazykt indoevrop-

] Previously published as Havlova, Eva. 1965. “O potfebé slovniku sémantickych zmén”.
Jazykovédné aktuality TV.3-4. Praha: Ceskoslovenska Akademie véd. Reproduced with
permission. [Editor’s note]
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skych (téch pojal vic nez napt. Buck ve svém Dictionary of Selected Synonyms in the
skych.

Oba autofi se vsak pon€kud rizni v tom, co a jak ma byt do slovniku zahrnuto, proto
snad nebude na $kodu uvést pro nazornost konkrétni ukazky:

(Schropfer) "Kohout": Ia "zpivajici" (germ. hana lal, lit. gaidys 1a2)

Ib "Casné rano zpivajici" (f. eikands Ibl, stfr. chante-cler 1b2)

Ic "ktikloun" (hebr. tarnegol)

IIa "prorok pocasi" (ném. Wetterprophet).
(Trubacev) "Dout" > "mluvit, myslet": ie. *ué- "dout, foukat" (slov. véjati aj.) nalézame
s roz§itenim t-ovym v stsl. otwvétiti, vetii apod., v. Toporov v KSIS 25, 1958, 86, jemuz
vSak proces sémantického vyvoje neni zcela jasny; pravem pochybuje o vykladu
Vaillantové a Thiemeho. Potvrzenim spravnosti tohoto sémantického pfechodu je stsl.
dvmo "duji" proti p. duma "pycha, hrdost", b. duma "slovo", r. dumat "myslet", v.
Jacobsson, Studia slavica G. Gunnarsson sexagenario dedicata, 35-42, jenz ptedpoklada
sémanticky vyvoj "dout" > "vydech, slovo" (fr. souffler le mot) > "mysl".

Z téchto ukazek vysvita jasny rozdil v pojeti slovniku: strohy vycet etymologicky
jasnych slov, zalozeny na excerpci slovnik u Schropfera proti Trubacevovu obsirnéj-
$imu a hodnoticimu soupisu sémanticky zajimavych, ale v rizném stupni presvédc¢ivych
etymologii, zalozenému na excerpci etymologické literatury. Snad pravé z ohledu na ni
navrhuje Trubecev z praktickych divodu omezit slovnik na jazyky indoevropské, i kdyz
si je védom toho, Ze u sémantickych jevl nehraji genetické souvislosti zadnou roli. Nao-
pak mizeme fici, ze sémantické paralely z jazykt neptibuznych maji vétsi cenu, protoze
synonyma jednoho jazyka, i kdyz jde o slova riznych kofend, mohou na sebe pusobit.
Spolehlivéjsi oporou etymologa, hledajiciho paralely pro sémanticky vyvoj jim pfedpo-
kladany, je nesporné slovnik Schropferiv, kdezto slovnik, jaky si pfedstavuje Trubacev,
by byl zase Cetbou zajimavéjsi, podnétnou i tim, Ze upozoriuje nékdy na ne zcela osveét-
lend mista v etymologii.

Snad by se dala ob¢ hlediska spojit takto: Za zahlavim, vyjadiujicim jistou sémantic-
kou zménu, by nasledovaly doklady, sefazené do dvou nebo tii skupin (pfipadné rozli-
Sené i graficky) podle stupné presvédéivosti. Prvni skupinu (jadro slovniku) by tvofila
slova, kde mizeme sémantickou zménu sledovat v materialu samém (napf. slovo ma oba
vyznamy doloZené, ptivodni vyznam az ¢asem ztraci) a slova, jejichz etymologie je zcela
pruzracéna (doklady Schropferovy). Druhou skupinu (kde by bylo nutno uvadét v upl-
nosti etymologickou literaturu) by tvofila slova, kde sémantickou zménu jen predpokla-
dame na zakladé etymologického vykladu; v této skupiné bychom jesté mohli rozlisit a)
etymologie jednoznac¢né hlaskoslovné i slovotvorng, s presvéd¢ivym objasnénim procesu
sémantického vyvoje, a b) ostatni etymologie. I kdyz bychom podle tohoto déleni napft.
Trubacevovu dvojici "tat" - "mlcet" zafadili do skupiny 2 b, mizeme fici, Ze i kdyZ ne-
bude chlebem, bude aspon soli budouciho slovniku sémantickych zmén.



L‘twiuﬁ\g-&\(-y ONLINE. Added: January, 30th 2006.

http://www.phil.muni.cz/linguistica/art/janyskova/jan-001.pdf
ISSN 1801-5336

Semantische Benennungsmotive des Weil3dornes in den slavischen
Sprachen!”
llona Janyskova

Herrn Prof. Adolf Erhart zu seinem 70. Geburtstag gewidmet

1 Der WeiBldorn gehort, dank seinen mannigfaltigen Benennungen, zu den linguis-
tisch hochinteressanten Gehdlzen. Es sind Laubstrducher oder kleine Bdume mit dorni-
gen Asten und roten kugeligen Friichten, die in ganz Europa reichlich verbreitet sind
(bes. Eingriffeliger Weildorn/Crataegus monogyna Jacq. und Gemeiner/Zweigriffeliger
Weildorn/Crataegus oxyacantha L.).

2.1 Die meisten slavischen Sprachen beniitzen fiir die Bezeichnung des Weifldornes
die Kontinuanten des slav. *glogs, vgl. bulg., mak. glog, sbkr. glog, sln. glog, tschech.,
slk. hloh, os. (schriftspr. nur Derivat) hAfohonc, ns. glog, poln. glog, russ. glog [hat schon
eine sekundire Bedeutung ‘Roter Hartriegel/Cornus sanguinea’], ukr. veralt. hloh, dial.
hlih (schriftspr. Alid), wruss. hloh, mit zahlreichen Derivaten und Varianten, vor allem in
den Dialekten. In den Dialekten kommt es zum Verlust des initialen 4-, vgl. tschech. loh,
slk. I6h, lohyiia, lohynka (JULS), ukr. loha, lohyn(j)a (Rudnyc’kyj 1, 648 erklrt ukr.
dial. Formen durch die Volksetymologie, durch die Anlehnung an das Wort rozlohyj
‘breit’); tschech. dial. (aus dem Chodenland) rohyne ist entweder durch die Verwechs-
lung I/r aus lohynée oder durch die falsche Verbindung mit o/ ‘Horn, Kante’ entstanden
(Hada¢ — Hadacova — Spal 44). Russ. dial. glod, gléd u.a., ukr. hlid, dial. ohlid, hlod
und wruss. dial. hlod ‘Weildorn’ kann man durch die Ferndissimilation oder durch die
Anlehnung an slav. *glodati erklaren (vgl. Preobr. 1, 127, Berneker 1, 306 u.a.). Ukr.
dial. Formen Alij, hlojina, hlojena sind moglicherweise durch die Anlehnung an /ij
‘Talg’ entstanden (so Rudnyc’kyj l.c.). Ungewdhnlich sind bulg. meglog ‘Weilldorn’
(Achtarov 1939, 144) und ukr. dial. Kompositum dubohlod dass. (Dorosenko, DialBjul
9, 1962, 108).

el Previously published as Janyskova, Ilona. 1996. “Semantische Benennungsmotive des
WeiBldornes in den slavischen Sprachen”. Shornik praci filozofické fakulty brnénské univerzity
A44, pp. 28-34. Brno: Masarykova univerzita. Reproduced with permission. [Editor’s note]
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Die Einbildungskraft des Volkes bei der Bildung und Umgestaltung der Pflanzenna-
men ist groB. Dies gilt auch fiir die folgenden Benennungen, in denen die urspriingliche
Bezeichnung durch die Volksetymologie modifiziert worden ist, vgl. tschech. dial. luho-
vec, louhovec (Dusek 1894, 1, 33), lahovinka (Kubin, LF 27, 1900, 360), mahrisch
pluhac (Coka, CMOI 41-42, 1929, 122). F. V. Mares (Slavia 62, 1993, 126 u. Slavia 63,
1994, 132) zdhlt hierzu auch das aksl. Jugs ‘Weildorn/Crataegus’ (dieses aksl. Wort
befindet sich, zusammen mit anderen Phytonomina, in einem glagolitischen Manuskript
aus dem 12. Jh., das auf dem Berg Sinai neu entdeckt worden ist; ndheres iiber diese
Entdeckung s. Mares, Slavia 60, 1991, 225-231). Nach Mares zeigt das aksl. Wort (mit
Riicksicht auf das tschech. loh, luhovec und slk. lohyna), dal das Original des Manu-
skriptes eher auf dem westslavischen Gebiet als auf dem makedonischen (,,westbulgari-
schen®) Territorium (so Siskova, Slavia 61, 1992, 177-186) entstanden ist. Ich mdchte
noch auf das tschech. dial. (westbohmisch) /uch (Hada¢, Mskr. 3f) und ukr. (Tscherni-
gov, 17. Jh.) hluh “Wei3dorn’ (dariiber Sabados, ZbFL 32/1, 1989, 32f.) hinweisen.

Das rekonstruierte ursl. *gloge wird traditionell aus der ie. Wurzel *glogh-, *glogh-
‘Stachel, Spitze’ erkldrt. Diese Wurzel wird jedoch in den anderen ie. Sprachen nicht
ausreichend belegt; Pokorny 402 sucht diese Wurzel im griech. ylaysc “Hacheln der
Ahren’, ylawyic ‘Spitze’ und im aisl. kleggi ‘Bremse’, urspr. also **stechendes Tierchen’.
Eine solche Interpretation ist vom semantischen Standpunkt befriedigend; die urspr.
Bedeutung des ursl. *glogs war offenbar ‘Dorn’ (vgl. serb.-ksl. gloge ‘Dorn’, russ.-ksl.
glozije ‘Dornen’, atschech. hloh ‘Dorn, Stachel’, s. Gb 1, 429 und Dobrovsky 103),
spater begann das Wort verschiedene dornige und stachelige Pflanzen zu bezeichnen
(apoln. gf6g auBler ‘Weildorn’ auch ‘Brombeerstrauch’, s. SStp 2, 431), am Ende kam es
zur semantischen Spezialisierung, das Wort fokussierte eine konkrete Pflanze, und zwar
Weilidorn/Crataegus (im Russischen ist es spiter durch bojdrysnik ersetzt worden, russ.
glog heute ‘Roter Hartriegel’, s. Dal’ 1, 877). Andere etymologische Erkldrungen des
ursl. Wortes sind nicht akzeptabel, entweder aus lautlichen Griinden (z.B. Macheks
Verbindung mit der griech. Benennung desselben Baumes xpdraiyog, s. Machek, LP 2,
1950, 152f. u. Machek 1954, 116) oder aus semantischen (z.B. Briickners Verkniipfung
mit dem Vb. glodac, s. Briickner 144).

2.2 Zu den auffilligsten Merkmalen des Weildornes gehoren seine scharfen spitzen
Dornen (vgl. dt. dial. Dohnstrauch < Dornstrauch ‘Weilldorn’, s. Marzell 1, 1217), was
sich in einigen siidslav. und westslav. Benennungen widerspiegelt, vgl. bulg. dial. trdn
(Kozarov 28), ceren tran (KIRBD), sbkr. glogov trn (I-B 1, 315), bijeli/ostri/pasji trn,
bijela draca (Sulek 1879), sln. beli trn (Plet.). Sbkr. bijeli trn und sln. beli trn sind wohl
(dhnlich wie dt. Weif3dorn) nur als Ubersetzungen des alten lat. Namens spina alba ent-
standen. Vgl. noch poln. dial. ciern, ciernie (Dubisz 52), bodlak (SW) und einen &lteren
poln. Namen des Weilldornes oset (Rostafinski 1900, 1, 190); Wajda-Adamczykowa 25
u. 80 erwédhnt in diesem Zusammenhang auch das poln. dial. Kompositum kolidupa
(poln. dupa vulgir ‘Arsch’). Der Weifldorn hat auch mit anderen Dornstrauchern einige



Gemeinschaftsnamen, z.B. mit der Hundsrose/Rosa canina (vgl. kasch. dzika réza und
poln. réza polna ‘WeiBldorn’, s. Wajda-Adamczykowa 25f. u. 81) und mit der
Schlehe/Prunus spinosa. So gibt es mak. f7nka mit der Bed. ‘Schlehe’ und ‘Weildorn’
und poln. ciern, ciernie “Weilldorn’, ‘Hundsrose’ und ‘Schlehe’; tschech. dial. (aus dem
Chodenland) #rni ist der Gemeinschaftsname fiir alle Dornstraucher (z.B. Hundsrose,
Weifidorn u.a.). Auf Grund dieser Tatsache kann man begreifen, warum russ. dial. serbe-
rina, urspr. ‘Hundsrose’ (Dal’ 4, 128), auch die Bed. ‘Weilidorn’ (Annenkov 112) haben
kann. Ubrigens gehdren Ubertragungen der Namen von einer Pflanze auf eine andere
(z.B. wegen der Ahnlichkeit der Friichte, Dornen usw.) zu den hiiufigen Erscheinungen
(s. sub 6).

3.1 Die folgenden Benennungen sind wahrscheinlich auf Grund der Ahnlichkeit der
WeiBdornfriichte (d.h. der roten Apfelfriichte) mit den Apfeln, eventuell den Birnen,
entstanden, vgl. bulg. dial. meci jabdlki (BER 3, 776), os. dial. certowe jabtucka, cer-
towe jabtocka (Radyserb-Wjela 43, 74), certowa jabtucina, certowa jablon (Pful), ns.
dial. jabtuskowina (Muka) ‘WeiBdorn’, vgl. noch die sln. Ausdriicke sub 4d und tschech.
dial. certove hrusky (Kellnerova, CMM 89, 1970, 311), in der Walachei hrusticky
‘Weildornfriichte’ (Tomasek 169), slk. (19. Jh.) hlohova hrusticka (Buffa 1972, 293)
und poln. dial. debowe gruszki (Wajda-Adamczykowa 25f.) “Weilldorn’. Es ist bekannt,
dafl noch am Ende des vergangenen Jahrhunderts im Ruflland die Weidornfriichte oft
gegessen wurden: sie wurden (gedorrte und gemahlene) als Piroggenfiillung beniitzt (s.
Annenkov 113). In manchen Landern (unter anderem auch in der Slowakei, s. Markus,
SlkNar 9, 1961, 219) wurde frither ein Kaffee-Ersatz aus gerdsteten und gemahlenen
Weilldornfriichten hergestellt, vgl. dt. dial. Kaffiesdckcher ‘Weildorn’ (Marzell 1,
1236).

Russ. dial. kolba, kolba ‘“Weildorn (Pflanze und auch Frucht)’ (SRNG 14, 111) wird
offenbar durch die kolbenférmigen Friichte motiviert.

3.2 Russ. dial. zZelfiicha ‘Cratacgus’ (in Novosibirsk, s. SRNG 9, 114) wurde wahr-
scheinlich nach der gelben Farbe der Friichte einer Art des Weifldornes, die gerade in
Ostsibirien wichst, benannt. Auch die Bezeichnung russ. dial. voskovicha ‘WeiBdorn
mit den gelben Friichten’ (SRNG 5, 134) geht vielleicht auf die wachsgelbe Farbe der
Friichte zuriick.

3.3 Die folgenden Volksnamen des Weildornes werden — mit groBer Wahrschein-
lichkeit — durch das mehlige Fruchtfleisch motiviert: os. mukacki, muckowki, mucnik
(Radyserb-Wjela 23, 39 u. 70), poln. babia magka (Wajda-Adamczykowa 25f.), vgl.
tschech. (in Méhren) moucnicky ‘WeiBdornfriichte’ (Coka, CMOI 41-42, 1929, 124) und
dt. dial. Mehlbeern dass. (Marzell 1, 1227).
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3.4 Die Weildornfriichte haben manchmal einen sii}lichen Geschmack, was in den
folgenden Benennungen reflektiert wird: bulg. dial. blagin, blaginki (Stojanov, BDial 7,
183), blaginja, blagun (KIRBD), vgl. dasselbe Benennungsmotiv bei den siidslav. Na-
men der Eiche (Néheres bei JanySkova, Slavia 60, 1991, 280).

4 In den volkstiimlichen Pflanzennamen kommen oft Tiernamen vor. Die Griinde

sind meist folgende:

a) Die Pflanze wichst im Wald und auf dem Feld, dem Aufenthaltsort der Tiere.

b) Die Pflanzen werden von den Tieren gefressen, vgl. apoln. zajeczy glog
(Rostafinski 1900, 1, 190) und kasch. ptasi chleb (Sychta 4, 214)
‘Weilldorn’, zu dem kasch. Wort  vgl. noch engl. bird’s meat dass. (Marzell 1,
1229).

¢) Die Pflanze ist irgendeinem Tier oder seinem Korperteil dhnlich, z.B. poln. dial.
kogutki “Weilldorn’ (Budziszewska, JP 65, 1985, 161) wurde nach den roten
Friichten, die die Vorstellung des roten Hahnes assoziieren, benannt. Dasselbe
Benennungsmotiv sicht man bei dem os. kaponki ‘Spindelbaum/ Euonymus’,
dessen Friichte auch rot  sind (vgl. Janyskova, Etim 1985, 42).

d) Bei vielen dieser Benennungen weist das Tier gleichzeitig auf die Wertlosigkeit
der Pflanze fiir den Menschen hin, vgl. bulg. dial. pesi glok (Sklifov 126) und
kroat. pasji trn (Sulek 1879, 416) ‘WeiBdorn® (kroat. Wort nach dem dt.

Hundsdorn dass.?). Bulg. dial. meci jabdlki (BER 3, 776), sln. dial. medvé&inik,

medvedova hriscica, medvedove hruske (Plet) u.a. ‘Weildorn” wurden
wahrscheinlich damit motiviert, dal die Weidornfriichte von den Waldtieren
gefressen werden.

Nur interessehalber flihre ich folgende Benennungen, die nach den nach unten ge-
kriimmten Dornen, die den Hahnensporen dhnlich sind, an: der tschech. wissenschaft-
lich-botanische Name einer exotischen Art des Weildornes lautet hloh kuri
noha/Crataegus crus-galli L. Hier geht es bloB um die Ubersetzung des lat. Terminus,
vgl. noch slk. kuria noha (Buffa 1972, 333) und dt. Hahnenfuf3dorn, Hahnensporn (Mar-
zell 1, 1216) dass.

5 Der Weildorn gehort zu den Pflanzen, denen eine Zauberkraft zugeschrieben wird.
Auf diese Weise konnen wir auch den Zusammenhang mit dem Teufel in einigen os.
Benennungen des Weilldornes erkldren, vgl. certowa jablon, certowa jablucina, certowe
Jjablucka u.i. (s. 3.1), vgl. auch tschech. dial. (Stramberk) certove hrusky (Kellnerova,
CMM 89, 1970, 311). Bekannt ist die Legende, daB die Dornenkrone Christi aus Weif-
dorn geflochten war: ,,Trnova koruna, kterou Zidé Spasitele mugili, byla dle povésti
francouzské ze hlohu upletena; proto pry hloh, jak tvrdi téz Mazufi, v noci s zelené¢ho
ctvrtku na velky patek hlasité sténa a kiifi” (Sobotka 186). Damit héngt vermutlich auch
das Verbot zusammen, Wei3dornfriichte zu essen: ,,Opét kdo by jedl hlohyni, tomu knéz
neposlouzil oltaini svatosti, ze K. P. mél z toho korunu® (Zibrt 212, Fullnote 79, zitiert
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nach Stelcar Zeletavsky Kniha o stvoreni svéta aus dem Jahre 1591); vgl. noch die iltere
dt. Benennung des Weilldornes Christdorn (Marzell 1, 1232).

Auch ns. Benennungen blozkowica, blozkownica wurden oft vom blozki ‘selig’ ab-
geleitet (Muka). Hochstwahrscheinlich ist blozkowica aus *glozZvkovica < *glogwv ent-
standen (so Sch.-Sewc 37). Diese Erkldrung beruht auf einer volksetymologischen Ver-
wechslung gfog/bog, die in den ns. Dialekten hdufig ist, vgl. bogowe (statt glogowe)
Jjablusko ‘Hagebutte’ (SSA 3, S. 265); sogar im sbkr. dial. gibt es gloga mi! statt boga
mi! (RSAN 3, 354).

Nach einem anderen Aberglauben fiirchten sich Hexen und Vampire vor der Weil-
dornrute: ,,V noci pfed sv. Filipem a Jakubem, kdy carodéjnice nejvice provozuji
zahubné svoje femeslo, zastrkuje nase hospodyné do hnoje a za prah u chliva trni hlo-
hové nebo Sipkové, aby se Carod€jnice na né chytila ... Také proti upirim jest dfivi
trnové a hlohové vydatnym prostfedkem. Srbové a Rusové probijeji mrtvolu, o které se
domnivaji, Ze jest upirem, kolem trnovym nebo hlohovym ... (Sobotka 186). Mathioli
(48 B) schreibt: ,,N&ktefi pisi, kdyby zenu téhotnou hlohovym kotfenem po tiikrat dosti
lehce udefil, aneb toliko po bfise povalil, Ze plod potracuje.” Das Volk hat an die Heil-
wirkungen des WeiB3dornes geglaubt: mittels des Weilldornes wurden z.B. Epilepsie und
Nierensteine kuriert. Ubrigens bestitigen auch die archeologisch-botanischen Erfor-
schungen der slavischen Burgstitte bei MikulCice, daf die Friichte des Weifldornes zu
medizinischen Zwecken gesammelt wurden (s. Opravil 21).

6 Ubertragene Benennungen von anderen Pflanzen (s. auch 2.2):

Bulg. dial. kalina, kalinka ‘“Weildorn’ (Achtarov 1939, 145), urspr. ‘Viburnum’,
werden durch die Ahnlichkeit der roten Friichte des WeiBdornes und des Schneeballes
motiviert. Dasselbe Benennungsmotiv siecht man auch bei bulg. dial. drjanki “Weiidorn’
(Achtarov 1939, 145), urspr. ‘Friichte der Kornelkirsche', dial. auch ‘Kornelkir-
sche/Cornus mas’ (RBE 4, 462); Kornelkirsche trigt kirschendhnliche rote Steinfriichte.

7 Namen mit unklarer Motivation:

Russ. dial. bojarysnik ‘“WeiBdorn’, mit zahlreichen Varianten in den Dialekten, z.B.
bojarka, bojarin, bojarynja, barynja, barki v.a., wird mit russ. bojarin bzw. bojaric
‘Bojarensohn’ verbunden (MEW 17, Vasmer 1, 115); nach Machek (Slavia 23, 1954, 65)
aber bedeutet das Wort primir ‘Eberesche/Sorbus’ und gehort als *orjabysnik zu ukr.
orjabyna. Hierzu konnte auch das russ. dial. jebard(k) © Weildorn’ (SRNG 8, 310) zéh-
len.

Unklar ist auch die Benennungsmotivation fiir kasch. koniki “WeiBdorn, bes. seine

Friichte’ (Sychta 2, 198). Dieses Wort konnte mit dem kasch. konik zool. “Wasserjung-
fer’ zusammenhéngen; so heilit es in einem Rétsel: ,, CéZ to so za koniki, komu one viézo

za koslaq, ten kvici?* (Sychta 2, 198).
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8 Die vorliegenden Ausfithrungen iiber die Benennungen des Weifldornes in den ein-
zelnen slavischen Sprachen sind nicht vollstindig; es gibt noch eine Reihe anderer Na-
men, die bereits zur Bearbeitung vorbereitet werden. Hier sollten lediglich einige Mog-
lichkeiten semantischer Motivation aufgezeigt werden, deren Giiltigkeit auch fiir die
Benennung anderer Gehdlze wahrscheinlich ist.
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Stsl. ochledanije a jeho vztah Kk psl. koFentim s inicialnim *chl-"
Helena Karlikova

Vénovano prof dr. Adolfu Erhartovi, DrSc., k 70. narozeninam

Staroslovénské substantivum ochledanije patii k t€ skupiné slovanskych slov, jejichz
puvod neni zcela jasny. Souvisi to také s tim, zZe dosud neni relativné spolehlivé zjistén
ani jeho vztah k jinym vyrazim v ostatnich slovanskych, resp. neslovanskych jazycich.
Jeho pfipojeni k nékteré slovanské rodiné narazi predevsim na sémantické problémy,
nalezeni jednoznacné geneticky pribuznych slov v neslovanskych jazycich komplikuje
predevsim hléaska -ch-, o jejimz ptivodu neni, jak zndmo, v historické jazykoveédé dodnes
jasno. (Sr. napi. I'jinskij 1915, Briickner 1923, Machek 1938, Illi¢-Svity¢ 1961, Ander-
sen 1968, Birnbaum 1971, Karlikova 1994 aj.) Za daného stavu neni cilem tohoto pfi-
spévku zcela etymologicky objasnit substantivum ochledanije, nybrz spise k jeho objas-
néni napomoci.

Stsl. ochledanije uvadi SJS jako hapax legomenon, dolozené jen v Supr 410, 10, a to
ve vyznamu ,,nedbalost”. V fecké piedloze mu odpovida substantivum oArywpia, stsl.
synonymem je pak nebrézenije, vyskytujici se v FragZogr, VencNik a Bes. Svou formou
je ochledanije slovesné substantivum, fundujici sloveso vSak v ndm dostupnych staro-
slovénskych pamatkach doloZzeno neni.

V nékolika slovanskych jazycich lze ovSem najit (vétSinou slovesné) vyrazy, které
hlaskové koresponduji s timto stsl. substantivem a shoduji se s nim alesponn Caste¢né
i vyznamove, nebot’ jejich vyznamy jsou v podstaté modifikacemi vyznamu ,,pozbyvat
sil“ (nedbalost je vlastn€ oslabeni zajmu o néco). Jde o tato slovesa: rcsl. ochlenoti ,,ze-
slabnout, ochabnout, polevit™“ (Vostokov) a ochljanuti ,,zeslabnout touhou® (StrS), dale
stcharv. (17. stol.) hlenuti ,lenosit, byt liny, zpozdovat se, opozdovat se“ (Rj) a ukr.
chljanuty ,,velmi slabnout, vysilovat se. Kauzativni vyznam ,,zbavovat sil“ je dale im-
plikovan ve vyrazech, o nichz Ize rovnéz s nejvétsi pravdépodobnosti tvrdit, ze jsou
pribuzné stsl. ochledanije. Lisi se od n&j ovS§em zménou kofenového vokalu ¢ > ¢, ¢imz
je formalné zdiraznéna pravé opozice kauzativum : nekauzativum. Jsou to st¢. chluditi

e Previously published as Karlikova, Helena. 1996. “Stsl. ochledanije a jeho vztah k psl. kofenim
s inicidlnim *chl-“. Sbornik praci filozofické fakulty brnénské univerzity A 44, pp. 35-38. Brno:
Masarykova univerzita. Reproduced with permission. [Editor’s note]
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,»mofit* (Gb.), €. st. chlouditi tv. (Jg.), ¢. dial. chloudek ,ten, kdo je zchtadly, vyhubly,
zmoteny hladem* (Kott) a &. dial. (litomysl.) uchloudit ,, zahubit* (Repa viechen plevel
uchloudi. Hodura) a dale r. dial. (permska oblast) chluda ,,churavost, slabost, nemoc*
(Dar).

Dalsi souvislosti nejsou jednoznacné. Pravé vzhledem k existenci kofenového -¢-
u kauzativ prevladla v etymologické literatuie tendence spojovat stsl. ochledanije s psl.
*chlods ,,ty€, prut ap.” a s rozsahlou rodinou pfibuznou tomuto psl. substantivu (sr.
Berneker 1, 388 a 390; Skok 1, 672n; Trubacev, Etim 1975, 9n; SM 8§, 33 a 37n). Pokud
jde o hlaskovou podobu, bylo by toto spojeni velmi pravdépodobné, vysvétleni séman-
tického vyvoje vSak zistava velkym problémem. Psl. *chlods se obecné poklada za
ptibuzné s lit. sklgsti ,l1état, vznaset se, bézet, klouzat na stranu, smeknout se ap.*, lit.
sklanda ,,sklouznuti, smeknuti, misto smyku ap.“, sklendé ,,zavora, zastréka“ (Fraenkel
810), pticemz pocatecni sl. ch- se vysvétluje zmeénou sk- > ks- > ch- stejné jako napft.
u psl. *chlebs ,,stavidlo® (sr. Mur'janov, Etim 1979, 58-60, ESJS 4, 220). Psl. *chlodsby
tedy ptivodn€ znamenalo (jak pfedpoklada Machek 1968, 200) asi ,,difevce zaklesnuté do
néceho jakozto zavora®“, pak ,,zerd’, tramec, jakykoli prut, htl“. Berneker l.c. poklada za
zadkladni vyznam téchto slov ,slaby, ohebny®, aby vysvétlil spojeni psl. *chlpds
s *chledati. Soudime, Zze pro *chlpds se takové vyznamové vychodisko pfili§ nehodi
(u n&j by mél byt spiSe opacny vyvoj, pokud akceptujeme Machka l.c.). Analogicky
vyvoj ,.klouzat“ > byt slaby, ochably* by bylo mozno vidét v rodiné germ. slov, jako je
dném. sluntern ,,byt nedbaly, mdly, ochably*, ném. schlunzen tv., schlenzen ,loudat se,
toulat se*, schlendern ,klouzat, 1ézt, plazit se®, $véd. slinta ,,sklouznout”, slunta ,toulat
se, plahoCit se* aj., kterd nektefi autofi povazuji za geneticky pribuzna s psl. *chledati,
ne vsak s psl. *chleds (sr. Matzenauer, LF 7, 1880, 221-222, Endzelin 1911, 121,
Vasmer 3, 248). Znamenalo by to ovSem rekonstruovat ie. vychodisko pro germ. a sl.
slova jako *(s)lend(h)- a ptedpokladat, ze sl. ch- se vyvinulo z ie. *s-. Ale ze stejného ie.
kotene, resp. z kotene *(s)leid(h)-, tzn. bez nazalniho infixu, 1ze odvodit psl. *sleéds
»stopa®, u néhoz k zadné zméné podobného typu nedoslo (sr. Holthausen 1934, 93,
Johannesson 922n, Pokorny 960n aj.). le. souhlaskova skupina *s/- byva ve slovanskych
jazycich totiz vétsinou zachovana. 1IIi¢-Svity¢, VJa 1961, 4, 95 proto predpoklada pro
psl. *chlods 1 psl. *chledati ptivodni *ski-, pficemz zachovana zistala tato hlaskova
skupina jen v litevskych slovech (viz vySe), kdezto v germanskych vyrazech, které
s nimi také spojuje, -k- podle n&j zaniklo. Pokud ovSem vylouc¢ime mozny geneticky
vztah mezi ochledanije a *chlods, neni tieba predpokladat sémanticky vyvoj * , klouzat*
> byt slaby*.

Stsl. ochledanije a slova s nim pfibuznd je ziejmé nutno vidét v SirSim kontextu.
V praslovanstiné existuje n€kolik kofeni liSicich se kofenovym vokalem s inicialni
hlaskovou skupinou *chl-, a to *chled-, *chlod-,*chlyd-, bez d-ového formantu pak
*chlu-. Jejich spoleCnym znakem je znacna etymologickd neprtihlednost (snad jediné



s vyjimkou psl. *chlpd-). Kontinuanty téchto kofenti ve slovanskych jazycich neni vzdy
snadné uréit, coz se projevuje i v rozdilnych nazorech jednotlivych autorti. S formalni
podobnosti téchto kofent souvisi i ta skutecnost, Zze v n¢kolika ptipadech existuji vedle
sebe v jednom slovanském jazyce dva vyrazy, zfejmé homonymni, pfislusejici podle
svych vyznami ke dvéma riznym kofenim. Dusledkem této podobnosti je dale
vzajemné formdlni ovliviiovani slov podobné zné&jicich i prolinani vyznamt slov
prislusejicich k riznym psl. kofenim. Tak napf. kontinuanty psl. kofene *chled-, jez
byly vyjmenovany vyse, se shoduji svou formou i vyznamem, piesto vsak ¢. dial.
chloudek by mohl byt docela dobfe pokladan i za deminutivum &. substantiva chloud
»hul, klacek®. Vedle €. chloudit ,,mofit, slabit™ (v. vySe) existuje €. dial. (han.) ochlddit,
(val.) ochludit'slk. chludit', vSe ,klamat, §idit“, které sice hlaskové odpovidaji psl.
*chloditi, ve skutecnosti vSak je pravdépodobnéjsi chépat inicialni ck- spolu s Machkem
(1968, 200 a 341) jako sekundarni zesilujici prefix a za zakladni pokladat psl. sloveso
luditi s kontinuanty témét ve vSech slovanskych jazycich. U ukr. slovesa chljanuty se
vedle vyznamu ,,slabnout, ochabovat®, kterym se fadi k sloviim piibuznym psl. *chled-,
objevuje i vyznam ,,(zacit se) lit, proudit”, ktery naznacuje spiSe souvislost s vyrazy
stejného nebo podobného vyznamu, totiz ukr. chlynuty a r. chlynut téhoz vyznamu, srb.-
csl. chluyjati ,téct (o krvi)*, p. dial. chlunqgc ,nahle polit, proudem se vylit“ a n€kolika
dalsimi (Karlowicz), tj. patficimi k psl. kofeni *chly(d)noti. Ke zméné kotenového
vokalu v ukr. mohlo dojit praveé vzdjemnou kontaminaci dvou podobné€ znéjicich forem.
Jinak ma Toporov v SM 8, 33, ktery na rozdil napf. od Kurkinové 1978, 336n, jez
predpokladd pro nasledujici vyrazy psl. kofen *chly-, ne piili§ §tastné fadi k psl.
*chledati nejen ukr. chljanuty ,,(zacit se) lit, proudit®, r. dial. chljanut tv., ale také kas.
xlédngc ,rozpoustét se, tavit se, tat, plakat™, i kdyz jeho kofenové -é- je regulérni
stiidnici za psl. -y-). Bezlaj 1, 196 zase mylIn¢ spojuje s psl. chledati i sin. hlideéti ,jemné
vat“, hlid ,vanek, vetiik®, sch. kajk. a ¢ak. hlideti, hliditi ,,jemné vat“, coz jsou rovnez
kontinuanty psl. kotene *chly(d)noti. K tomuto kofeni lze patrné€ pfipojit i dvé kas. slova,
kterd uvadi Sychta, ale etymologické vyklady je ignoruji, a to x/éxa ,,plactivec” a xléxac
»hafikat, plakat“. Doslo u nich bud’ k asimilaci -xd- > -xx-, nebo k pfipojeni expresivniho
sufixu -x- ptimo ke kotfenu.

Z predeslého srovnani by mélo vyplyvat, ze jde o staré praslovanské kofeny. Na je-
jich stafi ukazuje ptedevsim rozvinuty kofenovy vokalismus (-¢- : -¢-, -u- :  -y-) a dale
uz nazna¢ena formalni i vyznamova provazanost jednotlivych slovanskych rodin. S touto
provazanosti pak souviseji i nékteré hlaskové zmény, jak bylo ukazano vyse. V tomto
kontextu vzajemného ovliviiovani pak je také znaéné obtizné jednoznaéné rekonstruovat
ie. vychodisko pro psl. inicialni ch(l)-, protoze tu mame namnoze co dé¢lat s psl. dialek-
tismy. Z toho divodu se o to autofi v novéjsi literatufe vétSinou (opét s vyjimkou psl.
*chlods ,,ty¢, prut ap.”) ani nepokouseji (sr. Vasmer-T. 4, 247, SM 8, 39, 41, 42 aj.).

Prave proto, ze jde o kofeny nachylné k hlaskovym zménam, zda se byt velmi prav-
dépodobné, Ze rcsl. sloveso ochrenoti, které uvadi MLP 546 ve vyznamu ,,mit hlad®, je

dubleta k vyse uvedenému rcsl. slovesu ochlengti. Proto lze podpofit Briicknertv (KZ
45, 1913,46) a pozdéji i Machkiv (1968, 200 a 207) navrh spojit stsl. ochledanije a stc.
chradnuti ,hubnout”, chrieda ,né&jaka nemoc* (Gb. 1, 555), r. dial. chrjadét’ ,,hubnout,
chiadnout, slabnout”, p. dial. ochrzely ,,slaby, neduzivy ap. Responze v neslovanskych

jazycich jsou ovSem nejisté.
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Genesis of Two Algebraic Theories of Language!”
Radim Sova

1. Introduction

1.1  In the present paper, we present our view of how two algebraic theories of lan-
guage, formulated and developed at about the same point in linguistic history, came into
existence. The theories and their variants we have chosen to this end are, on the one
hand, the standard theory of transformational grammar, formulated in the mid-1960’s by
Noam Chomsky, and, on the other hand, an early version of the functional generative
description of language, formulated at about the same time by Petr Sgall as an alternative
to Chomsky’s transformational grammar. Should the reader question, or even think in
vain, our honest pursuit of two theories to which the bell seems to have tolled long ago,
we may not have any cogent arguments at hand to object. However, we bid him spare
a while reading and eventually see for himself whether his initial doubts were justified.
In this regard, we want to show that even though both algebraic theories of language,
treated in greater detail below, might nowadays be considered out-of-date, a brief ac-
count of their genesis may help better understand, or recall, the theoretical background
of their current variants. We are going to argue, among other things, that while the the-
ory of transformational grammar is not always easy to trace back to the theoretical as-
sumptions it openly declares, the theory of functional generative description usually
makes careful provisions for both the functional and generative sources of its theoretical
inspiration. In doing so, we will follow a single main aim: to reemphasise that both theo-
ries are, first and foremost, theoretical constructs combining in their peculiar ways a por-
tion of linguistic data with a set of formal means by which the linguistic data is to be
represented.

1.2 Specifying the genesis of the standard theory of transformational grammar (TG)
and of an early version of the functional generative description (FGD)', we proceed from

e Previously published as Sova, Radim. 2005. “Genesis of Two Algebraic Theories of Lan-
guage”. Prague Bulletin of Mathematical Linguistics 83.59-74. Praha: Univerzita Karlova. Repro-
duced with permission. [Editor’s note]
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outlining a range of the basic assumptions and aims within which both theories devel-
oped. We have the possibility to document that the traditions of theoretical bases and
methodologies which TG and FGD have taken up are very different. This enables us to
arrive at what might appear an unsurprising conclusion, namely that only TG can be
considered a generativist linguistic theory par excellence within the Chomskyan tradition
of generative grammar, whereas FGD represents a linguistic theory primarily reflecting
assumptions of a non-generativist nature. At the same time, however, we will be able to
gather that from a viewpoint of the generative procedure, which TG and FGD have ap-
plied as an algebraic method to language description, both theories represent two alterna-
tives of a single theoretical approach. The main task of the present paper thus is to show
that a relevant comparative basis of both linguistic conceptions is constituted by a gen-
eral, algebraic-linguistic framework, which both TG and FGD enter with a set of their
own linguistic and more-or-less common non-linguistic (mathematical and logical) as-
sumptions. In this respect, we argue that the semantic content of the notion generative,
appearing in the designations of both theories, is actually two-fold: transformational and
functional, concluding that this notional variance is due to both a different origin of the
linguistic assumptions on which TG and FGD rest and an alternative conception of some
algebraic assumptions which TG and FGD share.

2. Assumptions and Aims of TG

Our study of the early works on transformational grammar brought us to believe that
the theoretical assumptions and aims of TG may reasonably be divided into two groups:
(a) explicit assumptions and (b) implicit assumptions. Theoretical assumptions of the
former kind have been generally explicated in Chomsky’s work and more or less identi-
fied with selected theses of an older, philosophy-based linguistic thinking, commonly
referred to as traditional grammar (cf. Chomsky 1964a; 1965). On the other hand, theo-
retical assumptions of the latter kind have not been stated explicitly in Chomsky’s work,
but their influence can still be traced in TG. We maintain that these assumptions include
some of the isolated theses and methods of American and European structuralism, re-
garded by Chomsky — paradoxically enough — as a linguistic legacy which must be re-
jected and labelled depreciatively as taxonomic.

1.1 Theoretical Aims Reflecting the Explicit Assumptions
Simplifying a bit, we may claim that there were two major explicit, philosophico-linguis-
tic assumptions of generative grammar (cf. Chomsky 1964a; 1965; 1966a; 1966b):

! Unless provided otherwise, the abbreviations 7G and FGD solely refer herein to the standard
theory of transformational grammar and the early version of functional generative description of
language, respectively.



(a) the Rationalist thinking of René Descartes, exercising influence both directly
through his own work (The Discourse on Method and Meditations on First Phi-
losophy) and indirectly through the philosophical grammar of the Port-Royal
abbey (chiefly represented by Lancelot’s and Arnauld’s Grammaire générale et
raisonnée and Arnauld’s and Nicole’s La logique, ou l’art de penser) and
through the thinking of other rationalists, such as Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz
(his New Essays Concerning Human Understanding);

(b) the Romantic linguistics of Wilhelm von Humboldt, author of the first attempt
at a philosophical turn toward language (his monograph Uber die Ver-
schiedenheit des menschli-chen Sprachbaues und ihren Einfluf3 auf die geistige
Entwicklung des Menschengesch-lechts).

211 TG shows a major Rationalist influence by emphasising, after the fashion of
Descartes, that language is a logical entity in the first place. However, the major link
between the generative description of language and traditional grammar has been estab-
lished by Descartes’ idea of language as a creative entity. It is commonly known that
Chomsky sets the Rationalist idea of language creativity against a behaviourist postulate
that language faculty is restricted to mere repetition of the previously realised and that it
actually does not represent more than a set of grammatical habits or a complex of dispo-
sitions to verbal behaviour (cf. Chomsky, 1964a; 1966b). In the theory of TG, this is
reflected by an attempt at describing language as a generative, rather than merely repro-
ductive system. A generative nature of the language system is ensured by the presence of
a generative component with recursive properties, included, at the linguistic level, in a
syntactic component. In this component, Chomsky places formal tools of a context-
sensitive phrase-structure grammar, containing context-free phrase-structure rules as
well as context-free and context-sensitive subcategorisation rules, possessing certain
transformational features’.

Another aim of TG is to formalise a fundamental Rationalist idea in the area of
gnoseology. With regard to cognition, rationalists such as Descartes, Arnauld and Leib-
niz argued that people are born with a general system of ideas and truths which are acti-
vated and further differentiated in their minds as they are exposed to corresponding
pieces of experience. Thus, experience is assigned a role of an activator of general men-
tal faculties to which people are believed to be predisposed by nature. From among these
faculties, Chomsky proceeded to select the one he referred to, following the terminology

? These are not reflected only by the capacity of TG to generate recursive sentence structures but
even by the fact that the lexical rule, included in the lexical subcomponent of the syntactic base,
does not actually rewrite any of the symbols in the preterminal string but rather substitutes them
(as an elementary substitution transformation) as a result of their structural identity with complex
symbols included in the lexical entries.
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of traditional European linguistics®, as a general faculty of language (faculté de langage
— cf. Chomsky 1965, 56) and on which he based his language acquisition hypothesis.
Following the original Rationalist idea, this hypothesis assumes that language is acti-
vated in the child’s brain by corresponding stimuli from the external environment. Any
such set of stimuli, referred to as primary linguistic data (cf. Chomsky 1964a, 26; 1965,
25), is then believed to represent an input sample of speech (parole) activating an output
totality of the appropriate language system (/angue) with which it is consistent.

Rationalist ideas in TG are further reflected by its tendency to regard any particular
language as a system implementing certain features of universal language. In his concep-
tion of universal grammar, Chomsky was chiefly influenced by philosophical grammari-
ans of the Port-Royal abbey, though his universal grammar and grammaire générale of
Port-Royal cannot be fully identified. The difference is mainly in the scope of generality
at which both grammars aim. Thus, on the one hand, the grammar of Port-Royal strug-
gles for a traditionally inductive definition of the general properties of language, confin-
ing itself to a narrow range of languages considered prestigious in the eighteenth-century
Western Europe (i.e. French, Ancient Greek, Hebrew, Italian, Spanish, English and
German) and being generally incapable of leaving the traditional framework of language
description subjected to grammatical categories of Latin. On the other hand, Chomsky’s
generative grammar strives for an inductive reconstruction of a universal gram-mar con-
ceived as a functional principle of the general faculty of language (faculté de langage)
and aiming at a specification of properties of all the existing, documented, as well as all
the potential, as yet undocumented, languages (cf. 2.2.2).

By far the most significant finding of the Port-Royal grammar formalised within the
theoretical framework of TG is a linguistic universal by which the Port-Royal grammari-
ans have considerably contributed to the general theory of language. They have shown
that the semantic structure of any sentence is determined by an abstract underlying struc-
ture consisting of elementary propositions among which a semantically superior (inde-
pendent) proposition principale can be functionally distinguished from a semantically

3 The question remains whether Chomsky was ever aware that Ferdinand de Saussure, whom he
initially dubbed father of modern linguistics and whose lucidity he would frequently emphasise
(cf. Chomsky 1964a, 10), spoke about the faculty of language as an anthropologico-psychological
prerequisite of language in the Course in General Linguistics and elsewhere (cf. De Mauro 1996b,
359). It should be added that de Saussure did not omit Chomsky’s language creativity either, even
though Chomsky was quick to reproach him so (cf. Chomsky 1964a, 23). As De Mauro 1996b,
424, rightly pointed, de Saussure considered both a creativity governed by the rules of language
(reflected by analogy) and a creativity changing the rules of language (reflected by sound
changes), this opposition roughly corresponding to Chomsky’s notions rule-governed creativity
and rule-changing creativity (cf. Chomsky 1964a, 22). Much unlike Noam Chomsky, however,
Ferdinand de Saussure did not attribute language creativity to the system but rather to the faculty
of language to emphasise that it is not inherent to grammars of individual languages but to a gen-
erally human mental faculty to master any such grammar (i.e. faculté de langage).



inferior (dependent) proposition incidente (cf. Arnauld&Lancelot 1676, 49-50). In this
respect, they considered a sentence such as Dieu invisible a créé le monde visible a com-
bination of three propositions: (1) Dieu est invisible, (2) (1) a créé le monde and (3) Le
monde est visible, of which the second represented the semantically superior, and the
first and the third the semantically inferior, propositions (which they demonstrated by
the possibility to reinterpret the original simple sentence as a complex structure Dieu, qui
est invisible, a créé le monde, qui est visible). The theoretical assumption of an underly-
ing proposition is reflected in TG by the notion of deep structure (cf. Chomsky 1964a,
10; 1965, 16; 1966b, 16, etc.), uniquely determining any generated sentence in terms of
its meaning. In opposition to the deep structure, TG further introduces the notion of sur-
face structure (cf. 2.2.2), uniquely determining any generated sentence in terms of its
phonetic form (at the segmental level).

2.1.2  As for the Romantic ideas of the German linguist, philosopher and diplomat
Wilhelm von Humboldt, which have been an indisputable contribution to the general
study of language, TG was mainly inspired by two of them: the conception of language
as a creative power or process (cf. Humboldt 1836, 172-174) and the idea of inner lan-
guage form (cf. ibid., 210-217).

The first Humboldtian assumption resumed the original Cartesian idea of language
creativity, further providing it with an inner feature of action. In the theory of TG, this is
reflected by a corresponding aim at describing language as a generative procedure, rather
than a set of already generated elements. The Cartesian notion of creativity and Hum-
boldtian notion of process are further combined in a formal requirement of TG to de-
scribe language as an input-output device the internal structure of which allows defining
a set of input and output elements. Such a device may be specified in at least two differ-
ent ways: (a) as a descriptively adequate grammar of language of a particular language
community, having spoken on written discourses interpreted by hearers of this commu-
nity on the input and formally and functionally analogical discourses generated by
speakers of this community on the output; (b) as a mental mechanism frequently referred
to as AD (Acquisition Device, cf. Chomsky 1964a, 29; 1966b, 20-21), or LAD (Lan-
guage-Acquisition Device, cf. Chomsky 1965, 52), having a body of discourses of a par-
ticular language community on the input and a descriptively adequate grammar, selected
by speakers of the same community from among alternative grammars (consistent with
the input body of texts but descriptively inadequate) by an adequate evaluation proce-
dure, on the output.

As a result of the other Humboldtian assumption, Chomsky arrived at a notion of
general form of language (cf. Chomsky 1966b, 10) which he came to consider an ulti-
mate aim of his linguistic theory. Furthermore, he regarded the inner form of language,
formulated by Humboldt in opposition to its outer form, as a proof that even Humboldt
differentiated between an inner (deep) and outer (surface) structure of sentence (cf.
Chomsky 1965, 198-199) and that he thus anticipated the existing opposition of the sur-
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face and deep syntax. However, this conjecture of Chomsky was later subject to several
criticisms (cf. Coseriu 1970).

2.2  Theoretical Aims Reflecting Implicit Assumptions

It should be quite obvious that in the history of linguistics, TG cannot be fully consid-
ered a theory directly continuing the philosophico-linguistic tradition of Rationalism and
Romanticism. Despite several conclusions of Chomsky about the imperfections of mod-
ern, taxonomic linguistics, which might suggest and support such reasoning (cf. Chom-
sky 1964a; 1965; 1966b), one cannot omit that even Chomsky’s linguistic approach was
formed in a time and place heavily inspired with the teachings and methods of structural-
ism. Thus, even though Chomsky soon came to strive for a theory of generative grammar
untouched by and devised in complete isolation from any structuralist ideas, these, as he
has maintained ever since, being generally incapable of grasping the genuine, creative
nature of language, it can be shown that in formulating this theory he has not been able
to fully escape, or perhaps abstain from, several structuralist theses and methods. Based
on their place of origin, the structuralist, or implicit, assumptions of TG may be subdi-
vided into two groups:

(a) assumptions of the American structuralism (descriptivism) and
(b) assumptions of the European structuralism.
2.2.1  For the sake of simplification, the approach of American structuralism to the

study of language may be characterised by three major features (cf. Cerny 1996, 200):
(1) an emphasis on anthropology, (2) an overemphasis of linguistic expression (form) at
the expense of linguistic content (function) and (3) a description of language with the use
of mathematical methods. With regard to Chomsky’s generative linguistics, we may as-
sert, from a somewhat detached point of view, that it does not reflect the first feature at
all and that it reflects the second feature to an extreme extent. In this respect, the descrip-
tion of linguistic form at the expense of linguistic function may be viewed not as repre-
senting a conscious methodological effort in Chomsky’s algebraic theory of language
but a direct result of the key, if exclusive, position of the third feature.

The descriptivists restricted their linguistic research to the study of text corpora, fol-
lowing a single aim: to construct a grammar of a particular language which would spec-
ify the units and relations ascertained in some corpus of texts composed in that language.
In doing so, they arrived at two well-known elementary models of grammatical descrip-
tion: (1) the IP (Item and Process) model, one of the significant defendants of which was
Edward Sapir; and (2) the IA (Item and Arrangement), adopted, among others, by Leo-
nard Bloomfield, founder of the American descriptivism. It will indeed remain Chom-
sky’s merit that after a long perseverance of the latter, static model IA (which may have
been due to its apparently easier formalisation), he succeeded in formalising the former,
dynamic model IP (cf. Cerny 1996, 201).



Considering the descriptivist effort at constructing a grammar of any language on the
basis of its respective corpus of texts unattainable, Chomsky imposed a much weaker
requirement on his generative theory in the first step: to determine which grammar is
more consistent with the language underlying a particular corpus, i.e. to focus on elabo-
rating an evaluation procedure ra-ther than a genuine discovery procedure (cf. Chomsky
1957, 49-52). The specification of appropriate criteria for defining the evaluation proce-
dure then became the highest requirement on linguistic theory to which the generative
grammar should proceed in the second stage (cf. Note below). In order to determine the
extent in which finding such a procedure is actually possible within any linguistic theory,
Chomsky introduced three levels of adequacy to identify three levels of successfulness
of grammatical description (cf. Chomsky 1964a, 28-55; 1964b, 133-154): (1) adequacy
of the lowest, observational level, attained by a linguistic theory whenever it interprets
the observed corpus data correctly, i.e. when it is capable of distinguishing between rele-
vant and irrelevant data; (2) adequacy of the medium, descriptive level, achieved by a
linguistic description as long as it captures the linguistic intuition of native speakers of
the language it describes and interprets the observed corpus data on the basis of linguis-
tically significant generalizations (cf. Chomsky 1957; 1964a; 1965; 1966b; Chom-
sky&Halle 1968), expressing regularities of linguistic rules; and (3) adequacy of the
highest, explanatory level, attained by a linguistic theory whenever it defines an evalua-
tion procedure, selecting from a set of alternative grammars consistent with a particular
linguistic corpus the one which is descriptively adequate.

The mathematical and chiefly logical approach of TG is chiefly reflected in the
choice of elementary units of the transformational-generative description of language,
defined as grammatical and well-formed sentences. The ability of native speakers of any
language to generate and interpret an infinite number of such sentences is referred to as
competence and generally conceived as a system of rules. The sum of these rules was
then (i.e. before the concept of I-language was introduced) seen to establish a grammar
of each language, with the set of all well-formed sentences constituting the language
generated by the grammar (cf. Chomsky 1964a, 9). The resulting aim of any descriptive
theory of language, then, is both to specify this set in an exhaustive manner and to assign
as many formal objects, called structural descriptions (cf. Chomsky 1964a, 9; 1965, 89),
to each element in this set as how many semantic interpretations it is seen to underlie
(i.e. to assign x structural descriptions to any x-times ambiguous sentence). Chomsky
defined the structural description as an abstract object uniquely determining the syntactic
description, phonetic representation and semantic interpretation of the sentence to which
it is assigned (cf. Chomsky 1966b, 13; Chomsky&Halle 1968, 7).

Some of the more conspicuous descriptivist assumptions of TG include the effort to
formalise Edward Sapir’s process model of syntactic description using Rulon Wells’
immediate constituent analysis (cf. Chomsky 1957, 26-33; Wells 1947) rather than the
dependency syntax widely spread in the methodological practice of classical philology
since the 19™ century. A significant impact on the formalisation of generative grammar

Sova : Genesis of Two Algebraic Theories of Language

was further exercised by the transformational analysis devised by the leading representa-
tive of distributionalism and Chomsky’s teacher Zellig S. Harris. Apparently, it was Har-
ris’ conception of transformation (cf. Harris 1951; 1957) that inspired Chomsky to intro-
duce a sequence of transformational rules into the phrase-structure component in the
earliest version of transformational grammar, despite the fact that both conceptions of
grammatical transformation differed in form and principle: while Harris’ notion of trans-
formation referred to a special kind of structural relation holding between sentences of
any particular language, Chomsky’s transformation denoted a special kind of rule.

2.2.2 It seems justified to argue that beside the American descriptivist legacy, Chom-
sky’s theory of generative grammar drew on structuralist ideas even beyond the Ameri-
can continent. We will try to show below that such ideas may have included selected
theses formulated by Ferdinand de Saussure in his outline of semiology on the verge of
the 20™ century as well as those of de Saussure’s conclusions which were further elabo-
rated by Louis Hjelmslev within the theoretical framework of glossematics in the 1940°s.

In this connection, the Saussurean conception of language as a form should be men-
tioned first (cf. Saussure 1931, 140), which regards every single natural language as a
means transforming an extralinguistic, amorphous mass of sounds and ideas into lan-
guage-specific subsystems of units of sound and meaning. This assumption seems to
have been met by the aim of TG to describe grammar as a device combining sounds
(phonetic signals) with their respective meanings (semantic interpretations): The gram-
mar as a whole can thus be regarded as, ultimately, a device for pairing phonetically
represented signals with semantic interpretations (cf. Chomsky 1964a, 9; 1965; 1966b;
1972; Chomsky&Halle 1968). This theoretical aim of TG, which may be considered
primary, is formalised by complementing the functionally independent syntactic compo-
nent of a generative nature with two dependent components, phonological and semantic,
of a merely interpretive nature.

This very general analogy of the sound-meaning relation actually rounds off Chom-
sky’s inspiration with de Saussure’s conclusions regarding the relation of sounds and
ideas. On no account can Chomsky’s analysis of sentence into a phonetic representation
and semantic interpretation be identified with de Saussure’s analysis of linguistic sign
into signifiant and signifie. This is a plain consequence of the fact that sentences, repre-
senting the elementary units of TG, do not constitute genuine linguistic signs. Hence,
although there may be nothing to prevent the internal relation of the phonetic and seman-
tic component of any transformational-generative sentence from being construed as arbi-
trary, it is hard to see how the same relation could be assigned the external, differentiat-
ing relations. The reason, again, seems at hand: in contrast to the structural signs, the
transformational-generative sentences do not establish a system, but rather an undiffer-
entiated set without any semiotic value (cf. Saussure 1931, 141-145).

A no less significant inspiration of TG with de Saussure’s semiology is the concep-
tion of language system (langue) as an abstract network of relations which becomes con-



crete and perceptible only through its manifestation, referred to as speech (parole). In
Chomsky’s linguistic theory, this distinction is reflected by the opposition of linguistic
competence and performance. That the Chomskyan and Saussurean dichotomies are ac-
tually related is suggested by the fact that Chomsky directly mentions the langue vs.
parole dichotomy in connection with the competence vs. performance distinction in one
of his early works (cf. Chomsky 1964a, 10). On the other hand, not even this analogy is
fully justified, the main reason being the above-mentioned non-semiotic nature of trans-
formational-generative units. Another important difference between both dichotomies
results from a strictly social character of langue and a more-or-less individual character
of linguistic competence. This latter view implies that while de Saussure’s notion of lan-
guage system exists as a joint knowledge of speakers of a particular language commu-
nity, Chomsky’s competence refers to a language system acquired by an individual
speaker, rather than a language community as a whole (cf. Cerny 1996, 229).

Apart from the isolated features of the Saussurean conception, traces of another ap-
proach, taking up de Saussure’s program of semiology, can also be identified in TG. It is
a generally semiotic conception outlined by Louis Hjelmslev in his glossematic theory.
Hjelmslev expanded on de Saussure’s ideas concerning linguistic form in relation to
extralinguistic substance, anchoring both notions in the fundamental entities of textual
analysis, i.e. in the expression side and content side. He subsequently defined a form of
expression and a form of content as entities arbitrarily forming their respective substance
of expression and substance of content. Hjelmslev’s conception of the expression-
content relation may thus be considered another implicit assumption reflected by the
effort of TG to formulate generative grammar as an (arbitrary) relation of the phonetic
representation and semantic interpretation of any generated sentence.

In analogy to the Saussurean notions of langue and parole, Hjelmslev introduced the
notions of system, or language, and process, or text, respectively, relating both hierar-
chies through a dependency (determination) function. Assuming that an invariable sys-
tem (language) lies behind any variable process (text), he concluded that although the
system (language) can be accessed through the process (text), the process (text) cannot
be accessed through the system (language) (cf. Hjelmslev 1966, 43). Chomsky defines a
similar aim by intending to study the underlying linguistic competence based on the im-
mediately graspable performance. However, while Hjelmslev followed his aim by using
an appropriate, strictly deductive method, Chomsky seems to have chosen a method
which is rather inconsistent with his aim. Contrary to Hjelmslev, Chomsky refuses to
study the ultimate body (corpus) of texts as a given fact (thus failing to use a genuine
deductive procedure in Hjelmslev’s terms), focusing instead on the formulation and
mathematical formalisation of a mentalistic hypothesis about the internal structure of
linguistic competence (or intuition). In this respect, he intends to utilise the body of texts
merely to prove or disprove this hypothesis.

Finally, another possible glossematic inspiration may be attributed to the aim of TG
to formulate each descriptively adequate grammar so that it generates all, hence even
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new sentences of the language it describes, i.e. to establish a formal system capable of
describing both the existent and as yet nonexistent sentences of the given language. The
aim defined within Hjelmslev’s glossematic program, then, is similar: to construct such a
general theory of language in agreement with the requirement of arbitrariness* as would
enable both to describe all the existing language systems and forecast all the potential
systems, manifesting only virtual, rather than materially re-presented (realised) texts (cf.
Hjelmslev 1966, 43-44).

2.3 Formal Aims Reflecting the Explicit and Implicit Assumptions

Based on the brief characteristics of TG aims, provided in Sections 2.1 and 2.2 above,
we may now proceed to summarise the basic requirements on the transformational-
generative theory of language. The grammar (= theory) of any language L is a special
device — a set of rules —, ensuring full specification of an infinite set of grammatical sen-
tences of the language L and of their structural descriptions. In order to specify the no-
tion of structural description, the grammatical theory must contain the following (cf.
Chomsky 1961, 165-166; 1965, 31; 1966b, 18):

(1) a definition of the phonetically and semantically possible sentence, i.e. an enu
meration of the class s, s,,..., s, of phonetically and semantically possible sen
tences;

(il)) a definition of the possible structural description, i.e. an enumeration of the
class SD;, SD,, ..., SD,, of possible structural descriptions;

(iii) a definition of the possible generative grammar, i.e. an enumeration of the class

G;, Gy, ..., G, of possible generative grammars;

4 Chomsky 1957, 49, provides two criteria for evaluating grammatical descriptions, generality and
adequacy, which he identifies with Hjelmslev’s two basic requirements on the general form of
theory, arbitrariness and adequacy, respectively (cf. Hjelmslev 1966, 17-19). Chomsky’s and
Hjelmslev’s notions of adequacy are fairly close as they both require that a (linguistic) theory be
formulated with a view to empirical data in order to qualify as empirically marked (or realistic in
Hjelmslev’s terminology). On the other hand, the analogy of Chomsky’s notion of generality and
Hjelmslev’s notion of arbitrariness is bound to fail since the former notion does not meet a re-
quirement of the latter notion, namely that a (linguistic) theory be quite independent on any em-
pirical data in order to qualify as an empirically unmarked (or arealistic in Hjelmslev’s terminol-
ogy), purely deductive system. In this respect, one of the well-known consequences of Hjelmslev’s
arbitrariness is the fact that experience can only strengthen or weaken applicability of the theory,
but not the theory as such. However, this is inconsistent with Chomsky’s conception of linguistic
theory as an empirical hypothesis, which is either proved or disproved depending on to what extent
it reflects the nature of linguistic, and hence empirical data (cf. Chomsky 1966b). Therefore, rather
than with Hjelmslev’s arbitrariness, Chomsky’s generality can be identified with a requirement
laid on the nature of linguistic universals.



(iv) a method for assigning possible structural descriptions to phonetically and se
mantically possible sentences, i.e. a definition of a function f'such that SDy; is
a possible structural description assigned to a phonetically and semantically
possible sentence s; by a possible generative grammar G;, for an arbitrary i and

Js

(v) amethod for evaluating alternatively formulated possible generative grammars,
i.e. a definition of a function m such that m(i) is an integer assigned to a possi
ble generative grammar G; as its value (a higher number always indicating a
lower value of the possible generative grammar);

(vi) a definition of a function g such that g (i, n) specifies a finite-state automaton

with phonetically and semantically possible sentences on its input and possible

structural descriptions assigned to these sentences by a possible generative

grammar G; on its output — i.e. a specification of selected or all members of the

function f'(7, j), where n is a variable determining capacity of the automaton.

In terms of linguistic description adequacy, features (i) — (iv) formalise requirements on
a descriptively adequate linguistic theory and formalise assumptions of an explanatorily
adequate linguistic theory. Feature (v) in turn formalises a requirement promoting any
descriptively adequate theory of language to a theory which is explanatorily adequate.
Feature (vi) promotes any theory of competence to a theory of performance since its ful-
filment formalises an acceptable model of sentence generation and interpretation by any
speaker and hearer, respectively, who have acquired grammar G;and have a memory
capacity expressed by the value 7.

3. Assumptions and Aims of FGD

We have shown that the differentiation of the theoretical assumptions and aims of TG
can be made dependent on whether or not Noam Chomsky explicitly identifies a source
of linguistic tradition. The result of applying this criterion has been our subdivision of
the transformational-generative aims into those which reflect either the explicated or
implied assumptions. With regard to FGD, however, such an approach would be unjusti-
fied since Petr Sgall is usually very explicit about the assumptions which enter into, and
about the aims he sets for, his linguistic theory. The genesis of FGD will thus have to be
described with a view to different criteria.

The explicit reference to relevant sources of linguistic tradition has at least two ap-
parent dimensions in the writings of Sgall’s group: (1) a precise identification of the
theoretical sources from which FGD directly or indirectly proceeds; (2) a precise identi-
fication of the theoretical sources which FGD modifies. It seems reasonable to suppose
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that this opposition actually provides one of the feasible points of departure for the dif-
ferentiation of the functional-generative assumptions and aims. Translating this differen-
tiation into a general terminology of linguistic schools, we may reformulate the above
opposition as that, on the one hand, of the inherently non-generativist theoretical and
methodological approaches, which FGD chiefly (though not exclusively) assumes and
further elaborates as appropriate, and, on the other hand, of the inherently generativist
theoretical and methodological approaches, which FGD chiefly (though not exclusively)
modifies. In this respect, the set of FGD aims may profitably be arranged so that it re-
flects either the non-generativist, or generativist assumptions. We thus arrive at one of
the possible classifications accounting well for the designation of Sgall’s theory as func-
tional and generative.

3.1 Theoretical Aims Reflecting Non-generativist Assumptions

The range of inherently non-generativist theoretical assumptions, within which the FGD
aims were gradually formulated, is fairly wide and complex. It mainly includes a long
tradition of the functional-structuralist approach of the Prague school as well as a tradi-
tion of the glossematic approach of the Copenhagen school, which were, as early as the
1930’s, elaborating and applying to language research de Saussure’s theory of linguistic
sign. FGD further assumes ideas of several European and American linguists whose
works appeared in the 1950°s and 1960’s. Of a somewhat different nature are the theo-
retical assumptions of stratificational linguistics, which developed in the United States in
the mid-1960’s. The non-generativist assumptions of FGD will thus be analysed below
with regard to the following two lines of thought:

(a) structuralist and
(b) stratificational.
3.1.1  As the first part of the name of the functional generative description of lan-

guage suggests, the chief legacy of the non-generativist nature Sgall took into account
while formulating his linguistic theory was the functional conception of the Prague
school. From among the principles, characterising the functional approach of the Prague
structuralism, the early version of FGD took up the teachings about the form and func-
tion of linguistic units, and to some extent even some conceptions concerning a multi-
level organisation of the language system.

The Prague conception of linguistic form as phonetic expression and of linguis-
tic function as meaning was close to de Saussure’s conception of linguistic sign (cf.
Sgall 1997, 65). Quite typical of the Prague school was a conscious and purposeful effort
to make the elements of both form and meaning the objects of linguistic study. This had
to do with the structural nature of the Prague approach, regarding any language as a sys-
tem comprising units of form and meaning arranged in structural relations. Much like de
Saussure assumed an inseparable link between both components of the linguistic sign,



admitting its separation only for the sake of scientific abstraction (cf. Saussure 1931,
140), the Prague linguists would urge the study of functions of the linguistic units with
regard to their respective forms, and vice versa. In the area of grammar, this was particu-
larly emphasised by Vladimir Skali¢ka, who would frequently stress the inseparability of
formal and functional aspects of the minimal units — semes — he defined for his gram-
matical description (cf. Skalitka 1935, 11°). Skalicka’s influence on FGD is chiefly
traceable in the notion of seme which Sgall introduced as an elementary unit of his mor-
phemic description.

A typical feature of the Prague approach to the linguistic form and function was
its perception of the relation between units of phonetic expression (forms) and meaning
(functions) as graded, subdivided into a number of partial, transitional relations. A form-
to-function relation was thus established between sounds and phonemes,
(mor)phonological forms and morphemic functions of morphemes, morphemic and syn-
tactic units or units of the formally syntactic structure of sentence (units of surface syn-
tax) and units of the semantic structure of sentence (units of deep syntax). It was along
these lines that Vilém Mathesius described a relation between the subject and agent (cf.
Mathesius 1924, 284n; Mathesius 1961). Another Prague scholar, Bohumil Trnka, de-
scribed the form-to-function relation in terms of the scholastic approach to linguistic sign
(aliquid stat pro aliquo). In connection with his theory of linguistic levels (see below),
he referred to the form-to-function nexus as a realisation or implementation relation, in
which a signifying or realising form (signifiant/réalisant) at a lower level signified or
realised (stat pro) a function signified or realised (signifié/réalis¢) at a higher level (cf.
Trnka 1990, 86, 143-144). Regarding this relation both as genuinely semiotic and logi-
cal, he fashioned it further with transitiveness (if it is true that 4 bears a semiotic relation
to B and if B bears the same relation to C, then it is true that 4 bears a semiotic relation
to C) and asymmetry (if it is true that 4 bears a semiotic relation to B, then it is not true
that B bears the same relation to 4) (cf. Trnka 1990, 9).

The structural understanding of language as a system of signs in the linguistic
conception of the Prague school was soon extended with a perception of language as a
system of semiotic subsystems, or levels of linguistic description. In this respect, the
graded relation of the form and function enabled the relations between the linguistic lev-
els to be arranged systematically. Yet, no exact definition of linguistic level was ever
provided by the Prague linguists, which was probably also the reason why they never
agreed on an exact number of the levels either. For instance, Bohumil Trnka’s concep-
tion rested on five levels: phonetic, phonological, morphological, syntactic (whose units
included a sound, phoneme, word and sentence, respectively) and a super-syntactic (ut-
terential) level where Trnka placed FSP phenomena in agreement with Mathesius (cf.
Mathesius 1961) and whose unit he defined as an actual utterance of an actual speaker
immediately reflecting an actual piece of extralinguistic reality. Trnka’s levels were hi-

> This approach was further stressed by Mathesius 1936 reviewing Skalicka’s monograph.
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erarchically arranged in a system and their units related by the above-described realisa-
tion relation. A linguistic analysis could thus conclude that syntagmatics of any lower
level realised (or implemented) paradigmatics of any higher level, this applying both to
paradigmatics of an immediately higher level and, by virtue of the logical transitiveness,
to paradigmatics of all higher levels (e.g. a string of phonemes realised not just a word,
but also a sentence and an utterance®). Another feature with a significant impact on the
theoretical aims of FGD was the fact that some linguists regarded the semantic structure
of sentence as an independent linguistic level. Next to Vilém Matheisus, these included
Frantisek Dane$ a Milo§ Dokulil in particular, who defined a semantic level of language
as one of the two levels of sentence structure — semantic and grammatical.

The explicitly provided aims of FGD, reflecting the above functional-structuralist as-
sumptions, may be summarised as follows:

(1) FGD has been formulated as a semiotic theory of language.

(2) The relation between signifiant and signifié is believed to be graded and thus
regarded as a form-to-function relation. In the initial stage of FGD, Sgall re-
ferred to this relation as semantic, defining it informally as a relation between
the phonetic form and meaning of linguistic units, subdivided into partial rela-
tions between the units found on adjacent levels (cf. Sgall 1967a, 40).

(3) The system of language is believed to consist of several levels: phonetic (PL),
morphonological (MPL), morphemic (ML)’, syntactic, or phenogrammatical
(PGL), and semantic, or tectogrammatical (7GL).

A more detailed characteristic of the assumptions reflected by the second and third aims
requires that other linguistic sources be identified. These include, on the one hand, some
structuralist findings in the area of morphemics and syntacto-semantics and, on the other
hand, the above-mentioned stratificational linguistics of Sydney M. Lamb.

The form-to-function relation in FGD is regarded as a representation relation, or a
type R relation (ctf. Sgall 1964, 96; 1967a, 40; Sgall et al. 1969, 17), which partially cor-
responds to Trn-ka’s notion of realisation but chiefly coincides with terms which Charles
F. Hockett applied to the description of relation between phonemes and morphemes (cf.
Hockett 1961). Hockett assumed that the transition from the units on one level (from
phonemes) to the units on an adjacent level (to morphemes) can be achieved mainly be-
cause beside the relations holding between both levels — representation, or the type R,

% On the other hand, Trnka’s feature of asymmetry attributed to the semiotic relation implied that
paradigmatics of a higher level could never realise (implement) syntagmatics of any lower level,
i.e. that an utterance could never bear a semiotic relation to any sentence, word or phoneme.

" This level was originally designated as morphological by Sgall (cf. Sgall 1964; 1967) and was
only later renamed to morphemic. This change was mainly to emphasise that the level in question
included also lexical units (cf. the preface to Panevova et al. 1971, 15). The term morphemic level
is contained already in Sgall et al. 1969, 26.



relations — another kind of relation exists between elementary units on the individual
levels — compositional, or type C, relations. Sgall eventually adopted both terms, equally
talking about type C and type R relations. As he began to study the representation (form-
to-function) relations, he mainly focused on “super-morphemic” levels, which may have
been related to a question of how many levels should actually be distinguished above the
traditional level of morphemes (cf. Sgall 1967a, 48). Following the approach of tradi-
tional and modern linguistics (e.g. Lamb’s conception) and his own formal criterion for
differentiating linguistic levels (a condition on dissimilitude of contexts, cf. Sgall 1967a,
53-55; Sgall et al. 1969, 32-34), Sgall came to distinguish two separate levels above the
traditional morphemic level: a syntactic level (PGL) and a semantic level (TGL). Let us
remark that later (since 1992) Sgall abandoned this distinction.

In the description of the syntactic structure of sentence Sgall takes up the tradition of
dependency syntax, consistently applied to the description of Czech by Vladimir Smi-
lauer (cf. Smilauer 1966). In his conception of syntactic dependency, Sgall further refers
to Jerzy Kurylowicz, who defined syntactic dependency as a relation between a head (the
basic member) and a modifier (the second member) of a syntagm (group) in which the
head is seen to represent the whole syntagm in its outer relations (cf. Kurylowicz 1948).
Following this definition, Sgall considers the predicate in any subject-predicate relation
the head and the subject the modifier since it is the predicate that represents the whole
relation both with regard to the modifiers (adverbials) and to other heads (matrix sen-
tences) (cf. Sgall 1967a, 68; Sgall et al. 1969, 14). In regarding the predicate as the head
of any predication syntagm, FGD was further inspired by the approach of Lucien Tes-
niere (cf. Tensi¢re 1959).

The description of the semantic structure of sentence in the theory of FGD is primar-
ily based on a deep analysis of relations between two levels of sentence structure —
grammatical and semantic — carried out by Dokulil and Danes§ (cf. Dokulil&Danes
1958). They established a relation between linguistic content, form and meaning, defin-
ing the notion of content as an extralinguistic structuring of the image of reality and the
notion of meaning as a linguistic structuring of this image, reflecting content in linguistic
forms. In the provided sense, Sgall does not define his tectogrammatical level as a level
of sentence content but rather as a level of sentence meaning. However, he departs from
the original conception of Dokulil and Danes by a different classification of the actual
units of meaning and content: in FGD, units such as agent, action or patient have been
construed as units of meaning rather than of content (cf. Sgall 1967a, 40-41; Sgall et al.
1969, 14-15) and placed as a result on the TGL. It follows that the functional-generative
semantics has aimed at the study of designation phenomena, the question of whether
another level with denotative units should be postulated above the semantic level being
left open by Sgall.

Towards the end of the 1960’s, Sgall’s team also began to study issues related to
functional sentence perspective (cf. Sgall 1967b), generally conceived as a topic-focus
articulation (TFA) in FGD and further elaborated during the 1970’s in the works of Eva

Sova : Genesis of Two Algebraic Theories of Language

Hajicova (cf. Hajicova 1972; 1973, 1975). Much unlike the other Prague conceptions
grasping or treating FSP phenomena (cf. the above-recalled approaches of Mathesius,
Trnka or Dane$) in one way or another, linguists around Sgall have not traditionally
placed the TFA tools on an independent level of language but on the existing level of
sentence meaning — i.e. on the tectogrammatical® level.

3.1.2 A major trace of Sydney M. Lamb’s stratificational theory in FGD is found in
the multi-level arrangement of language. This is partially due to the plain fact that Lamb,
much like Sgall, often used several features of Hjelmslev’s and Hockett’s approach to
define basic linguistic relations. Thus, in agreement with Lamb, Sgall formulated FGD
as a language description in which the form-meaning relation rests on a sequence of rela-
tions between the adjacent levels, or plans. These relations are defined in such a way as
to enable continuous, uninterrupted transition from the level of sentence meaning onto
the level of phonetic form, and vice versa. To this end, the stratificational theory was
fashioned with a realisation dimension, describing a form-to-function relation of units on
the adjacent levels, and a tactics dimension, describing syntactic rules for a correct for-
mulation of units on each single level. Lamb’s realisation component may thus be re-
garded, from a linguistic point of view, as another assumption of Sgall’s representation
relation and, from a formal point of view, as one of the assumptions of Sgall’s operation
of translation (cf. 3.3), enabling transition from the superior generative level on any of
the inferior transductive levels. Lamb’s tactic component may then be considered, again,
from the linguistic viewpoint, another assumption of Sgall’s type C relation. Beside
these theoretical resemblances there are even some empirical correspondences (e.g. use
of dependency syntax).

The differences between both conceptions include the fact that in contrast to Sgall’s
FGD, Lamb’s stratificational linguistics enables to leave a clearly defined area of lin-
guistic meaning and move into a clearly defined area of linguistic content (cf. Sgall et al.
1986, 80). Furthermore, Sgall, unlike Lamb, did not insist on a strictly isomorphic struc-
ture of all the linguistic plans and admitted of a less symmetrical system of levels and
units, thus considerably simplifying his description as opposed to Lamb’s. In this re-

¥ Since Sgall has formulated his FGD as an algebraic theory of language, it necessarily reflects,
apart from the purely linguistic assumptions, even some mathematical and formally logical as-
sumptions of which we have taken scarce regard (with a sole exception of 3.2 below). However,
Sgall’s frequent designation of the syntactic level as phenogrammatical and of the semantic level
as tectogrammatical deserves a brief commentary. The terms phenogrammatics and tectogrammat-
ics were devised by the mathematical logician H. B. Curry who used them in reference to the level
of syntactic means and the level of syntactic structure, respectively (cf. Sgall 1967a, 33). With a
view to these notions, Curry criticised Chomsky’s transformational grammar for failing to distin-
guish the syntactic structure of language proper from the means of its representation. Therefore,
Sgall’s consistent use of both terms should also be perceived as one of the formal requirements on
the theory of FGD.



spect, Sgall came to contrast the structure of the functional-generative levels of phonet-
ics, morphonology and morphemics (PL, MPL and ML) with the structure of both func-
tional-generative levels of sentence structure (PGL and TGL), arguing that contrary to
the levels of the former kind the levels of the latter kind show certain features of logical
calculi (cf. Sgall et al. 1969, 31). Also, Sgall intended to distinguish more levels than
Lamb, which mainly resulted from another point at issue, concerning his and Lamb’s
views of what should be the nature of units defined on the individual levels (cf. Sgall
1967a, 49).

3.2  Theoretical Aims Reflecting Generativist Assumptions

The inherently generativist assumptions of FGD include some of the mathematical and
formally logical assumptions formulated by Chomsky within the framework of algebraic
theory of language. The formal aims of FGD, reflecting the transformational-generative
assumptions of the algebraic nature, are nevertheless formulated either with certain de-
viations or in a completely different manner. This is in line with Petr Sgall’s program-
matic intention to formulate his linguistic theory as an alternative to TG (cf. Sgall et al.
1969, 2). In this sense, we may assert that Sgall has not applied the generative procedure
to signal affinity with Chomsky’s theory of transformational grammar, but rather to sig-
nal affinity with Chomsky’s idea of explicitness in linguistics.

In agreement with Chomsky, Sgall views the competence of language speakers as a
black box (cf. Chomsky’s LAD in 2.1.2), the internal structure of which may be learned
only indirectly, by studying linguistic material, or data, on its output (cf. Sgall ez al., 10).
It follows that even FGD regards language as an input-output device (cf. Sgall 1967a, 8),
thus sharing at least one formal aim with TG which reflects an intention to grasp lan-
guage as a mechanism whose internal structure may be explicitly described. In terms of
the traditional generativist assumptions, both linguistic theories chiefly correspond in
conceiving this mechanism as a generative system with recursive properties (cf. 2.1.1;
Sgall 1967a, 81; Sgall et al. 1969, 37). Furthermore, TG’s and FGD’s approaches to the
definition of the generative system seem to agree in principle. As well as TG distin-
guishes a generative (syntactic) component, generating underlying syntactic structures of
sentences, and two interpretive (phonological and semantic) components, assigning pho-
netic representations and semantic interpretations to these underlying structures, FGD
defines a generative component, placed on the 7GL and generating initial representations
of sentence meaning, and transductive components, taking turns to translate the initial
representations into representations on lower levels of the language system (PGL, ML,
MPL and PL).

Apart from the two important generativist features which TG and FGD share, there
are at least other two features in which they differ. One of them is to do with the fact that
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while TG considers the syntactic’ level as generative, FGD places the generative com-
ponent on the traditional level of sentence meaning (7GL). The other difference is re-
lated to the formal treatment of the generative component itself: while TG regards this
component as a context-sensitive grammar (cf. 2.1.1), FGD defines the same component
as a grammar which is context-free'’. Put in a more formal way, as opposed to context-
free grammars and the systems with which they are equivalent, FGD has managed to
upgrade its model of syntactic description by combining the context-free grammar with a
sequence of pushdown transducers. In this, FGD resembles Lamb’s stratificational lin-
guistics (cf. 3.1.2) and deviates from TG, resolving the same problem by extending the
context-free phrase-structure grammars with rules of another type, i.e. with context-
sensitive rules (cf. Sgall 1967a, 49).

The view of language system as an input-output device with a generative basis is
tightly connected with other two formal aims which FGD adopts as generativist assump-
tions (cf. 2.2.1):

(1) to specify a formal set of (grammatical) sentences of the language described'";

(2) to assign as many structural descriptions to any such formally specified sen
tence as how many times it is identified as ambiguous by native speakers of the
language described (cf. Sgall ef al. 1969, 1).

Following Chomsky, Sgall attempts the formal specification of both aims, using the
methods and approaches elaborated in mathematics and formal logic to describe systems
of different kinds (cf. Sgall 1967a, 8). Even in this case, however, the formal aims of the
transformational-generative and functional-generative theories of language are not fully
identical, showing certain deviations. One such difference reflects the aim of FGD to
specify, at the given stage of formalisation, the grammatical as well as ungrammatical,
though comprehensible sentences (cf. ibid., 42-44). Although Sgall considered this fea-
ture a fallback of his theory, he also came to regard it as a source of empirical knowledge
for studying different kinds of semantic deviance at the level of sentence, being fully

’ Chomsky’s notion of syntax can on no account be identified with the traditional sense of syntac-
tic since beside the units of traditional syntax, it includes even the units from other traditional lev-
els (phonological, morphonological, morphosyntactic and lexico-semantic).

However, as Sgall 1967a, 20n, recalled, the opposition of formal labels context-free grammar

and context-sensitive grammar should not imply that contextual restrictions are definable only in
grammars of the latter type.
1 Studying the assumptions of this formal aim, one cannot solely rely on the transformational-
generative inspiration, for as Sgall 1967a, 9, has argued, the description of language as a specifica-
tion of a set of well-formed sentences was in place already before Chomsky, in the logical descrip-
tion of formal languages.



aware, however, that the notion comprehensible sentence was still very vague (cf.
Panevova et al. 1971, 20).

3.3  Formal Aims Reflecting Non-generativist and Generativist Assumptions
Following the brief characteristics of the FGD aims, provided in Sections 3.1 and 3.2, we
may now proceed to specify the formal requirements on the functional-generative de-
scription of language (cf. Sgall ef al. 1969, 9-10). In doing so, we can observe come cor-
respondences with the formal approach of TG, the main principles of which were speci-
fied in 2.3 above. In this respect, we may conclude that while treating the inherently
generativist assumptions to specify requirements on the generative system of FGD, Sgall
strived for an alternative formalisation of the TG requirements (i), (ii), (iii), (iv) a (vi).
Requirement (v), related to the hypothesis about the internal structure of linguistic com-
petence (intuition), was disregarded by FGD.

Considering a semantic relation and both sets of sentence representations for which
the relation is defined — the set of semantic representations and the set of phonetic repre-
sentations of sentences (cf. features (i) a (ii) in 2.3 as possible equivalents) —, a transla-
tion procedure may be formulated which will assign to each element from the set of se-
mantic representations at least one element from the set of phonetic representations so
that:

(i) the operation of translation, defined by this procedure, is a general mapping of
the set of semantic representations into the set of phonetic representations of
sentences;

(i) a representation r is mapped (translated) into a representation ¢ only if » and ¢
are representations of the same sentence (7 and g being elements from the set of
semantic representations and the set of phonetic representations of sentences,
respectively);

(iii) the whole procedure can be specified using pushdown and finite-state transduc

ers (cf. feature (vi) of 2.3 as a possible alternative);

(iv) the operation of translation may be subdivided into several subsequent steps so

that the input language of the transducer performing the first step is identical

with the set of semantic representations of sentences, the output language of the
transducer performing the i step (1 <i<n — 1, where n is the number of steps)
is a subset of the input language of the transducer performing the (i + 1)™ step
and the output language of the transducer performing the n™ step contains a set
of phonetic representations of sentences as a subset, each transducer translating
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every representation of the given sentence into another representation of the
same sentence (cf. feature (iv) of 2.3 as a possible alternative)'?;

(v) each of the transducers, specified under (iv) above, is mathematically — and thus
even linguistically — interesting (cf. Chomsky 1961, 181n).

The above definitions are meant to imply that as long as any pair comprising an element
from the set of semantic representations and one of its mappings into the set of phonetic
representations of sentences is considered a case of semantic relation and the output (or
input) language of one of the transducers, described under (iv) above, is regarded as a
linguistic level, the semantic relation may be viewed, within the theoretical framework
of FGD, as a sequence of relations each of which concerns two adjacent levels.

4, Conclusion: Transformational-generative vs. Functional-generative
Approach

Once the theoretical assumptions and aims of TG and FGD have been described and
their relations roughly established, the notion generative should now be better grasped
and specified, in keeping with our statement provided in the introductory Section 1.2, in
terms of its transformational and generative features. In this respect, it seems profitable
to refer to Chomsky’s theory of transformational grammar (= the generativist approach)
and Sgall’s theory of functional generative description of language as a transformational-
generative and functional-generative approach to language, respectively'. Thus, follow-
ing the observations made above, both theories are reducible to a common basis ena-
bling, all despite the traditional classification of the generativist theory as an autonomous
school of linguistic thought, to view the theoretical features of TG and FGD against a
common, algebraic-linguistic background. To this end, we have arranged the theoretical
aims of both approaches along two separate levels: (1) linguistic, defining the transfor-
mational-generative and functional-generative approaches as two different sources of
linguistic thinking; and (2) algebraic, defining the transformational-generative and func-
tional-generative approaches as two theories applying the same algebraic method, i.e. the
generative procedure, to language description. This distinction is to reflect our major

12 Sgall formulated even a stronger alternative, defining the output language of the i transducer as
being identical with the input language of the (i + 1) transducer and the output language of the n™
transducer as being identical with a set of phonetic representations of sentences. However, FGD
considered the weaker version presented here.

B In this sense, we regard the term generativist as standing in opposition to other linguistic
schools and the term transformational-generative approach as primarily opposed to Sgall’s func-
tional generative description of language inasmuch both of these approaches represent two alterna-
tives of algebraic linguistics.
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aim, tacitly followed throughout this paper and pointed out in the introductory Section
1.1, to present TG and FGD as theoretical constructs combining in their peculiar ways a
portion of linguistic data with a set of formal means by which the linguistic data is to be
represented.

The correspondences and differences between the transformational-generative and
functional-generative approaches to language, ascertained in the above sections of this
paper in terms of their linguistic and algebraic levels, may be synoptically summarised
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as follows:

1. Generative Approach to Language at the Linguistic Level

Transformational:

Functional:

A. Distinguishes between an abstract
language system as an intuition of
native speakers (competence) and its
manifestation (performance), pri-
marily focusing on the description
of competence (cf. 2.2.2); laying
emphasis on the formulation of a
hypothesis about the internal struc-
ture of linguistic intuition (cf. 2.1.2),
it shows, apart from the features of
an algebraic-linguistic theory, even
some features of a mentalistic (i.e.
psycholinguistic) theory.

B. Describes the language system
chiefly as a relation between pho-
netically represented signals and
their semantic interpretations; such
a relation assumes the properties of
a broadly syntactic level mediating
between a phonetic and semantic
level of language (cf. 2.2.2).

C. Distinguishes between a semantic
(or deep in narrower sense) and Syn-
tactic (or surface in narrower sense)

A. Distinguishes between an abstract

language system as a system of
signs (langue) and its manifestation
(parole), primarily focusing on the
description of langue (cf. 3.1.1);
laying emphasis on the semiotic na-
ture (sign-character) of linguistic
units, it shows, apart from the fea-
tures of an algebraic-linguistic the-
ory, most of the features of a semi-
otic theory.

Describes the language system
chiefly as a gradual relation be-
tween a signifying component (sig-
nifiant) and signified component
(signifié) of the linguistic sign; such
a relation constitutes a system of
several linguistic levels: TGL,
PGL, ML, MPL and PL, on which
and between which certain linguis-
tic relations are defined (cf. 3.1.1).

Distinguishes between a semantic
(tectogrammatical) and syntactic
(phenogrammatical) level of sen-

structure of sentence (cf. 2.1.2).

Describes sentence syntax using the
immediate constituent analysis
(cf. 2.2.1).

Does not distinguish syntactic struc-
ture of language (function) from the
means of its representation (form)
(cf. 2.2.1 and Note 8); furthermore,
it fails to distinguish linguistic struc-
ture from the means of its represen-
tation.

tence representation (cf. 3.1.1).

D. Describes sentence syntax using the

means of dependency syntax (cf.
3.1.1,3.1.2).

Is consistent about distinguishing
between a function and form of
linguistic units: in the language sys-
tem conceived as an organised set
of several levels, the form-to-
function relation establishes repre-
sentation of units on the higher lev-
els by units on the lower levels (cf.
3.1.1); furthermore, it distinguishes
linguistic structure from the means
of its representation.

2. Generative Approach to Language at the Algebraic Level

Transformational:

Functional:

Applies mathematical and for-
mally logical tools to language de-
scription (cf. 2.2.1).

Within the algebraic approach, it
chooses the generative procedure
to specify a set of all grammatical
sentences of the language described
(cf. 2.1.1 and 2.3).

Assigns a unique structural de-
scription to every grammatical and
unambiguous sentence specified by
the generative procedure (cf. 2.2.1
and 2.3).

A.

Applies mathematical and for-
mally logical tools to language de-
scription (cf. 3.2).

Within the algebraic approach, it
chooses the generative procedure
to specify a set of all grammatical,
or comprehensible, sentences of the
language described (cf. 3.2 and
3.3).

Assigns, on each level of language
description, a unique representa-
tion to every grammatical, or com-
prehensible, and unambiguous sen-
tence specified by the generative
procedure (cf. 2.2.1 and 2.3).
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D. Conceives the generative system as

an input-output device (cf. 2.3),
consisting of a central generative
component placed on the broadly
syntactic level of language and of
two  interpretive  components
placed on the phonetic and semantic
levels of language, respectively (cf.
2.1.1).

Conceives the generative system as
an input-output device (cf. 3.3),
consisting of a central generative
component placed on the linguistic
level of sentence meaning and sev-
eral transductive components
placed on the syntactic, morphemic,
morphonological and phonetic lev-
els of language, respectively (cf.

3.2).

E. Defines the generative component | E.
formally as a context-sensitive
phrase-structure ~ grammar  (cf.
2.1.1).

Defines the generative component
formally as a context-free phrase-
structure grammar (cf. 3.2).

It goes without saying that the above synopsis might be read and interpreted in a
number of different ways, which would much depend on whether either one of the trans-
formational or functional approaches, or rather their governing algebraic framework,
were taken as a reference point. Our main intention was to present at least one interpreta-
tion of the way in which TG and FGD can be considered both similar and different theo-
ries of language. In this respect, we may now expand on two commonly accepted and
well-established statements, recalled in the introductory paragraphs, namely that (i) only
TG can be considered a genuine generativist theory of language (cf. Note 13) in the tra-
dition of Chomskyan transformational-generative grammar and that (ii) FGD has been
formulated as an alternative to TG. Using the above table, we may conclude that most of
the resemblances are identified in the set of algebraic features and most of the differ-
ences in the set of linguistic features. It follows, then, that statement (i) asserts itself to
the extent of four algebraic features (24, 2B, 2C, 2D) and a single linguistic feature (/C)
and that statement (ii) holds to the extent of four linguistic features (/4, /B, 1D, IE) and
a single algebraic feature (2F).

Of particular significance for the theoretical makeup of both algebraic-linguistic ap-
proaches, however, is the linguistic feature /B and the algebraic feature 2D by which the
feature /B is formalised. It is the relation of these features that reveals a major intersec-
tion of one particular difference in the primary linguistic aims and one particular resem-
blance of the primary algebraic aims of TG and FGD. Thus, while both theories primar-
ily aim at grasping the relation between units of phonetic form (sound) and meaning, it is
FGD, but not TG, that eventually arrives at a genuinely linguistic description of this rela-
tion and its subsequent formalisation (disregarding for the present purpose certain formal
imperfections admitted by Sgall, cf. 3.2). In TG, however, the situation is different, if
reverse: although Chomsky succeeded in providing a formal description of the sound-
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meaning relation (cf. Chomsky 1972, 66), or the sound-meaning correspondence (cf.
Chomsky&Halle 1968, 3), he did not succeed in making his formal description reflect
the inherently linguistic nature of the sound-meaning relation. Arguing that the transfor-
mational-generative relation of the units of form and meaning is hard to conceive as in-
herently linguistic, we maintain, and have attempted to show elsewhere, that it cannot be
attributed a genuine semiotic value (cf. 2.2.2). Put in yet another way, the non-linguistic
nature of the sound-meaning relation reveals itself in TG inasmuch as Chomsky fails to
provide a linguistically viable alternative to the semiotic relation of form and meaning
(indeed, supposing that such an alternative is viable at all), defined in the tradition of
European structural linguistics. In any case, it should be kept in mind that our remarks
presented in this paper concern older variants of the two theories, both of which have
undergone rich development between the 1960’s and the present time.
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The Sound-Meaning Relation in the Standard Theory of Transforma-
tional Grammar!”!
Radim Sova

1. Introduction. Theoretical Assumptions and Aims

11 In the present paper, we attempt to compare two simultaneous descriptions of
natural language with a view to semiotic questions. The linguistic theories we have chosen
to this end are, on the one hand, the standard theory of transformational grammar (TG),
formulated in the mid-1960’s by Noam Chomsky, and, on the other hand, an early version
of the functional generative description (FGD), formulated at about the same time by Petr
Sgall as an alternative to Chomsky’s transformational grammar. A semiotic view refers to
the way in which both theories have grasped and described the relation between units of
linguistic form and meaning.

The reason we have selected two algebraic theories of language from among the
various general linguistic theories may not have been graver than that both TG and FGD
have included a theoretical account of the relation between form and meaning among their
primary aims. Our chief effort, then, will not be to reemphasize what seems a well-
established fact today, namely that the way in which both linguistic conceptions meet their
primary theoretical aims is different in principle (see also Sova 2005). In the following
sections we will rather focus on some of the linguistic and formal aspects directly related
to, and resulting from, this difference. In particular, we intend to provide the reader with
several clues regarding the extent to which both theories may be considered as capable of
reflecting linguistic reality. In this respect, we will point out some of the theoretical and
formal features we have come to see as either enhancing, or hindering such capability.

Our intention to demonstrate these issues on the opposition of TG and FGD has
resulted from an inevitable need to choose such parallel alternatives of the generative
description of language as we have had a chance to study in greater detail. Indeed, with
regard to our major aim, the actual timing of both theories is irrelevant. What does matter,
however, is a requirement on conceptual proximity of both linguistic descriptions, met in

e Previously published as Sova, Radim. 2005. “The Sound-Meaning Relation in the Standard
Theory of Transformational Grammar”. The Prague Bulletin of Mathematical Linguistics 84.31-
52. Praha: Univerzita Karlova. Reproduced with permission. [Editor’s note]
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this case by the empirical fact that Petr Sgall’s group has formulated FGD as an alternative
to the theory of Noam Chomsky.

1.2 The semiotic analysis of the standard theory of transformational grammar and
functional generative description will proceed from a set of basic assumptions and aims
within which both theories developed. One way of specifying this set is to accept and
pursue an a priori statement that the relevant comparative basis of both linguistic
conceptions is constituted by a general, algebraic-linguistic framework, which both TG and
FGD enter with a set of their own linguistic and more-or-less common non-linguistic
(mathematical and logical) assumptions. Within such a framework, it seems reasonable and
justified to refer to Chomsky’s theory of transformational grammar and Sgall’s theory of
functional generative description of language as a transformational-generative approach
and functional-generative approach, respectively, and to arrange the theoretical aims of
both approaches along two separate levels: (1) linguistic, defining the transformational-
generative and functional-generative approaches as two different sources of linguistic
thinking; and (2) algebraic, defining the transformational-generative and functional-
generative approaches as two theories applying the same algebraic method, i.e. the
generative procedure, to language description.

We have attempted to show elsewhere that a number of features can be specified at
each of these levels which in the set of basic assumptions and aims of both linguistic
theories may be considered constitutive. It is not our aim to tackle the nature and
manifestations of all these features below. In keeping with our major intention, we are
determined to focus on two of these features that primarily define, at the linguistic and
algebraic levels of both generative approaches, the relation between units of linguistic form
and meaning, or simply, the form-meaning relation. These features are briefly defined as
follows:

1. The form-meaning relation at the linguistic level is primarily defined:

A. by the transformational-generative approach, as a relation between phone-
tically represented signals and their semantic interpretations, conceived
as a broadly syntactic level mediating between a phonetic level and a semantic
level,

B. by the functional-generative approach, as a gradual relation between the
signifying element (signifiant) and signified element (signifié¢) of linguistic
sign, conceived as a system of several linguistic levels: semantic, or tectogram-
matical (7GL), syntactic, or phenogrammatical (PGL), morphemic (ML),
morphonological (MPL) and phonetic (PL), on which and between which
certain relations are defined.

2. The form-meaning relation at the algebraic level is primarily defined:



A. by the transformational-generative approach, as an input-output device
consisting of a central generative component, placed on the broadly syntactic
level of language, and of two interpretive components, placed on the phonetic
and semantic levels of language, respectively;

B. by the functional-generative approach, as an input-output device consisting of
a generative component, placed on the level of sentence meaning, and several
transductive components, placed on the syntactic, morphemic, morphonologi-
cal and phonetic levels of language, respectively.

The primary features at both levels of generative approach are so related that the
algebraic features 2A and 2B formalise the respective linguistic features 1A and 1B.

2. The Form-Meaning Relation in TG and FGD

Our comparison of the primary generative features will proceed from Sgall’s FGD taken as
a reference point against which the relevant differences of Chomsky’s TG will be
specified. We have resorted to this procedure, even though the genesis of both theories
might justify an exactly opposite perspective, with FGD having been formulated as an
alternative to TG (cf. Sgall et al. 1969, 2). Our reasoning, however, rests on a different
view, reflecting the nature of the primary features 1A and 1B. With regard to the form-
meaning relation, it may be argued that while in the tradition of linguistic thinking Sgall’s
theory is plainly classified as semiotic in view of its functional-structuralist assumptions, it
is hard to attribute an equally genuine semiotic status to Chomsky’s theory'. We have
shown above that FGD’s semiotic approach is clearly revealed by the primary linguistic
feature of the functional-generative approach (/B). At this point we should add that the
semiotic nature of FGD is further supported by its grasping the primary feature as an a
priori point of departure to which formulation of the whole linguistic theory is to be
adapted. In this respect, the non-semiotic nature of TG seems strongly suggested already by
the fact that its primary aim at defining a form-meaning relation does not reflect an a priori
assumption to which formulation of the linguistic theory should be adapted, but rather a
consequence of introducing an independent subsystem of meaning — the semantic
component. This was the well-known result of the critique to which the early version of TG
(cf. Chomsky 1957) had been subjected.

! Chomsky’s linguistic theory cannot be classified as semiotic even with regard to such of its
assumptions as might be identified with isolated features of structuralism. We are chiefly referring
to the theoretical influence that, apart from the explicated assumptions and aims of traditional
grammar (cf. Chomsky 1964; 1965), Chomsky leaves generally unmentioned in his work but
which can still be traced throughout his linguistic approach, all despite his open contempt of
structural linguistics. Beside the easily traceable influence of American descriptivism, we have in
mind the less-easily traceable influence of two European structural linguists, namely Ferdinand de
Saussure and Louis Hjelmslev.
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Claiming that the relation between the transformational-generative units of form
(sound) and meaning cannot be regarded as semiotic, and that Chomsky’s linguistic theory,
resting on this relation, cannot as a result be attributed any sign-character, we will
necessarily come up against the following question (I) and, eventually, the following
question (II):

(I) Which units and relations are used to represent the transformational-generative
linguistic feature /4 and its corresponding algebraic feature 24?

(I)Notwithstanding the a priori assumption of a non-semiotic nature of the
transformational-generative feature /A4, are there any isolated elements or
principles within the algebraic-linguistic framework of TG to which the sign-
character cannot be denied?

We have attempted at providing answers to both questions in the sections below.

2.0. The Semantic Relation and the Syntactic Relation

2.0.1  Specifying the primary feature /B, originally designated as a semantic relation
in FGD (cf. Sgall 1967, 40), Petr Sgall resumed the ideas of the Geneva, Prague and
Copenhagen schools. The corresponding primary feature /4, which Noam Chomsky
referred to as a sound-meaning relation (cf. Chomsky 1972, 66) or a sound-meaning
correspondence (cf. Chomsky& Halle 1968, 3), resembles the semantic relation in
grasping the relation between units of phonetic expression and semantic content (in
Hjelmslev’s terminology). That even the transformational-generative relation between
phonetically represented signals and their semantic interpretations (cf. Chomsky 1964a,
9) may have been inspired by European structural linguistics is implied by Chomsky’s
references to the Saussurean conception of linguistic sign and the langue vs. parole
dichotomy in Current Issues in Linguistic Theory (1964). It can be shown, however, that
this resemblance applies to mere theoretical assumption, while the transformational-
generative and functional-generative methods of building a coherent linguistic theory
upon this assumption are very different.

Following the functional-structuralist tradition, we will proceed from a thesis on the
bilateral nature of linguistic signs, stipulating functional unity of the signifying and
signified components. In FGD, such functional unity is defined as a graded system of
several interrelated levels of language the units of which are seen to constitute a systematic
sequence of representation relations, or form-to-function relations. This sequence allows
moving between a sentence representation on the level of sentence meaning (7GL), i.e.
from the semantic component of the linguistic sign, to a sentence representation on the
phonetic level (PL), i.e. to the formal component of the linguistic sign, and vice versa. To
that end, FGD employs several intermediate transitions from a linguistic function,
represented by a linguistic form on an immediately lower level, to a linguistic form,



representing a function on an immediately higher level, and vice versa. Any set of
linguistic levels with these properties will hereinafter be referred to as a systematic
sequence.

The analysis of transformational-generative components and their systematic relations
has shown that TG does not describe or formalise a form-meaning relation of a semiotic
nature as it fails to ensure the functional unity of form and meaning. The absence of this
fundamental semiotic principle in Chomsky’s linguistic theory necessarily results in an
inability of the transformational-generative units of form and meaning to constitute a
systematic sequence. Although TG may be considered as disposing of a specific set of
linguistic (i.e. algebraic-linguistic) levels, it is far from capable of expressing any
functional unity of signifiant and signifie.

2.0.2 Following Chomsky’s formal definition of linguistic level provided in The
Logical Structure of Linguistic Theory (1955), we will specify the linguistic level as a
formal representation of a sentence in a particular stage of generation and interpretation
bearing certain relation to formal representations of the same sentence in other stages of
generation and interpretation. The transformational-generative levels of language may
thus be defined as output strings of the phonological, transformational, categorial and
semantic components, i.e. as the phonetic representation (PR), surface structure (SS),
deep structure (DS) and semantic interpretation (S/), respectively, of any generated
sentence. This definition is justified by the fact that a formal marker of any generated
sentence can be derived on each of these levels and that certain relations between these
levels exist, conceivable as specific types of generative rules®. This latter feature may be
specified as follows: the PR and SS levels are related by readjustment rules (cf.
Chomsky&Halle 1968, 10) and phonological rules, respectively, the SS and DS levels by
transformational rules and the DS and SI levels by projection rules. It seems further
convenient to refer to the SS and DS levels as central and to the PR and SI levels as
peripheral, this being an ad hoc classification, reflecting inclusion of the former levels
in the subcomponents of the central, generative component and of the latter levels in the
peripheral, interpretive components.

Each generative rule, formally representing a relation between a pair of
transformational-generative levels, is governed by certain formal conditions. On the one
hand, there is a fundamental requirement on phrase structure derivability, consisting in the
definition of a structure index for each grammatical transformation, and a requirement on

? Other arguments, of purely “terminological” nature, are provided by Chomsky’s frequent use of
expressions such as phrase structure level, transformational level or phonetic level (cf. Chomsky
1966b, 53-54) and by the fact that works on TG in general often use the notion of level in
reference to the surface structure and deep structure as well as the phonetic representation and
semantic interpretation of sentences (cf. Chomsky 1965; 1972).
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linear ordering of transformational rules, enabling their application in agreement with the
principle of transformational cycle. On the other hand, there is a no less fundamental
requirement resulting from the preceding two: a Boolean condition on analysability of
phrase-markers derived by the transformational rules. In terms of the set of
transformational generative levels, these conditions are mainly provided to ensure
transition from the DS level onto the SS level, and vice versa; however, they are also
defined to allow similar transitions between the deep structure and its respective semantic
interpretation (S7), and vice versa, and between the surface structure and its respective
phonetic representation (PR), and vice versa. Thus, the result should be a continuous
transition from the PR level onto the SI level, and vice versa, i.e. a perfect systematic
sequence of transformational generative levels.

2.0.3 A closer analysis of the relations between the algebraic-linguistic levels of TG
has revealed that despite the above-mentioned formal conditions and principles in place,
the systematic sequence within the set of transformational-generative levels does not
occur. We have identified at least three main causes:

(1) In any generative process, generation of the syntactic description (i.e. the
relation between units of the DS and SS levels) by the syntactic component is
superimposed to derivation of the phonetic representation (i.e. unit of the PR
level) by the phonological component and of the semantic interpretation (i.e.
unit of the S/ level) by the semantic component.

(2) The internal structure of the syntactic component rests on an inconsistent
differentiation of units on the DS and SS levels and means of their
representation.

(3) The syntactic component is seen to constitute an autonomous element rather
than a proper relation.

We assume that a more detailed analysis of the above statements (1) — (3) provides
arguments for the primarily non-semiotic nature of TG assumed above. Such an analysis is
attempted in Sections 2.1 — 2.3 below.

2.1. Dependency Hierarchy

2.1.1 Studies in TG often imply that a special kind of hierarchy is established
between its three main components, i.e. syntactic, phonological and semantic. This
hierarchy provides that the syntactic component as a generative element is functionally
independent on the other two components, while the phonological and semantic
components as mere interpretive elements are functionally dependent on the central
syntactic component (cf. Chomsky 1964; 1965; 1966; 1972; Chomsky&Halle 1968;



Katz&Postal 1964). The three components are thus seen to constitute a dependency
hierarchy, for one can reasonably talk about logical dependency of both peripheral,
interpretive components on the central, generative component. By analogy, even the
relation of both underlying syntactic structures — units of the DS a SS levels —, generated
by the syntactic component, and their respective two strings — units of the S/ and PR
levels —, derived by the semantic and phonological components, may be considered to
constitute a dependency relation.

The dependency relation of the TG components and their units can be taken as a basis
for grasping a special nature of the transformational-generative relation of form and
meaning. The functional independence of the syntactic component on the phonological and
semantic components implies that the syntactic component may virtually exist on its own,
without any external phonetic or semantic representation of the underlying syntactic
structures it generates. This is clearly reflected by the fact that the syntactic component
generates a syntactic invariant, comprising a primary element of form — the surface
structure (SS and SS’, respectively; cf. Chomsky& Halle 1968, 9-12) of any generated
sentence — and a primary element of meaning — the deep structure of any generated
sentence — to which only the phonological and semantic components assign their respective
phonetic and semantic variants — the phonetic representation and semantic interpretation of
the generated sentence.

The dependency hierarchy of transformational-generative components weakens the
semiotic unity of TG by assuming segmentation inside the language system at the expense
of cooperation. In the works on TG, this results in a much greater emphasis on the internal
structure of each component than its external function; in other words, there is hardly any
specification of how all these components cooperate in establishing the relation between
units of form and meaning’. Thus, studies in TG are traditionally divided into formal
descriptions of the individual syntactic, phonological and semantic components. If a
theoretical description of any component in relation to any of the other ones is still
provided, it usually explains how the internal structure of the syntactic component was
modified as a result of certain formal changes in the internal structure of either the
phonological or semantic component. What the European structural linguist is bound to
miss here is any more detailed analysis that would present all the three components in an
ideal functional unity, that is, explain how a systematic transition from the units of form to
the units of meaning, and vice versa, can be achieved.

* 1t is this kind of linguistic description that is proper to Sgall’s FGD. Despite Sgall’s several
modest admissions that his language description cannot be considered complete in the present
stage of formulation (cf. his summary of tasks for a systematic treatment of semantics in Panevova
et al. 1971, 19-21), one cannot fail to observe that his main emphasis has been on establishing the
functional unity of the individual functional-generative components (i.e. levels of linguistic
description).
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The general information concerning thematic arrangement of works on
transformational grammar needs be interpreted so that Chomsky admits of studying
phonology independently of semantics, semantics independently of phonology and syntax
independently of phonology and semantics; on the other hand, he does not admit of
studying phonology and semantics independently of syntax, considering the phonetic
representation and semantic interpretation of any generated sentence syntactically*
motivated (cf. Chomsky 1966, 19-20). Such a relation of the component parts of the
language system, accepted by Chomsky and other generativists, is in full conformity with
the above-argued dependency hierarchy of transformational-generative components,
providing that any phonetic and semantic variants of the generated sentence may only be
studied and described depending on their respective syntactic invariants.

The conception of language system outlined in the previous paragraphs might resemble
Hjelmslev’s conception of dependency relation between the system, or language, and
process, or text, with the former being conceivable without the latter but not the latter
without the former (cf. Hjelmslev 1966, 43). In this respect, it remains unclear whether
Chomsky could have been inspired by this feature of Hjelmslev’s glossematics.
Considering the general nature of Chomsky’s treatment of the form-meaning relation, it
seems rather unlikely. This is suggested by the unfeasibility of regarding the
transformational-generative relation of form and meaning as semiotic in the first place, and
further by the fact that zero representation of the underlying syntactic structures is not
contemplated anywhere by Chomsky. Indeed, the issue of an eventual structuralist
inspiration is not all that important, the chief argument being that the dependency hierarchy
of TG components may be deduced from the systematic opposition of their generative
(active) and interpretive (passive) role on which most works on TG’ are based. It may be
argued that both the latter opposition and the analogical opposition of PR and S/, on the
one hand, and SS and DS, on the other hand, are a consequence of a genuinely mentalistic
basis of TG.

2.1.2 We have already argued that the formally linguistic phenomenon of
dependency hierarchy in the set of TG components has a direct impact on the set of TG
levels. This impact was seen to be a result of a hierarchy of relations preventing
systematic transition from units of the PR level to units of the S/ level, or vice versa. In
the following paragraphs, we consider these issues in greater detail, trying to show that
the dependency hierarchy of TG components establishes such a sequence of TG levels
as may contradict linguistic experience.

4 Chomsky uses the notion of syntax in quite a specific, broader sense, including, beside the units
of traditional syntax, even the units of traditional phonology, morphonology, morphemics and
lexical semantics (cf. Chomsky 1965).

> Apart from the frequently cited works by Noam Chomsky, we are referring to certain studies in
generative semantics, such as Katz&Fodor 1963 and Katz&Postal 1964.



Referring to the PR and ST levels, included in the functionally dependent, interpretive
components as hierarchically inferior, and to the SS and DS levels, included in the
functionally independent, generative component as hierarchically superior, the set of
transformational-generative levels may be preliminarily charted as follows (the arrows
indicating dependency direction):

SS /DS

PR Sl

Fig. I: Dependency relation in the set of TG levels I

Even a passing look at the relations shown in Fig. I suggests that continuous transition
from the PR level onto the SI level, or vice versa, is bound to meet with inevitable
obstacles. They can be summarised as follows:

(i) A systematic transition from the lower level of PR is only possible to the
higher levels of SS and DS but not to the level of S/, ranking lower than the
levels of SS and DS. This suggests that units of the SI level may not be

represented’.

(il) A systematic transition from the lower level of SI is only possible to the higher
levels of DS and SS but not to the level of PR, ranking lower than the DS and
SS levels. This suggests that units of the PR level may not be represented.

With regard to the set of TG components, the conditions provided under (i) and (ii) may
equally be put in the following wording:

(iii) Both components of a lower rank (functionally dependent, interpretive compo
nents, containing the peripheral levels of PR and S/) are formally intercom
nected only through another component of a higher rank (a functionally

® The notion of representation frequently used herein in relation to TG is not interchangeable with
the notion of representation used within the theoretical framework of FGD. While in the former
theory, representation refers to mere attribution of phonetic and semantic variants to their
respective syntactic invariants, in the latter theory it designates a clearly defined notion, referring
to the relation of linguistic form and function.
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independent, generative component, containing the central levels of SS and
DS), being not interconnected mutually.

The dependency hierarchy of TG components and levels directly affects the semiotic
phenomenon of systematic sequence. It is virtually impossible to achieve a systematic
transition from the units of the level of sound to the units of the level of meaning in an
uninterrupted ascending (PR — SS — DS — SI) or descending (S — DS — SS — PR)
sequence but only in an interrupted ascending-descending, and hence non-systematic,
sequence.

In FGD, a specification of the systematic sequence PL — MPL — ML — PGL — TGL
as ascending, and of the systematic hierarchy 7GL — PGL — ML — MPL — PL as
descending, is a possible and necessary precondition for meeting the primary theoretical
aim at grasping and formalising the form-meaning (semantic) relation. In this sense, no
such circumstances may arise as would disable the PL and TGL units to take active part in
this relation. Furthermore, the functional-generative approach shows that the main obstacle
blocking systematic transitions between the transformational-generative levels of form and
meaning does not consist in the dependency relation as such but rather in the hierarchy of
algebraic-linguistic components from which the dependency results. Thus, at the level of
algebraic description, a similar type of dependency relation is found even in FGD,
assuming a single formally independent (generative) component and several dependent
(transductive) components. Yet, at the level of linguistic description, the dependency
hierarchy of the functional-generative components does not prevent systematic transition
from the units of sentence form to the units of sentence meaning, or vice versa. The main
reason is Chomsky’s and Sgall’s different opinions on which part of the language system
should be attributed the generative and recursive properties. While TG considers syntactic
structure as initial in the process of sentence generation, FGD proceeds from the semantic
structure. This is reflected by the fact that the generative component, initialising the
syntactic derivation of any sentence S, is placed on the level of sentence meaning. As the
same level (TGL) represents a target level during any form-to-meaning (or form-to-
function) transition and a source level during any meaning-to-form (or function-to-form)
transition, an uninterrupted, systematic transition from one end level to the other end level
is not blocked. On the other hand, the generative component of TG is part of the syntactic
component, thus representing neither a target, nor a source but always an intermediate level
in any sound-to-meaning or meaning-to-sound transition. The systematic transition from
one end level to the other end level is blocked by an interrupted ascending-descending
sequence of algebraic-linguistic levels, described under (i) and (ii) above.

Another, more significant impact of the dependency hierarchy of TG components on
linguistic relations within the set of TG levels and, as a result, on the transformational-
generative relation of form and meaning, is revealed as soon as TG is studied from the
inner perspective of the central, generative component. Contrary to its outer perspective,
which has so far enabled us to grasp its relations to both interpretive components, the inner



perspective allows analysing the syntactic component in terms of its constitutive internal
relation, i.e. the relation of both of its invariant syntactic structures. This view will soon
reveal an important fact, namely that the dependency relation holds not only between these
syntactic structures and their respective phonetic and semantic variants, but even between
the invariant structures (units of the DS and SS levels) themselves. Thus, even units of the
SS level are logically dependent on units of the DS level.

The dependency relation inside the generative component directly results from the
linguistic function attributed to the surface structure and deep structure, of which the latter
is mere grammatical (transformational), but not a semantic, derivate of the former. Thus,
irrespective of the change in order and representation of certain lexical and grammatical
formatives and other formal elements, necessitated by the phonetic representation of any
generated sentence, the surface and deep structures are not very different’. At any rate, they
do not differ semantically since the singular transformations, connecting both structures
formally and linguistically, are not believed to change meaning in TG, It holds within any
syntactic derivation that while the deep structure represents an underlying structure
(formally represented by an underlying phrase-marker), the surface structure represents a
derived structure (formally represented by a final derived phrase-marker). Strings derived
on the central level of SS thus resemble those derived on both peripheral levels (PR and S7)
in constituting mere interpreted structures. In this respect, the transformational
subcomponent is assigned a purely interpretive role in TG (cf. Chomsky 1965, 137).

In view of the above findings, it seems appropriate to modify the preliminary set of TG
levels, charted in Fig. I above, as follows:

7 We are disregarding the transformations removing some typical features of deep structure (e.g.
the universal symbols such as Pas, N, I, Q, wh; cf. Katz&Postal 1964) or introducing some typical
features of surface structure (e.g. the word-boundary symbol #). In TG, these features do not
reflect any significant differences between the semantic and formal units of the deep and surface
structures.

¥ TG does not attribute any semantic relevance to grammatical transformations mainly because it
fails to admit semantic relevance of the grammatical relations indicated by some typical features
of surface structure (e.g. word order and sentence prosody). To FSP phenomena, which are
directly governed by these features, Chomsky ascribes mere stylistic function, thus banishing
them from competence into performance (cf. Chomsky 1965, 126-127). It was not until the
Extended Standard Theory (EST), presented by Chomsky 1972, that significance of the surface
structure features for sentence meaning was taken into account.
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Fig. 2: Dependency relation in the set of TG levels II

Fig. 2 makes it apparent that the dependency of the SS level units on the DS level units
introduces quite an extraordinary hierarchy of sound and meaning into the set of TG levels.
To be able to grasp this hierarchy as adequately as possible, it seems appropriate to
distinguish between two kinds of dependency in this set: (i) direct dependency, applying to
those transformational-generative levels between which specific linguistic and formal
relations — i.e. specific generative rules — are defined (marked by non-dashed arrows); and
(i1) indirect dependency, being a bypass product of the direct dependency and applying to
those transformational-generative levels between which no specific linguistic or formal
relations — i.e. specific generative rules — are defined (marked by dashed arrows).

The new terms will enable us to describe the relations between the TG levels in greater
detail. As the semantic interpretation and phonetic representation of any generated sentence
fully depend on their deep structure and surface structure, respectively, and since the SS
level units depend logically on the DS level units, it can be argued that the phonetic
representation of the generated sentence depends both directly on its respective surface
structure and indirectly on its semantic interpretation. The indirect dependency relation
helps further justify why in the set of TG levels the peripheral level of S/ is superimposed
to the central level of SS. Assuming that units of the PR level depend indirectly on units of
the S7 level and considering the relation of direct dependency between units of the PR and
SS levels and units of the ST and DS levels, respectively, we may conclude that even the
units of the SS level depend indirectly on the units of the S7 level. Thus, a major opposition
of the peripheral and central units of sound (PR and SS) and of the peripheral and central



units of meaning (SI and DS)’ arises in the set of TG levels, between which unilateral
dependence (or a dependency relation) apparently holds.

It may further be argued that the dependency relation in the set of TG levels, so far
implied as a secondary (effected) phenomenon, must be perceived in constant cooperation
with the dependency relation in the set of TG components, so far implied as a primary
(causing) phenomenon. In this respect, it probably holds that as long as a transition
between the PR and S levels is allowed by the primary dependency — in other words, if
there are conditions for units of the central levels to be represented by units of the
peripheral levels —, the secondary dependency will strongly tend toward representation of
the S7 level units rather than of the PR level units. This tendency can also be interpreted so
that within the set of TG levels, the ST — PR transition is more likely to be allowed than
the PR — SI transition.

These relations and hierarchies within the major opposition of the units of meaning (S/
and DS) and sound (PR and SS) can be demonstrated by one peculiarity, viz. inconsistency,
of TG, related to the filtering function of singular transformations (cf. Chomsky 1965, 138-
139). Chomsky maintains that any deep structure proper, represented by its respective
generalised phrase-marker, is mapped into well-formed surface structure by a final
sequence of transformational rules. In a way, this implies that there are some deep
structures from which no grammatical sentences are derived, which poses a serious
theoretical problem. For even though the filtering function of the transformational
subcomponent does not permit any defective units of the DS level (i.e. does not map them
into well-formed units of the SS level), the defective deep structures are probably still
handed over to the semantic component for interpretation (cf. Sgall 1967, 36). An existing
unit of meaning is thus correlated with a nonexistent unit of form, that is, one of the
possible linguistic conditions occur, under which the S/ level units are represented while
the PR level units are probably not. This phenomenon would support our statement that the

? Relational closeness of the DS and SS levels is clearly a result of the semantic interpretation of
any generated sentence being actually determined by units found on both of them. Therefore, the
DS level units might not be true invariants of the S/ level units since beside the morphosyntactic
elements, defining grammatical meaning, they only include some lexico-semantic elements,
defining lexical meaning. The basic lexical identity is not supplied to the lexical formatives of any
terminal string until the lexicon on the S/ level where the formatives are provided with appropriate
semantic indices. However, not even this condition seems to justify an interdependency relation,
rather than the above-suggested dependency relation, between the units of the S/ and DS levels.
Chomsky frequently emphasises that the deep structure contains all relevant semantic information
— lexical units as well as grammatical relations and functions (cf. Chomsky 1965, 136) — and that
the role of the semantic component is merely interpretive, i.e. representational (cf. ibid., 16). The
idea that the DS level units are true invariants of the S/ level units may further be supported by
Chomsky’s recurring statements, sometimes asserting that the deep structure of any generated
sentence expresses its meaning (cf. ibid., 162) and sometimes arguing that it expresses its semantic
content (cf. ibid., 136, 143). On the other hand, it needs be admitted that, much unlike Sgall,
Chomsky did not attach any theoretical importance to the difference between linguistic meaning
and content, using both terms as synonyms.
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relation between units of the TG levels of meaning and sound is not based on functional
unity, but rather on functional disunity of the signified meaning and signifying form and
that this disunity is reflected by a dominance of the units of meaning over the units of form.

2.1.3  The individual conclusions about the nature and consequences of the
dependency hierarchy in the system of TG as a whole, i.e. of the primary dependency
hierarchy of the TG components and of the secondary dependency of the TG levels, may
be summarised under the following two points:

(1) The dependency relation within the set of TG components is primarily re
flected by what is claimed about the units of the PR and S7 levels in terms of
their relation to their respective syntactic invariants. This relation is defined as
direct dependency of the semantic variants (units of the S/ level) on their deep-
structure invariants (units of the DS level) and of the phonetic variants (units
of the PR level) on their surface-structure invariants (units of the SS level).
Thus, one of the consequences of the direct dependency may be a failure of TG
to represent the units of the PR and S/ levels under certain circumstances.

(i) The dependency relation within the set of TG levels is primarily reflected by
what is claimed about the units of the PR and S7 levels in terms of the relation
holding between their respective syntactic invariants. This relation is defined
as direct dependency of the surface-structure invariants (units of the SS level)
on the deep-structure invariants (units of the DS level), resulting in indirect
dependency of the units of the PR level (and their respective units of the SS
level) on the units of the S level. Thus, one of the consequences of the indirect
dependency may be a tendency of TG to represent the units of the SI level
rather than the units of the PR level, if favourable conditions exist for units of
the PR and ST levels to be represented at all.

With regard to the primary linguistic feature of the transformational-generative
approach to language (/A4), statement (i) is at variance with this generative feature by
permitting the sound-meaning relation to be realised even without the phonetic and
semantic units. Also, statement (ii) directly contradicts the generative feature by suggesting
that the transformational-generative units of sound and meaning do not represent equal
components in their linguistic relation (such as signifiant and signifié do in any linguistic
sign). This second point implies that apart from the structuralist, bilateral conception of the
signifying-signified (form-meaning) relation, another conception is plausible, based on a
unilateral dominance of meaning over form.



2.2.  Linguistic Units and Means of Their Representation

The causal statement (2), provided under 2.0.3 above, may be studied at two independent
levels: (i) algebraic-linguistic and (ii) linguistic. It can be shown that the findings revealed
at each of these levels have specific consequences for the nature of the transformational-
generative relation of sound and meaning.

2.21 At the algebraic-linguistic level, it may be argued that TG does not always
distinguish between linguistic units and the formal objects by which these units are
represented. Thus, in the works on TG, major and lexical categories of the generated
structures are not distinguished from their respective category symbols, lexical and
grammatical formatives of terminal strings from their respective terminal symbols and
deep and surface structures from their respective generalised and final derived phrase-
markers. As a result, formal (algebraic) means representing the corresponding linguistic
units rather than the units themselves are used in linguistic analyses or general linguistic
conclusions or hypotheses.

We maintain that these cases do not involve mere terminological inconsistency but
rather a consistency in blending linguistic units and means of their formal representation.
This approach apparently reflects a high extent of algebraic formalisation which Chomsky
has applied to language description since the beginning of his linguistic research. The
range of impacts of the mathematical formalisation of TG on the formulation of some
general linguistic conclusions is very wide. In order to illustrate some of the relevant
differences between TG and FGD, we will briefly treat those features of the algebraic
formalisation of TG which affect the transformational-generative definition of the basic
formally (surface) syntactic relations.

TG defines the basic syntactic relations by the principle of syntactic subconfiguration of
phrase structure (cf. Chomsky 1965, 71; Katz&Postal 1964, 49). This principle is closely
bound with a formal object — the underlying phrase-marker of the generated sentence. It
may have been because the theory of transformational grammar applies a virtually
descriptivist, strictly binary and purely formal analysis into immediate constituents to the
syntactic description of sentence, in respect of which the transformational-generative
phrase-makers are defined, that the subject and predicate (i.e. the pair [NP — Predicate-
Phrase]) came to be regarded as constituents of equal syntactic significance'. Formally,
this is shown by a hierarchy of relations in which these constituents are dominated by a
single category symbol #S-#, which is further reflected by a generative rule introducing
this symbol into the syntactic derivation: S — NP~Predicate-Phrase (cf. Chomsky 1965,
106). Another consequence of the immediate constituent analysis is Chomsky’s treatment

10 Fully agreeing with Sgall, we consider Kurylowicz’s conception to be representative in
structuralist terms. This conception is based on the definition of syntactic dependence as a relation
between a head (basic member) and modifier (second member) of the syntagm (group) in which
the head is seen to represent the whole syntagm in its outer relations (cf. Kurytowicz 1948).
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of any predicate-object relation as syntactically closer than any predicate-subject relation.
He thus prefers the (S) (V' — O) representation to the (S — V) (O) representation (cf.
Chomsky 1966, 58), even though the latter better captures the valency characteristics of
English: much unlike the object, the subject must be present in every English sentence''.
The subconfiguration [Predicate-Phrase, S| is inadequate also because in the sentence
John saw Bill it will specify as predicate the whole phrase saw Bill rather than just the sole
verb saw. In the formal syntactic analysis carried out within the framework of TG, a finite
verb is defined as the head of a dominating verb phrase (Main-Verb-of) and formally
represented as the first member of an ordered pair [V, VP].

Within the theoretical framework of FGD, the same syntactic relations, and the subject-
predicate relation in particular, are shown to constitute an entirely different hierarchy.
Thus, on top of any dependency tree, there is a single predicate node to which the subject
node is subordinated. This difference may be accounted for by a specific feature of FGD
which TG obviously lacks: FGD clearly distinguishes linguistic units (and relations) from
the means of their algebraic formalisation. This differentiation is important not just because
it enables to distinguish between a linguistic and a formal description as such, but mainly
because it organises both kinds of description into a clear hierarchy. In this sense, tools of
the algebraic description are regarded as mere means of specifying certain linguistic
functions in FGD rather than as their prerequisites, as seems to be the case of TG. As a
result, the functional-generative description of syntax does not proceed from the study of
category symbols and their interrelations in a particular phrase-marker but rather from the
analysis of syntactic forms and their semantic functions in relevant linguistic contexts. Any
formal markers — the dependency trees or their respective linear representations — are only
used to represent the syntacto-semantic relations ascertained by the linguistic study.

The above issues suggest that TG overemphasises formal characteristics of its
theoretical description, which sometimes distorts some of its linguistic findings. At the
same time, the above observations are meant to encourage a two-fold view of TG’s formal
approach: (i) a formal view proper, referring to Chomsky’s inconsistency in the algebraic
and linguistic descriptions of language, which often affects his formulation of general
linguistic conclusions; and (ii) a linguistic view, referring — much in the spirit of the
descriptivist tradition — to Chomsky’s emphasis on the description of linguistic form, which
often affects his description of linguistic function.

2.2.2 At the linguistic level, it may be argued that TG blends units of different levels
which are distinguished by traditional linguistics. It is true that Chomsky was fully
aware of this even as he formulated his early version of transformational grammar. He
did then not believe that this feature could be subject to criticism since at the current

" The empirical fact that it is not always interpretable semantically does not of course contradict
this inherently grammatical requirement; quite to the contrary, it provides evidence that filling of
the subject valency is obligatory in English.



stage of research he meant to impose less strict requirements on his linguistic theory (cf.
Chomsky 1957, 56). On the other hand, none of these arguments should disqualify our
approach as they can hardly question our findings presented here as proof that TG is a
non-semiotic linguistic theory.

We have shown above that TG lays a major emphasis on the generation of structural
(syntactic) description, due to a dependency hierarchy of the TG components and levels.
Chomsky defined the structural description as an initial algebraic-linguistic structure of an
abstract nature generated by the syntactic component. With regard to its linguistic function,
it can be characterised in the following two ways:

(i) The structural description is an abstract structure moving between the phonetic
representation (unit of the PR level) and semantic interpretation (unit of the S7
level) of any generated sentence. This is a direct result of the syntactic compo-
nent mediating between the phonological and semantic components.

(ii)) The structural description is an autonomous functional unit, independent on
external representation. This is a direct result of the syntactic component
constituting a central, generative component that is functionally independent
on both interpretive components.

In the sense of (ii), the structural description is an abstract functional unit consisting of
a surface structure and a deep structure which are interrelated by a sequence of singular
transformations. A closer look at the linguistic relation of both abstract syntactic structures
will further reveal that the opposition of the surface and deep structures can on no account
be attributed a semiotic nature and be identified with the signifié vs. signifiant dichotomy,
and that the sequence of singular transformations, deriving surface structures from their
respective deep structures, can on no account be reasonably likened with a semiotic
function (cf. Hjelmslev 1966, 60). There are at least two reasons:

(ii1) The deep structure (unit of the DS level), determining semantic interpretation
of any generated sentence, contains a typical feature of the surface structure
(unit of the SS level), determining phonetic representation of any generated
sentence, since the lexical rule replaces complex symbols of the preterminal
string with a phonological matrix of structurally identical entries of the
syntactic lexicon.

(iv) The surface structure (unit of the SS level), formed by a sequence of morpho-

nological elements of any generated sentence, contains a typical feature of the

deep structure (unit of the DS level), expressing grammatical relations and
functions of any generated sentence, since as a labelled tree-diagram, or
labelled bracketing, it also expresses grammatical relations and functions.
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Paragraphs (iii) and (iv) suggest that the structural descriptions do not respect any
formal or functional differentiation of units found on different levels of the language
system. This is further supported by the fact that the complex symbols of preterminal
strings, generated by the categorial subcomponent of the syntactic base, are entries
blending phonological, morphosyntactic and even certain lexico-semantic information.
Therefore, the sequence of grammatical transformations cannot be regarded as a function
relating the semantic component (i.e. the deep structure) and the formal component (i.e. the
surface structure) of the linguistic sign, because the latter is a mere transformational
derivate of the former.

If the opposition of the DS and SS level units cannot be identified with the signifiant vs.
signifie dichotomy, a question may arise whether the functional unity of the signifying and
signified could be attributed to the DS level unit alone. In a way, this was suggested by
Paragraph (iii) above, arguing that the DS level unit contains both the invariant elements of
meaning and the invariant elements of sound. However, a closer analysis of the syntactic
component will necessarily lead to a negative answer. With regard to the process
generating the DS level unit, it is hard to identify the deep structure of any generated
sentence with the linguistic sign proper, mainly because it is impossible to clearly identify
its signifying and signified components. In this respect, the preterminal syntactic string
cannot be regarded as the signified component and the set of relevant lexical entries
included in the syntactic lexicon as the signifying component of the linguistic sign since
such identification is precluded by at least the following two conditions:

(v) The complex symbols of each preterminal string contain several pieces of
morphosyntactic information, the sum of which represents only a part of the
complete semantic interpretation. Thus, expressing chiefly the grammatical
but not the full lexical meaning of any generated sentence, the preterminal
strings do not constitute genuine signified components of linguistic signs. Full
lexico-semantic information is supplied to the DS level units only after the
lexical formatives of the terminal strings have been assigned their respective
semantic indices of the lexical entries included in the semantic lexicon.

(vi) The lexical entries included in the syntactic lexicon do not contain sole
phonological units (phonological matrices) and thus do not constitute genuine
signifying components of linguistic signs. Apart from the phonological
information, they also contain information of a morphosyntactic nature,
structurally identical with the information related to the complex symbols of
the preterminal strings.

Reasons provided under (v) and (vi) make it further clear why the idea of identifying
the lexical rule (i.e. lexical transformation), inserting lexical entries into the preterminal
strings, with an equivalent (if approximate) of semiotic function must be rejected. Within



the sense of (v), genuine sign-character may not be attributed to the individual entries of
the syntactic lexicon either, for even though they contain a component of form (i.e. the set
of phonological matrices of the individual lexical formatives), they do not contain any
component of meaning. We have already argued that the linguistic meaning in TG is a
combination of the morphosyntactic information included in the lexical formatives and of
the lexico-semantic interpretation supplied to these formatives in the semantic component
(cf. Note 9).

The sign-character of the DS level unit is also weakened by a feature peculiar to the
syntactic theory of all the early versions of transformational grammar, TG not excluding: a
double representation of syntactic structure, resulting from duplicate generation of syntactic
features. Structural identity, or non-distinctness, of the complex symbols and entries of the
syntactic lexicon is a precondition for defining the structure index of a substitution
transformation (i.e. local substitution transformation, defined by the is a relation; cf.
Chomsky 1965, 84). This transformation provides syntactic features of the complex
symbols with an appropriate set of phonological features (parameter D) of those lexical
entries whose set of syntactic features (parameter C) is non-distinct in respect of the set of
syntactic features reflected by the complex symbols. Although such an approach is indeed
acceptable at the formal level, it cannot be justified at the linguistic level as it fails to
specify what kind of relation holds between both sets of syntactic features. In particular,
Chomsky does not show how, and whether at all, the complex symbols can be defined
irrespective of the structurally identical lexical entries, or vice versa, and does not provide
any reason why an identical piece of syntactic information should be represented twice in
the process of sentence generation, and hence in the system of language'?. The presence of
duplicate syntactic generation poses a serious semiotic problem in TG. Thus, if we were to
attribute, with certain limitations, a status of signifié to both sets of syntactic (i.e. syntacto-
semantic) features and, without limitations, a status of signifiant to the single set of
phonological features, we would come up against two components of meaning related to a
single component of form. The idea of assigning sign-character to the DS level unit must
hence be abandoned even for this reason.

The features we have so far specified in respect of particular TG levels strongly suggest
that in terms of the units and means of their representation the systematic transition from
the units of form (found on the PR level) to the units of meaning (found on the S7 level),
and vice versa, will meet with obstacles. This assumption is further supported by other
observations. Considering the set of four TG levels, one will necessarily face the following
problems:

12 Related to these issues is another question, namely whether the specification of two sources of
syntactic generation — the categorial subcomponent and the lexicon — is indeed necessary and
whether a single source, the lexicon, would not be sufficient. Chomsky himself must have
revaluated his syntactic approach, as later modifications of the transformational grammar (the GB
theory and the Minimalist Program in particular) apply only a single transformational process (i.e.
a-movement) proceeding from the lexicon to the phonological and logical forms.
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(vii) Transition between the PR and SS levels reveals that units of the traditional
phonetic level represent units of the traditional morphonological and morpho-
syntactic levels defined on a single transformational-generative (i.e. the
SS) level.

(viii) Transition between the SS and DS levels reveals that units of the traditional
morphonological and morphosyntactic levels represent units of the traditional
phonological, morphosyntactic and lexical levels defined on a single trans-
formational-generative (i.e. the DS) level.

Transition between the DS and SI levels reveals that units of the traditional
phonological, morphosyntactic and lexical levels are represented by units of
the traditional semantic level (the level of sentence meaning) defined on a
single transformational-generative (i.e. the S7) level.

(ix)

The inconsistent differentiation of units on one TG level and the corresponding means
of representation on the other TG level — or, in other words, the absence of a set of
linguistic levels whose units would constitute a genuine representation relation — leads to
the presence of units of different traditional levels on a single transformational-generative
level. Thus, under (vii), the traditional phonetic units seem to represent not only functions
of the traditional units of sentence form (i.e. the morphonological units) but also functions
of the traditional units of sentence meaning (i.e. the morphosyntactic units, determining,
before the application of grammatical transformations, the semantic interpretation of
sentence in TG). In keeping with (viii), structurally more complex units of the SS level (i.e.
morphonemes and even grammatical functions) are suggested to represent structurally
simpler units of the DS level (i.e. phonemes of the lexical entries)". Moreover, the set of
units represented on the DS level is extended with some units of lexical meaning. Finally,
Paragraph (ix) suggests that beside the morphosyntactic arrangement of the terminal string
even the phonological distinctive features of its lexical formatives have crucial importance
for the semantic interpretation of any generated sentence on the S/ level.

It is obvious that the systematic sequence of the units of sound and meaning, or vice
versa, is implausible linguistically in TG, because the internal structure of the syntactic
component, relating these units, is not organised as semiotic to this end. In this respect, the
syntactic component of TG does not distinguish linguistic functions from the means of

" It is the fact that relations between the different TG levels are not exactly defined that leads to
such absurd conclusions. Even though we may assume that on the SS and DS levels only
grammatical functions, rather than grammatical functions and phonemes, are immediately
correlated by grammatical transformations (i.e. transformational rules), the latter possibility
cannot be fully excluded either in view of the formal and linguistic criteria defined in TG.
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their linguistic representation since it fails to define a set of linguistic levels whose sign-
character would constantly urge them to enter into representation relations, or the form-to-
function relations.

2.3. Elemental Nature of the Syntactic Component

While searching for possible reasons why Chomsky’s linguistic theory formulated within
the framework of TG cannot be regarded as semiotic, we have frequently referred to some
of the classical theses formulated by structural linguistics. Thus, in 2.1.1 and 2.1.2, we
observed how one particular feature of the textual analysis established by the Copenhagen
glossematics was reflected within the set of TG components and levels. In 2.2.2, we used
the Prague approach to linguistic levels and the form-to-function relation to pinpoint the
non-semiotic character of the way in which TG defines and relates linguistic units. In the
present section, we would like to turn back to Hjelmslev’s hierarchy of dependencies,
focusing in particular on his operational definition of the semiotic relation as a function of
an interdependent nature (Hjelmslev 1966, 64-65).

We have already shown that in view of the above-quoted operational definition, the
transformational-generative relation of sound and meaning and, as a result, the whole TG
must be regarded as inherently non-semiotic. This was suggested by a phenomenon we
referred to as dependency hierarchy of the TG components and their algebraic-linguistic
levels. Now it seems that consequences of the glossematic conception of the semiotic
function for the internal arrangement of the TG components may be taken still further.
Considering its functional independence on the interpretive phonological and semantic
components, the generative syntactic component seems to lose, to some extent, the
properties of a relation (or function) mediating between the units of sound (on the PR level)
and meaning (on the S/ level) and rather take on a character of an independent abstract
element. In the provided sense, the generative component may rather be considered as one
of the terms of a mediating function, whose explicit definition is not given anywhere in
TG, than the mediating function itself. If this were not the case, that is, if we were to
conceive of the syntactic component not as an autonomous element, but rather as a relation
in its own right, this component could probably not exist without particular elements
(terms) of sound and meaning which it is supposed to relate in compliance with the primary
generative feature /4. However, as we have tried to argue above, zero representation of the
invariant structures generated by the syntactic component seems to be a result directly
imposed by the primary and secondary dependency hierarchies in TG.

We may conclude that another reason why the transformational-generative relation of
sound and meaning cannot be regarded as semiotic is that its relational features are
considerably weakened by its elemental features.

2.4. The Syntactic Relation
24.1 To summarise, by analysing the causal statements formulated in 2.0.3 and
gradually discussed in the subsequent Sections 2.1 — 2.3, we have arrived at the
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following main conclusions about the nature of the transformational-generative relation
of sound and meaning:

(i) The sound-meaning relation of TG takes on the form of an autonomous
syntactic component (cf. 2.3).

(i) The autonomous, generative syntactic component, representing the sound-
meaning relation in TG, is functionally independent on the non-autonomous,
interpretive phonological and semantic components, which results in a primary
dependency hierarchy of the TG components (cf. 2.1.1). A secondary depen-
dency hierarchy, further definable as either direct or indirect, is seen to arise
between units of the algebraic-linguistic levels included in these components
(cf. 2.1.2).

(i) The autonomous syntactic component, representing the sound-meaning

relation in TG, is internally disorganised in terms of linguistic units and

means of their linguistic representation (cf. 2.2.2). At the same time, the
linguistic units are not frequently distinguished from means of their formal

representation (cf. 2.2.1).

Paragraphs (i) — (iii) supply evidence that the sound-meaning relation, formulated
within TG, can be on no account regarded as semiotic in the tradition of structuralist
thought. In view of Conclusion (i), arguing that TG defines the sound-meaning relation as
an autonomous syntactic component, this relation may be generally referred to as syntactic
in a broader sense. This expression seems to provide an apt opposition to the functional-
generative semantic relation (cf. 2.0.1), capturing the fact that in contrast to Petr Sgall,
Noam Chomsky places the generative procedure on the syntactic level, and reflecting, at
the linguistic level, a primary emphasis of TG on phenomena classified as broadly syntactic
(i.e. covering features even of other, traditionally non-syntactic levels, cf. Note 4) as
opposed to the primary emphasis of FGD on phenomena classified as narrowly semantic
(i.e. covering the sole features of grammatical semantics). Moreover, reference to the
sound-meaning relation as syntactic seems justified by a chiefly formal conception of
function which may be considered proper to the transformational-generative approach in
general (cf. 2.2.1). Effects of the latter motivation are briefly treated in the following
section.

2.4.2 A primarily formal approach to the notion of function causes the transforma-
tional-generative units, levels and components to be defined solely by their relation to
other units, levels and components placed in their immediate (syntactic) context. The
main consequence of this contextual arrangement is that TG fails to establish a relation
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between its units, levels and components and the language system as a whole. Using the
formal means of TG, this condition may be expressed by the following rewriting rules:

(A) PR —> SII—SS
(B) SI— PRIDS—

Rule (A) provides that the transition from the PR level onto the S7 level takes place only
in the right (subsequent) context of the SS level, even though transition over the DS level is
also required. By analogy, rule (B) suggests that the transition from the S7 level onto the PR
level takes place only in the left (preceding) context of the DS level, even though transition
over the SS level is also necessary. In agreement with the phenomenon of secondary
dependency hierarchy, both rules presuppose a pre-systematic existence of the contextual
syntactic structures SS and DS that need not be introduced by special rules as they are
always generated; furthermore, the rules presuppose a pre-systematic non-existence of the
strings PR and S/ that must be introduced by special rules as they are not always
represented.

It is beyond doubt that the strictly immediate contextual relations can be ascertained in
the set of TG levels all despite the formal restrictions imposed on them. In 2.0.2, we argued
that the major aim of these restrictions was to ensure the analysability of strings derived
either from other previously derived syntactic structures, or directly from the underlying
syntactic structure. Using the terms of Section 2.0.1, the inevitable consequence of the
phrase structure analysability was supposed to be a systematic sequence of the TG levels.
In terms of the present section, the notion of systematic sequence may be expressed by a
formal requirement that units of one TG level be placed within a non-immediate (syntactic)
context of units of all the other TG levels. Arguing, then, that units of the TG levels are not
placed within such a non-immediate context, we hold in particular that TG fails to define a
universal transitive relation (cf. Trnka 1990, 9), enabling the individual transformational-
generative levels to be set not only within the immediate contexts of the adjacent levels but
also, and indeed chiefly, within the non-immediate context of the language system. Using
again the formal means of TG, these relations may be expressed by the following two
rewriting rules:

(C) PR — SI/—SS/—DS
(D)  SI— PRIDS—/SS—

It may be obvious that should the non-immediate context of the TG level units be
defined within the sense of the rewriting rules (C) and (D) — if the PR level unit did not
have only an SS level unit placed in its right context and the S/ level unit only a DS level
unit in its left context as indicated by the rewriting rules (A) and (B) — a systematic relation
would likely be established between the parts of the language system (i.e. units of the
algebraic-linguistic levels) and the language system as a whole. In such a case, the
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individual levels would be interconnected by a relation resembling the representation (or
form-to-function) relation defined in FGD. Although Chomsky might suggest that such a
relation is actually present in TG as the universal principle of transformational cycle, it can
easily be shown that any analogy of this principle and the universal transitive relation in the
sense of Hockett’s, Lamb’s or Sgall’s representation relation is bound to fail. In this
respect, the universal nature of the transformational cycle does not consist in its capability
to ensure a uniform way of linguistic and formal representation of units found on the
algebraic-linguistic levels, but rather a uniform way of interpretation of the formal
structures and strings which these levels generate as their elementary units.

At least two conditions disqualify the principle of transformational cycle as a formal
representation relation in the system of TG. The first condition goes back to the definition
of rewriting and transformational rules: while the former rules are defined over constants,
thus applying to single terminal symbols (lexical and grammatical formatives) of a certain
syntactic structure, the latter rules are defined over variables, thus applying to the whole
phrase-markers of a certain syntactic structure. At this point, it should be recalled that
phrase-markers represent formal products of generating and deriving syntactic structures in
the generative component and that the role of both interpretive components is to assign
mere interpretations to these products. If, under these conditions, a systematic transition
from any PR level unit to its S7 level unit, and vice versa, is to be achieved, a problem will
arise which the phonological component is unlikely to resolve. Being of a purely
interpretive nature, the phonological component will not be able to generate the phrase-
marker needed to subject the phonetically represented string (PR) and the phonologically
represented string (SS”) of the generated sentence to the application of the phonological
rules and adaptation rules, respectively, during the PR-to-SS transition, of the grammatical
transformations during the SS-to-DS transition and, eventually, of the projection rules
during the DS-to-S7 transition. A similar problem will occur when moving in the opposite
direction: the purely interpretive nature of the semantic component is likely to fail in
generating the phrase-marker needed to subject the semantically interpreted string of the
generated sentence (S7) to the application of the projection rules during the S/-to-DS
transition, of the grammatical transformations during the DS-to-SS transition and,
eventually, of the adaptation rules and phonological rules, respectively, during the SS-to-
PR transition. It is clear that these conditions considerably restrict the representational
universality of the transformational cycle. In the provided sense, the applicability of this
principle as a principle of representation lasts up to a point at which the rewriting rules of
the interpretive components stop merely interpreting a particular string of terminal symbols
and suddenly face a task to generate a complex structure of non-terminal symbols over the
terminal string.

The other condition disqualifying the principle of transformational cycle as a uniform
principle of linguistic and formal representation is reflected by the existence of at least one
place within the set of TG levels at which this principle is applied without a direct
empirical support. This is the boundary relating the SS and PR levels. It seems evident that
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in phonology, application of the sequence of phonological rules to a phonological
representation of the generated sentence according to the principle of transformational
cycle is only justified at the super-segmental level, i.e. when assigning different stress
contours, whose distribution is syntactically motivated in English (cf. Chomsky&Halle
1968, 16n). However, why the principle of transformational cycle rather than a simple
linear interpretation should be applied even at the segmental level is not clear (as long as
we disregard an effort to achieve formal unity of all the three grammatical components,
applying the transformational cycle as a uniform principle of interpretation). For that
matter, the groundlessness of the principle of transformational cycle at the segmental level
was admitted by Chomsky and Halle themselves (cf. Chomsky& Halle 1968, 349-350).

2.4.3  To conclude, let us turn back to the three major features of the syntactic relation
we have postulated at the beginning of this section. A question now arises whether any
kind of hierarchy could be introduced into the set of features (i) — (iii), specifying the
basic properties of the syntactic relation. To this end, it may be argued that these
features tend toward a causal hierarchy. Thus, the major feature (i) provides one of the
presuppositions of the major feature (ii) in much the same way in which the elemental
nature of the syntactic relation apparently enables the autonomous syntactic component,
representing the syntactic relation, to accept the generative mechanism and thus become
functionally independent on both interpretive components. Furthermore, the major
feature (ii) may be perceived to cause the major feature (iii) in the same way in which
the functional independence of the syntactic component may be seen to cause an internal
disorder of linguistic forms and functions of which the component consists. This causal
hierarchy is considered a mere bypass product of the observations made with respect to
the causal statements (1) — (3) and no further conclusions are drawn from it here.

3. Semiotic Traces in Transformational Grammar
31 It should be noted that none of the conclusions drawn in Sections 2.1 — 2.4
above is likely to directly contradict any of the statements made by either Noam
Chomsky himself, or by other generativists. This is mainly due to the fact that all of
these partial findings lead to a single general conclusion: TG is not a semiotic theory.
Chomsky did not obviously aim at formulating any of his theories of transformational
grammar on a primary semiotic basis, this being suggested by the plain fact that not a
single definition of linguistic sign has been provided anywhere in his work (cf. De
Mauro 1996, 340). In this way, the absence of the notion of linguistic sign in TG, central
— either in its explicit or implicit form — to any genuinely semiotic theory of language,
necessarily revealed other features reflecting its generally non-semiotic character.
Following the initial question (II) of Section 2, we will now proceed to conclude
whether there are any isolated features in TG to which a semiotic status cannot be denied in
spite of our a priori assumption about the non-semiotic nature of TG. The necessity, or at
least justification, to search for these features in the theory of transformational grammar
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seems greatly enhanced by its genesis. We have tried to argue elsewhere that the set of
transformational-generative assumptions and aims may be profitably divided, on the one
hand, into theoretical aims reflecting the assumptions (sources of inspiration) which
Chomsky clearly explicates and, on the other hand, into theoretical aims reflecting the
assumptions (sources of inspiration) which Chomsky merely implies. The difference
between both categories is as follows (cf. Note 1): while the explicated (explicit)
assumptions chiefly correspond to those which Chomsky refers to as traditional, or non-
taxonomic, the implied (implicit) assumptions are often — strange though it may seem —
identifiable with isolated assumptions of the American or European structuralism, which
Chomsky refers to as undesirable, or taxonomic, in principle. If such an approach to the
genesis of TG is indeed right and the transformational-generative assumptions of the
implicit nature can roughly be correlated with at least some assumptions of the European
structuralism, we may reasonably ask whether certain features of sign-character, generally
regarded as secondary in view of their random nature, have penetrated TG. We maintain
that the most important one of them is the systematic opposition of form (sound) and
meaning, which we have so far treated as the transformational-generative feature /4 and
which itself reveals another feature of sign-character, i.e. an arbitrary nature. Another
semiotic trace in TG seems to be the principle of transformational cycle, though in a
somewhat different way than originally intended and defined in the theory of
transformational grammar. We will look at this interesting feature in greater detail below.

3.2 There is hardly any doubt that within the theory of transformational grammar,
the principle of transformational cycle may be considered universal. There are at least
two reasons:

(1) The principle represents a procedure applied both to actual transformational
processes, taking place in the transformational subcomponent, and to inter-
pretive processes, taking place in the phonological and semantic components.

(i) The principle represents a procedure defined both for transitions from a
“transformeme” to a “transform” and for transitions from a “transform” to a
“transformeme” (in a general sense, referring to input and output units of all
the transformational-generative components and levels).

As a result of Feature (i), the TG levels should be interrelated in a similar way; as a
result of Feature (ii), which provides a formal definition of the requirement on phrase
structure analysability, two-way transitions should be enabled in the set of TG levels.
Disregarding, for our present purpose, some of the theoretical inconsistencies inherent to
the principle of transformational cycle (cf. 2.4.2), the universal character of this principle
within the framework of TG is acceptable. On the other hand, rejected as unconvincing
must be all of Chomsky’s proclamations that the transformational cycle, at least as defined
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in TG, should represent a universal principle even in the general linguistic theory (i.e.
universal grammar) and that it should be included among the formal universals (cf.
Chomsky 1965, 29; Chomsky&Halle 1968, 349).

Our doubtful, if negative, position on the general linguistic status of the
transformational cycle needs refining. We maintain that linguistic generality is actually not
lacked by the principle in question, but that its sources are other than those specified by
Chomsky and others. While the generativists consider the transformational cycle to be
universal mainly because it operates as a uniform principle of derivation and interpretation
of the underlying syntactic structures generated by the grammar, it can be argued in more
general terms that linguistic universality (generality) of the transformational cycle is due to
its feasible operation as a basic organisational principle of linguistic structure. This is to say
that the transformational cycle might be actually construed as a procedure with a justifiable
potential to formalise Martinet’s principle of double articulation, for such construction
seems to be supported by its informal and formal'* definitions.

It is a well-established fact that the theory of transformational grammar in general
applies the principle of transformational cycle neither to achieve the first articulation by
moving from an unlimited inventory of linguistic units to their less limited inventory, nor to
achieve the second articulation by shifting from the less limited inventory of linguistic units
to their unlimited inventory. Thus, it is impossible to achieve a transition from the initial
units of the transformational-generative description of language — i.e. sentences — to
minimum units of meaning of which the sentences consist — i.e. primary linguistic signs
(Martinet’s monemes or Hjelmslev’s signs) — or, in turn, from the linguistic signs to
minimum units of a non-semiotic nature from which the linguistic signs are composed
(Martinet’s phonemes or Hjelmslev’s figures'®). Such a procedure is not utilized in TG, or
in any other later theory of transformational grammar, even though it might be enabled by a
reverse application of the transformational cycle in agreement with feature (ii) above. In
this respect, the main difference from the existing practice of TG would be an analysis
continuing even beyond the boundary of words (formatives). The transformational cycle
would proceed from the outer limits of any maximum phonological phrase to its centre,
marking as minimum units the elementary component parts of formatives — the
(mor)phonemes — rather than the formatives themselves.

The chief impact of failing to account for double articulation phenomena in any theory
of transformational grammar, and particularly in the universal grammar which Chomsky

' One of the formal points is provided by Chomsky&Halle 1968, 15: The rules apply to a string
dominated by a particular node A only after they have already applied to the strings dominated by
each of the nodes dominated by A.

' 1t should go without saying that we are not trying to identify Martinet’s phonemes with
Hjelmslev’s figures. In this respect, we are well aware of the fact that while Martinet considered
his phonemes to be sole units of form (expression), Hjelmslev regarded his figures as minimum
units of both expression and content. Both terms have merely been used here to list two different
kinds of linguistic unit resulting from the second articulation.
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considers his ultimate aim, is obvious. Between the transformational-generative units at
both levels of linguistic segmentation (analysis), no formal or linguistic relations are
exactly defined that would change the disordered set of these units into their ordered
system. This is the main reason why the relations between the TG levels are uniquely
definable only with respect to the linguistic complexes (i.e. complex representations of
sentences) generated on these levels, and why no one-to-one relations can be established
between the elementary units and formal symbols of which the complex representations
consist. For instance, any relation between the complexes on the DS and SS levels is more
or less uniquely defined as a transformational relation — i.e. as a final sequence of
transformational rules — though the relations between grammatical formatives of any DS
level unit and the corresponding formatives of the respective SS level unit are not specified
as one-to-one relations, but rather in the context of the transformational change affecting
the whole surface structure of the generated sentence.

The above findings lead to a conclusion that the theory of transformational grammar
disposes of a tool for formal and linguistic analysis whose correct application might
actually allow transition from an unlimited set of complex units to a limited set of
elementary units. Put another way, a more consistent application of the tool would
probably lead to a transformational-generative delimitation of genuine linguistic signs. Any
conceivable restrictions related to our conclusion result from the fact that we have
considered this tool in isolation from the other features of the linguistic and formal
framework of TG. For instance, we might reasonably argue that the application of
transformational cycle for the purpose of algebraic-linguistic analysis would much depend
on whether the interpretive components of TG were capable of generating phrase-markers
of their input strings (i.e. of units on the PR and SI levels). In this view, the semiotic
potential of the principle of transformational cycle is compatible with the virtually non-
semiotic character of TG, assumed throughout this paper, inasmuch as it is used by
Chomsky as a transformational-generative rather than a generally semiotic tool.

4. Conclusions

The main conclusions concerning the form-meaning relation which we have tried to
present herein in the way it is described and formalised by the standard theory of
transformational grammar (TG) and an early version of the functional generative
description (FGD) of language are summarised in the synoptic table below:

TG FGD

The relation between units of linguistic | The relation between units of linguistic
form (phonetic  representations of | form (representations of phonetic form of
generated sentences on the PR level) and | the generated sentences on the PL) and
units of linguistic meaning (semantic | units of linguistic meaning

interpretations of generated sentences on | (representations of meaning or sense of
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the SI level) — i.e. the sound-meaning
relation — 1is conceived as a broadly
syntactic relation to which the following
features may be attributed:

A. The syntactic relation is an
independent component of grammar,
entering into relations with the
phonological and semantic components
(cf. 2.3 and (i) in 2.4).

B. As an autonomous grammatical
component, the syntactic relation shows
an internal disorder of linguistic units
and means of their representation. Thus,
inside the syntactic component, units of
the different levels distinguished by
traditional linguistics are blended on
different levels of sentence representa-
tion (DS and SS levels) (cf. 2.2.2 and
(iii) in 2.4).

C. As a closer combination of units on
the DS and SS levels, the syntactic
relation is superimposed to units on the
PR and SI levels in any process of
sentence generation. Thus, logical de-
pendency  arises  between  this
combination and the sets of phonetic
representations and semantic
interpretations. This suggests that the
syntactic relation may be represented
even without the units of sound and
meaning which it is supposed to relate,
and that in such cases, the units of sound

the generated sentences on the TGL) — i.e.
the semantic relation — is conceived as a
semiotic relation to which the following
features may be attributed:

A. The semantic relation is not an
independent component (element), but
rather a relation running through the
whole system of language (cf. 2.0.1).

B. The language system, defined as a
graded system of five linguistic levels
(constituting a generative hierarchy 7GL
— PGL — ML — MPL — PL), shows an
internal order of linguistic units and
means of their representation. Hence, the
semantic relation, running through this
system, is defined as a sequence of
representation relations, i.e. relations of
signifying forms on any of the lower
levels and signified functions on any of
the higher levels (cf. 2.0.1).

C. Running through the entire
language system, the semantic relation
establishes logical interdependency
with the set of sentence representations
on each of the specified linguistic levels.
It follows that the semantic relation can
be defined neither without units of the
phonetic level (PL) or semantic level
(TGL), nor without units of any of the
other levels (PGL, ML, MPL), which it
is all supposed to relate (cf. 2.0.1, 2.1.2).

rather than the units of meaning tend
toward zero representation. The reason
might be the strong psycholinguistic
(mentalistic) character of TG (cf. 2.1.1 —
2.1.3 and (ii) in 2.4).

D. The interdependency relation of the
units of sound and meaning (a linguistic
view) is not distinguished either from
primary dependency of the interpretive
phonological and semantic components
on the generative syntactic component,
or from secondary dependency of units
on the PR and S/ levels on units on the
SS and DS levels (from an algebraic
view). It means that TG does not
distinguish between a linguistic and
algebraic description of the language
system and that it frequently blends
linguistic units with means of their
formal representation (cf. 2.2.1 and (iii)
in 2.4).

E. As an autonomous generative
component, the syntactic component is
identified with the syntactic relation of
the units of sound and meaning. A direct
consequence of this is an ascending-
descending hierarchy of the TG levels,
preventing systematic transition from
units on the PR level to units on the S/
level, and vice versa (cf. 2.1.2).

F. The syntactic relation is a context,
ordering elements from the set of
phonetic representations (units of the PR
level) and semantic interpretations (units

D. The interdependency relation of
the semiotic relation and the units of
each linguistic level (a linguistic view) is
distinguished from dependency of the
transductive components (placed on the
PGL — ML — MPL — PL) on the
generative component (placed on the
TGL) (from an algebraic view). It means
that FGD distinguishes a linguistic and
algebraic description of the language
system and that it does not usually blend
linguistic units with means of their
formal representation (cf. 2.2.1).

E. As an autonomous generative
component, the 7GL is identified with
one of the end elements (the element of
meaning) related by the semantic
relation. A direct consequence of this is
both a descending (i.e. generative)
hierarchy and an ascending (i.e.
recognitive) hierarchy of the FGD
levels, neither of which prevents
systematic transition from the 7GL onto
the PL or from the PL onto the TGL (cf.
2.1.2).

F.  The semantic relation is not based
on any contextual ordering of the
elements it relates, but rather on a
uniform transitive relation (the
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of the SI level) according to the
following rewriting rules: (i) PR —
SI/—SS and (ii) SI — PR/DS—. The
reason may be the emphasis laid by TG
on mathematical formalisation of the
sound-meaning relation at the expense
of its linguistic description. This results
in the absence of a uniform transitive
relation between the PR and SI levels
(cf. 2.4.2).

representation, or form-to-function,
relation), cutting across all linguistic
levels the units of which it is bound to
relate. The reason may be the emphasis
laid by FGD on general semiotic
principles (cf. 2.0.1).
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Sémanticky vyvoj psl. jedrs!’
Zofie Sarapatkova

Psl. jedrv je starobylé kvalifikacni adjektivum, které byva podle svého zakonéeni ta-
zeno k malé skupiné adjektiv, tvofenych neproduktivnim sufixem —ro. Tato adjektiva
jsou jednak deverbativa (bvdrv, mokrv, starwy), jednak denominativa (dobrv aj.), néktera
jsou etymologicky nejasnd. Nejasné je i adj. jedrv, u néhoz neni jisto, zda je -r- soucasti
kotene nebo zda je sufixové (v. Brodowska-Honowska 187, ESJS 289).

Toto adjektivum je dolozeno pouze v jizni vétvi slov. jazykl s vyjimkou sln.: stsl.
jedrv, b. édar, mk. jadar, sch. jédar. Slovnik jazyka staroslovénského (dale SJS) je
uvadi s vyznamem ‘rychly brzky’ s témito doklady:'

wvojo jedrojo modlitvu poswli namw Prag 1b 13;

cherovimwskyi préstolv ugotovilv se jestv - vvznosestei edri - inace gotovi

ol avapépovieg 6Leic te kai Exopor Supr 470, 25;

blizv donv g<ospodv>nw veliki blize i edrv velmi yy s 1 nuépa kvpiov 1

ueyaldn, yy s kai tayeio opodpa So 1, 14 Gl.

Vyznam ‘rychly, brzky’ je nepochybny u adverbia jedro, u kompozit jedropssvce
‘rychlopisec’ a u dokladu z Gl. Spojeni jedraja modlitva v Prag ptipousti i jiné pojeti; je
mozno je chapat jako ‘rychla modlitba nebo piimluva’, ale také jako ‘mocna piimluva’
nebo ‘t¢inna modlitba’. Doklad ze Supr edri inace gotovi napovida, ze edri je zde spis
‘pohotovy, ptipraveny’. Také f. &fo¢ v piedloze znamena vedle ‘ostry, bfitky, rychly’
také ‘ochotny, horlivy’.

V soucasnych jihoslovanskych jazycich je vyznam odchylny: v b. ‘velky (velkych
rozmérit), slozeny z oddélenych velkych ¢asti’, ‘bohaty (o lidech), velky (o penézich),
drahy, dulezity, podstatny’, v mk. ‘velky’, v sch. ‘kypici zdravim, tlusty, bujny, plny
zivotni sily’, ‘dobfe vyvinuty (o plodech, rostlinach ap.)’, ‘kompaktni, pevny, tvrdy

DN slightly revised version of Sarapatkova, Zofie. 1996. “Sémanticky vyvoj psl. jedrv*. Shornik
praci filozofické fakulty brnénské univerzity A 44, pp. 21-23. Brno: Masarykova univerzita.
Reproduced with permission. [Editor’s note]

! Cituji z rukopisu SJS. Dékuji redakci slovniku za laskavé svoleni k pouziti tohoto textu.

2 Zkratky v tomto ¢lanku jsou shodné se zkratkami v SJS a ESJS.
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(o materialech, konstrukci ap.)’, ‘hojny, vydatny (o vodnim toku)’, ‘vystizny, struény
(o vypravéni, feci)’ ap.

Uvedené vyznamy, které se znacn€ rozbihaji, maji zakladni rys spole¢ny: oznacuji
dobré, zadouci vlastnosti, podobné jako adj. dobrv, u né¢hoz se vychazi z ptivodniho
‘vhodny, ptiméteny’ (v. ESJS 137). Jsou to hodnotici adjektiva, ktera vyjadiuji subjek-
tivni postoj mluvciho; ten rozliSoval véci a jevy podle toho, zda byly z jeho hlediska
pouzitelné nebo nepouzitelné, vhodné nebo nevhodné (Meid 158). Vyznam téchto ad-
jektiv se diferencoval podle nositele vlastnosti, s nimz se pojila, sr. ¢. dobry clovek
‘vlidny, laskavy, uslechtily’, dobry ndpad ‘uzitecny, vhodné fesici situaci’, dobry reme-
sinik ‘ovladajici svou profesi’, cekat dobrou hodinu ‘¢ekat celou hodinu’ ap. (Séman-
ticky ptehled adj. dobrv ve slovanskych jazycich v. SK 3, 311-316, pro sté. Némec
1968, 29).

TyZ rozvoj vyznamu je patrny i u sekundarniho adj. jedrenw (z psl. jedro; o vztahu
adj. jedrv a subst. jedro v. ESJS 289n). To je dolozeno v sch. arch. jedrn, ¢ak. i jadrn,
sln. jadrn, st. i jédrn, slk., st¢., €. jadrny, hl. jaderny, dl. jederny, stp., p. jedrny, kas.
Jadrny, br. dial. jadrany, jadreny, jadryny, ukr. jedrényj, jadérnyj, dial. jadrjanyj,
r. jadrényj, vSe ‘silny, velky, pevny, zdravy’, dale v ¢. ‘kvalitni’, v ukr. ‘hrubozrny’,
v sln. a dl. ‘rychly, hbity’, v dl. ‘razny, smély, zdatny’, v p. dial. a ukr. ‘plodny, Grodny’,
v sch., p., vsl. ‘svézi’, v €. st. (Jungmann) a p. dial. i “vesely’, v p. dial., br. dial., ukr.
‘vyzraly, §tavnaty’, v sch. ‘chutny’, v r. dial. ‘dobfe vykvaseny’, v €., slk., br. dial.
‘silny, zvuény (o hlase) ’, v slk., €., p. ‘vystizny (o feci) ’.

V uvedenych vyznamech jsou tato adj. archaicka. V soucasnosti zaznamenala velké
roz§ifeni adj., odvozena od pokracovani subst. jedro s vyznamem ‘jadro atomu’; jsou
tvofena produktivnimi sufixy. Piekladaji angl. nuclear a jsou uzivana jako technicky
termin vedle slov prejatych (€. nukledrni), jen sch. ma pouze piejeti (nuklearan). S rozsi-
fujici se znalosti a vyuzivanim jaderné energie prechazeji tyto terminy do obecného
povédomi (b. jadrena energija, sin. jedrska, slk. jadrova, ¢. jaderna, hl. jadrowa,
p. jadrowa, br. jadzernaja, ukr. jaderna, r. jadernaja energija ap.).
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SdruZené Fady v indoevropskych jazycich'’
Ondiej Sefcik

V tomto prispévku si pfedvedeme, Ze je mozné s vyhodou uplatnit postichy klasické
fonologie pii feSeni problému klasické indoevropeistiky.

SdruZené rady v indoevropskych jazycich a N. S. Trubeckoj

Otazka tzv. guturdl, totiz rekonstruovani systému jednotlivych velarnich fad
v indoevropském prajazyce, je trvalym piedmétem zajmu indoevropeistiky od jejiho
pocatku podnes.

Utelem tohoto piispévku neni definitivné rozhodnout, kolik velarnich fad méla re-
konstruovana indoevropstina, ale pfispet k pochopeni, jaké vztahy mezi sebou ony fady
maji a zda jsou néktera feSeni schiidné&jsi nez jina. Pfijimame proto klasicky rekonstruo-
vany model s tfemi velarnimi fadami, netvrdime vsak, ze platil v jednom okamziku na
néjakém misté v celosti, pouze se pokusime mimo jiné naznacit, jestli je trinarni systém
gutural mozny ¢i neni.

Termin sdruzené sesterské rady (Schwesterreihen) pouziva Trubeckoj pro takové
pfipady organizace lokalizacnich pfiznakd, kdy mezi dvéma lokacnimi fadami konso-
nantd existuje jednodimenzionalni ekvipolentni protiklad (Trubetzkoy 1939a: 117-122).
V poznamce pak Trubeckoj dodava, ze patrné existuji i sesterské fady skladajici se ze tii
lokacnich fad (jmenuje napft. jazyk chinook a dva dalsi indianské jazyky, dva kavkazské
jazyky a s jistou pochybnosti i dolni luzictinu). Takové dvojdimenzionalni systémy pak
nejsou v Trubeckého terminologii v ekvipolentnim, ale v gradudlnim protikladu. Defi-
nice sdruzenych fad je tedy v Grundziige bezprosttedné odvozena od aplikace Trubec-
kého teorie fonologickych opozic'.

Na Trubeckého shrnuti otazky sdruzenych tad je pozoruhodné i to, co tam chybi.
V Trubeckém totiz postradame jakoukoliv aplikaci systému sdruzenych fad na staré

"] Based on a lecture presented at the conference Etymologické symposion Brno 2005 in Septem-
ber 2005. Previously unpublished. Reproduced with permission. [Editor’s note]

: Pfipomenme, Zze jednodimenzionalni (bilateralni) opozice je takova, ktera nema spolecny zaklad
s opozici jinou, privativni opozice je takova, jejiz jeden termin je identicky se zdkladem opozice,
ekvipolentni opozice je takova, jejiz terminy sice maji spoleény zéklad, ani jeden z nich ale neni
zcela identicky se zakladem, gradudlni opozice je takova, jejiz terminy jsou postupné identické se
zakladem.
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indoevropské jazyky pravé v otazce rekonstruovanych indoevropskych velar. Mzeme se
patrné pravem domnivat, Ze toto ,,chybéni* neni nahodné, ale naopak spise programové
— Trubeckoj v rejstiiku slovo ,.indoevropsky* ani neméa’ — a vyjadfuje strukturalistickou
vyzvu mladogramatickému bazirovani na historické jazykoveédé, vyzvu spocivajici v
okazalém ignorovani oblasti vyzkumu kli¢ovych pro mladogramatiky. Pfitom skute¢né
pravé Trubeckého charakteristika sdruzenych fad mohla feseni otazky indoevropskych
velar hodné piinést a naopak, uvedeni nékterého piikladu na sdruzené fady na materialu
z n¢&jakého starého indoevropského jazyka (napiiklad tehdejsSim lingvistim nepochybné
dobfe znamé latiny nebo neméné dobie znamého sanskrtu’) by jisté vylepsilo i Trubec-
kého argumentaci, zaloZenou jinak ¢asto na exotickych a béznému ¢tenati malo znamych
jazycich. Vlastné Trubeckym jediny zminény stary indoevropsky jazyk je staroindictina
a to na samém konci apendixové poznamky vyvedené mensim pismem (Trubetzkoy
1939a: 122)*. Trubeckého radikalni postoj indoevropeistice je ale ostatné Sifeji znam
(napft. kreolska teorie vzniku indoevropskych jazykd — Trubetzkoy 1939b).

Trubeckého pojeti sdruzené fady ovSem musime castecné revidovat ve smyslu dal-
$iho rozvinuti jeho pfedstav (napf. Cantineau 1952, Cantineau 1955, Marcus 1967)
s témito Gpravami:

a) jednodimenzionalnost mezi sesterskou fadou a fadou zakladni midzeme pfijmout

jen jako celek mezi fadami, nikoliv snad mezi jednotlivymi fonémy danych fad;

b) opozice mezi zakladni a sdruzenou fadou je privativni, nikoliv ekvipolentni, nebot

podle naSeho nazoru kazda opozice neutralizovatelnd pouze ve prospéch jednoho

¢lenu je privativni (a jak dale uvidime, v pfipadé sdruzenych fad v indoevropskych
jazycich se o opozici neutralizovatelnou pouze ve prospéch jednoho ¢lenu jedné bez
pochyby), nebot’ je zde nepochybny zaklad opozice, ktery se neneutralizuje a ktery je
identicky s nepfiznakovym ¢lenem opozice, totiz danym fonémem zakladni fady,
syntagmatickou neutralizaci lokace tedy povazujeme za nezbytnou podminku exis-
tence sdruzenosti mezi fadami. V piipade neexistence syntagmatické neutralizace lo-
kace se jedna o pomér mezi fadami jiny nez sdruzeny, jde potom o dvé zakladni fady

— foneticka hodnota z(¢astnénych fonémi s tim nema co délat, v jednom jazyce mo-

hou byt dvé lokacni fady k sob¢ sdruzené, v jiném tytéz fady jsou fadami zakladnimi.

c) gradualni opozice se ve svétle obecné teorie mnozin jevi jako nepodstatné, proto

se uzivani tohoto terminu vyhneme — jak uvidime, vystacime si pro popis systému

sdruzenych fad s privativnosti, respektive s vice privativnimi opozicemi.

% Pfitom Trubeckého vzdélani v indoevropeistice bylo prvotfidni — jak znamo, rok pobyval
v Lipsku u Brugmanna a Leskiena.

3 Tedy piesné stejnych jazyku, které pouzijeme v dal§im vykladu.

* Staroindiétina je na daném misté uvadéna jako ptipadny doklad na gradualni sdruzenost fady
palatélni a cerebralni s fadou dentdlni. Toto Trubeckého feSeni je oSidné, alternace mezi dentalami
a palatalami ve staroindiCtiné neni a alternace mezi dentdlami a cerebralami je jiné povahy nez
jakakoliv alternace jina. Pfipad velar Trubeckoj zcela pomiji.



Neutraliza¢ni okoli je v indoevropskych jazycich dle vSeho identické — jedna se o
pozici pied mezislovni pauzou (dierémem, znacime dale #), pozici pied neznélou oklu-
zivou (znac¢ime T) a pozici pied sykavkou (a to neznélou — zna¢ime S — znélou pro in-
doevropstinu neni divod konstruovat).

Ve vsech indoevropskych jazycich prirozené neni doloZen stav sdruzenych tad, jaky
modelujeme pro indoevropstinu (tj. velarni zédkladni fada se sdruzenou fadou palatove-
larni a sdruZenou fadou labiovelarni), pfedpokladame vsak, ze stav, jaky je naptiklad ve
slovanskych, germanskych, keltskych aj. jazycich lze odvozovat od stavu se sdruzenymi
fadami (vCetné neutralizace). V nékterych jazycich pak existuji dil¢i subsystémy fady
zékladni a fady sdruzené, podle toho, ktera z fad to je, se pouziva jako jedno z hlavnich
klasifikacnich kritérii.

Stav v kentumovych jazycich (tedy se zakladni fadou velarni a sdruzenou labiove-
larni) ndm mutze dobfe reprezentovat latina, stav v satemovych jazycich (se zakladni
fadou velarni a sdruzenou palatalni) ndm bude zastupovat staroindiétina, konkrétné véd-
sky sanskrt.

Indoevropské sdruzZené ady poprvé — labiovelary v latiné:

V latin€ existuji tyto velarni a labiovelarni fonémy: /k/, /g/, /k*/, /g*/. Graficka praxe
pfi jejich zachycovani je nésledujici: ¢, g, qu, gu.

Alternace mezi sdruzenou a zakladni fadou je fonologicky vyjadtitelna: /k*/ ~ /k/, /g*/
~ /g/ a graficky potom: qu ~ c/x (= ks); gu ~ ¢/x (= ks). Alternacni okoli je: # , T, S.

Neutralizace pted dierémem je pomérné vzacna, doloZena jenom pro neznélou labio-
velaru: neque ~ nec, atque ~ ac, coz ve vzorci mizeme vyjadfit takto, pro srovnani uva-
dime i nulovou neutralizaci prosté velary:

Tab. 1 -K* + # -
-K + # -

K (nec = nek* + #)
K (hic = hik + #)

Neutralizace pfed s- a #- (pfiklady na jinou okluzivu jsou prakticky bezvyznamné) si
mizeme predvést na tvoreni supina a sigmatického perfekta, ve schématickych vzorcich
vcetné dierému potom v nasledujicich tabulkach:

Tab. 2 ind. ps. supinum perfektum
,.vafit, péci‘ coquo coctum coxt
,zhaset* ex-stinguo ex-stinctum ex-stinxi
Tab. 3 t- s- #
ke kt ks k#
-g* kt ks k#
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Indoevropské sdruzZené rady podruhé — palatovelary ve staroindictiné:

Ve staroindicting je nutné a vyhodné rozlisit palatovelary (s, j;, #;), které jsou sta-
rymi indoevropskymi fonémy, a palataly (c, j, k), které vznikly palatalizaci velar
v indoiranském obdobi’. To, Ze nejsou antevokalické reprezentace u obou typti u znélé a
aspirované rozliSeny, neni na zavadu, jsou totiz vyteéné odliSeny rozdilnou alternaci
v neutraliza¢nich postavenich.

Alternacni okoli ve staroindictiné je obdobné jako v lating€, navic nam ptibude nové
alternacni okoli pfed znélou aspiratou: # 7, Dh, s

Tab. 4 (alternace palatovelar):

S+t - st Jiot ot - st
S+ dh - (d)dh ji + dh - ddh
S + bh — dbh, gbh ji + bh — dbh
St -k ji o+ s > s ks
s+ 7 - t k ji o+ # N t
hy + ¢t - dh

hy + dh - dh

h; + bh - dbh

hy + s - ts, ks

h, + # - t

NAPR: drs-: drstd-, drksam, -drk; vis-: vit, vidbhih, dis-: digbhyah, dididdhi; yaj-:
istd-, yaksat, (rtv-)ik (); raj-: rat, radbhyah, ratsu; vah-: adhad-, idhvam, avakstt,
vat, sah-: sadbhyah, satsu, sat etc.

Pro srovnani si uved'me, jak v obdobném syntagmatickém okoli reaguji prosté ve-
lary, u jejich alternaci ovsem musime uvést, ze nékteré piiklady jsou Cisty gramaticky
konstrukt postaveny per analogiam, to se tyka zvlasté alternaci g, které jsou velmi
vzacné:

> Zajimavé je, ze v avestStin€ jsou tyto fady rozliSeny dusledné i v intervokalickém postaveni:
satemov¢ palatély s, z : palataly c, j.



Tab. 5 (,,nulové™ alternace velar):

k + t - kt g *+ - kt

k + dh - gdh g + dh - gdh
k + bh - gbh g + bh - gbh
k + s - ks g + = - ks
kK + # - k g + # - k

gh + t - gdh

gh + dh - gdh

gh + bh - gbh

gh + s — ks

gh + # - k

NAPR.: Sak-: saktam, Sagdhi, Saksyati; dagh-: dhaktam, dhak; migh-/mih-:
meksyati, amiksat etc.

Indoiranska sdruZena iada palatilni ve staroindictiné

Staroindictina vykazuje ale jesté jednu lokacni fadu, ktera je v poméru spliiujicim na-
roky na fadu sdruzenou. Je to fada palatalni, ktera je také sdruzena s fadou velarni jako
s fadou zakladni.

Tato tada vznikla az v obdobi indoiranském palatalizaci velar, podléha ale naprosto
obdobnym procesim v syntagmatické neutralizaci jako fada palatovelarni a to pied stej-
nym alternacnim okolim, v jakém dochazi k neutralizaci palatovelar na velary.

Tab. 6 (alternace palatal):

c + ¢ - kt j»  t+t - kt
c + dh - gdh J2 + dh - gdh
c +  bh - gbh J2 + bh - gbh
c + 5 — ks J2 + s — ks
c + # — k J2 + # — k
h, +t - gdh

h, + dh — gdh

h, + bh — gbh

h, + s — ks

hg + # o d k
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NAPR.: vac-: vaksi, vakti, uviktha, vk, vagbhih; yuj-: yuktd-, ayugdhvam, dyuksi,
-yuk, -yugbhih; dah-: dagha-, adhak, dhaksyati etc.

Porovnanim obou sdruzenych fad ve staroindiétin€ snadno zjistime, Ze nase rozliSeni
foném j,, h; a j,, h, je vyhodné uz z toho divodu, Ze inter- a prevokalické alofony téchto
fonému jsou sice formalné shodné, v jiném syntagmatu se vSak alofony téchto fonémi
odlisuji.

Zavéreéna pozorovani

Vidéli jsme, ze nékteré fonologické systémy starych indoevropskych jazykl spliuji
podminky pro postulovani tvrzeni o sdruzenosti mezi jejich fadou velarni a fadou velarni
s piiznakem. Podobny systém fonologického vztahu zpétné modelujeme i pro rekonstru-
ovany indoevropsky stav.

Jako univerzalium se jevi syntagmatickd alternace SDRUZENA RADA — ZAKLADNI
RADA pied dierémem, sykavkou a okluzivou, ktera se proporéné vyskytuje v obou vyset-
fovanych jazycich v ekvivalentnich pozicich.

Namitka o tom, ze rekonstruovana indoevropstina nemohla obsahovat vice nez jeden
sdruzeny systém se fadou zékladni je snadno vyvratitelnd odkazem na staroindictinu (ale
ostatné i na aveststinu), ve kterych takové nasobné systémy sdruzenosti existuji, ackoliv
se jedna o indoiranskou inovaci obecného satemového systému.

Rozhodné ale i pro model indoevropstiny musime predpokladat systém sdruzenosti
zalozeny na dvou privativnich jednodimenzionalnich protikladech, kdy kazda sdruzena
fada je nezavisle priznakova k fadé zakladni, znazornitelny takto:

Tab. 7:
K
N
-K K’

Mezi obéma sdruzenymi fadami (schématicky -K a K") neexistuje alterna¢ni piechod,
ten je mozny pouze k fad¢ zakladni schématicky K).

Dalsi vyvoj v kentumovych a satemovych jazycich systém zjednodusil na jedine¢ny
protiklad sdruzené a zakladni fady, pficemz ve védském sanskrtu se znovuvytvoril dvo-
jity systém sdruzenosti.
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Cirkevnéslovanské expanze v materiidlech Etymologického slovniku
jazyka staroslovénského!
Pavla Valcikova

Cirkevni slovanstina, nejstar$i spisovny slovansky jazyk, vznikla pro potieby cirkve
a uzivalo se ji jako jazyka velkého pisemnictvi, zachovaného v rozli¢nych pozdéjsich
upravach od 10. do 18. stol. Vedle zakladniho doméaciho jazykového materialu se na
slovni zasobé cirkevni slovanstiny nejvic projevil vliv jazyka prekladanych predloh,
predevsim fectiny, odkud je v cirkevni slovanstiné fada pfimych vypujéek, predevsim
liturgické, hagiografické, homiletické a pravni terminy, ale i terminy filozofické,
pfirodovédné a nazvy biblickych realii (eganrtanie, ennckons, HEOHOMS, PHAOCOPS, c.F AHH,
OHArps, PHNHES, AenTHH, xHTonn apod.). Prostfednictvim fetiny vnikly do cirkevni
slovanstiny i1 hebraismy (#amona, Mansna, mecura, nacxa). Znacny vliv méla také latina;
nékteré vypujcky zni presly prostfednictvim fectiny do cirkevni slovanstiny (napf.
Khnhe's, Kecagh). Jeji hovorova podoba prechazela do dialektu Slovant a odtud se dostala
i do jejich spisovného jazyka (oysmn, kmmorpa, srnnys). Piedevsim jako prostrednik
pro piejeti vyrazl z latiny pasobila stard horni némcina (nons, nanexn), néktera slova
(napf. pogannie) jsou vSak zni prejata pfimo. V oblasti Balkanu piesla do csl. slova
turkotatarského (eann) nebo orientalniho pivodu (sHespms).

V této podobé plnila cirkevni slovanstina od svého vzniku v dobé cyrilometodéjské
po dlouhou dobu u slovanskych narodii tilohu jediného pisemného a spisovného jazyka.
Meéla tésné styky s vétsinou slovanskych spisovnych jazykl, pronikla i na uzemi
neslovanské, zvlasté k Rumunim. O cirkevnéslovanskych expanzich v jednotlivych
jazycich se sporadicky zminuji né€které vykladové, dvoujazyéné i etymologické slovniky
téchto jazyku, zfidka se nekterymi cirkevnimi slavismy zabyvaji ¢lanky v odbornych
publikacich. Soustavné se ve svych heslech zabyva expanzemi z cirkevni slovanstiny do
jinych jazykl, slovanskych i neslovanskych, teprve Etymologicky slovnik jazyka

Pl Also to be published in the proceedings of the international conference Cyril a Metod,
Slovensko a FEurdopa, May, 25th — 29th 2005, Trnava, Slovakian Republic. Reproduced with
permission. [Editor’s note]

staroslovénského (dale ESJS)', Podle materiali dosud vydanych dvanacti seSitt (a —
pacrn) expandovalo nejvice csl. slov do slovanskych jazykd (téméf 350), z toho asi 140
jsou ruské cirkevni slavismy. Velky pocet slov byl piejat z cirkevni slovanstiny do
rumunstiny — vice nez 300. Prejeti do ostatnich jazykt (madarStiny, albanstiny,
germanskych jazykt, feétiny apod.) jsou malo pocetna. Kumulace piejeti do rliznych
jazykt u jednotlivého cirkevnéslovanského terminu umoznuje Iépe sledovat piipadné
zmény, jimiz slovo béhem expanze prochazi.

Je bézné, ze slova z cirkevni slovanstiny ovliviiuji uréitym zpisobem jazyk, do
kterého expanduji, a naopak jsou piejimajicim jazykem ovliviiovana. Vedle zmén
hlaskoslovnych a tvaroslovnych, v kazdém jazyce odlisnych, dochazi nékdy pod vlivem
cirkevnéslovanského terminu v rtiznych jazycich k tvorbé novych slov. Prikladem
mohou byt csl. kompozita s gadaro-, uwo-, msnore-, ktera se Sitila do jinych jazykt a pod
jejichz slovotvornym vlivem vznikla v téchto jazycich fada dalSich kompozit (napf. r.
blagovospitannyj, sch. st. blagober, sch. blagogovorac, blagorastan, blagouman, t.
inobytijé, inogorodnyyj, sch. inokupan, r. mnogodktnyj, mnogoatomnyj, mnogozarjadnyy,
sch. mnogobradan, mnogobrizan, mnogofelan aj.).

U nékterych slov, ptejatych z cirkevni slovanstiny, dochazi k sémantickému posunu.
Z csl. Baarn ‘dobry, mily, pfijemny’ je patrn€ i str. blagyi ‘zbésily, divoky, zly,
nedobry’. Vyznamovy posun ‘dobry’ — ‘zly’ lze vysvétlit bud’ jako antonymni tabu
nebo jako lidovou interpretaci oficialniho pfidomku jurodivych, nabozenskych asketl a
fanatikti v Rusku ve 14.-16. stol., které cirkev oznacovala pozitivnim blagyi, ale jejichz
jednani bylo casto spoleCensky netinosné. Negativni vyznam piesel ze staré rustiny do
ruskych dialektt, do br. blahi ‘bezcenny, Spatny, nezdravy’ a do ukr. blahyj ‘slaby,
ubohy’, z br. dale do lit. blogas, lot. blags ‘Spatny, zIy’ a z ukr. do p. blahy, dial. blagi
‘bezcenny, slaby’. Méné pravdépodobna je rekonstrukce psl. blage ‘Spatny aj.’,
etymologicky odlisného od bolgw (Berneker [1] 1, 58; Machek [2] s.v. blahovy; Bezlaj
[3] s.v. lagdj aj.). — Stsl. khgorn ‘schranka, skiifika’ je dolozeno ve specialnich
vyznamech ‘archa Umluvy, tj. skfii s deskami Desatera’ a ‘archa Noemova’,
tradovanych v starozdkonnich textech Septuaginty. Csl. knigorn/kygoms bylo prejato do
rum. arch. chivot tv., ale i ‘tabernakulum, schranka na monstranci’(Tiktin 348 [4] a
Rosetti 1954, 44 [5]) a snad i do srb. st. kivot, sch. cirk. éivot ‘relikviai” a r. st. a dial.
kivot’, kiot’ ‘dfevénd police ¢i skiinka na uchovavani ikon’. U r. dial. kiot’ vznikl patrné
vyznam ‘ndhrobek, nahrobni trdmova konstrukce se sedlovou stfechou’ kontaminaci

! Etymologicky slovnik jazyka staroslovénského pripravuje etymologické odddleni Ustavu pro
jazyk &esky AV CR v Brné. Vychazi od r. 1989 v nakladatelstvi Academia (red. E. Havlova, A.
Erhart, I. Janyskova). Slovnik vychazi z materidlu Slovniku jazyka staroslovénského. Red. J. Kurz
a Z. Hauptova (1958-1997).
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s rcsl. kugopm ‘baldachyn’ a ‘krabicka majici podobu domku, popt. ndhrobek’, ke ztraté
—v- doslo snad alegrovym kracenim (Vasmer [6] 1, 554). — Csl. gnenpn “perla’, kulturni
slovo orientalniho piivodu, bylo piejato do vsl. biser ‘perla, perly’, stc. biser ‘kamének,
perla’ (od 14. stol., ziejm¢ z emauzskych hlaholskych textit). Sporna je csl. expanze do
polstiny, kde je slovo az od 15. stol. (snad vlivem staré Cestiny?) a kde se zkfizilo s lat.
byssus ‘drahocenna latka’ a dalo vznik p. bisior ‘vzacna latka; perly’. — Stsl
etnonymum EKanrapnns, které se uchovalo jen ve tvaru ak. pl. Eanrapms ‘Bulharsko’, se
snad knizni cestou nebo pres zivé slovanské jazyky dostalo do stilat. Bulgarus, kde se
specializovalo na oznaceni sekty bogomild, vzniklé v 10. stol. v Bulharsku. (Odtud
sémantickym posunem ‘heretik® — ‘sodomita’ vzniklo napf. it. buggerare, dial.
buz 'z arare ‘Sidit, bulikovat’ > ¢. buzerovat apod., nebo fr. bougre, arch. ‘zvrhlik,
sodomita’, novéji pokleslé v nadavku ‘mizera, rostak’, odkud snad ¢. expr. bugr). — U
chesl. raoyma ‘zert’ nedoslo sice k sémantickému posunu, slovo pieslo do st¢. jako hluma
m. ‘herec, kejklif’, jako ¢eské nomen proprium Hluma (Flajshans, SbPastrnek [7] 27n)
vsak tento vyznam v povédomi vefejnosti ztratilo.

Casto je totéz slovo piejato z cirkevni slovanstiny jen do nékterych jazyki, odkud
je potom piejimano dal prostfednictvim jazykd zivych. — Napft. b. kandilo, mk. kandilo,
sch. kandilo, str., r. dial. kandilo a také rum. mold. candeld/candila ‘olejova lampa,
zaveéSovana pred svaté obrazy ¢i pokladana na hroby’ (SDEM [8] 172; Tiktin 274n) jsou
z csl. kanmgnao ‘lampa’. Jsl. maskulina — b. kandil, mk. kandil, sch. kandil, kandilj
‘olejova ¢i elektricka svitilna svitici pfi muslimskych svatcich na minaretu” — jsou
pfejata prostfednictvim tur. kandil ‘lampa’ (Mikl. 1890 [9], 142; Berneker 1, 480; Skok
[10] 2, 33 aj.), zatimco sch. formy s —e- (kandel, kandela) jsou patrné vysledkem vlivu
stiedolat. literarniho candéla nebo it. candela (Rj [11], 4, 818, Skok lL.c.).

Hlavnim problémem cirkevnéslovanskych expanzi je skuteCnost, ze pifimé prejeti
z cirkevni slovan$tiny casto nelze spolehlivé odliSit od prejeti prostiednictvim
jinych jazykd, otazka ptejeti je sporna. — B. katizma, sch. katizma a r. kafizma chépou
nekteti (napt. Rj 4, 897) jako piejeti z csl. kagnema ‘cirkevni termin pro kazdy z 20
usektl, na né€z byl v liturgii rozdélen zaltaf pro usnadnéni Cetby a vnimani’. Nelze vSak
vyloucit ani nazor, ze jde o pfimé piejeti z feCtiny, ze stit. kabioua tv. (Vasmer 1944
[12], 76; Vasmer 1909 [13], 83; ptejima BER [14] 2, 273 aj.). — Sch. farisej a vsl. fariséj
je mozna z csl. dapnckn “farizej, ve starovéké Palesting prislusnik zidovské nabozensko-
politické sekty, ktera si Cinila narok na samostatny vyklad MojziSova zakona’, nelze
vSak odlisit od piejeti pres latinu a dalsi evropské jazyky. — O csl. nknasn, mkuars jako

o jednom z moznych pramentl strum. pening ‘mala mince’ uvazuje Tiktin (1143).

Z hlaskovych divodi je vSak pravdépodobnéjsi jeho germansky ptivod: slovanska slova
jsou pokladana za starou, uz psl. vypiijcku z germ. *penning-, dale nejasného.

Jindy je naopak slovo pokladano za prejeti z Zivych jazyki, i kdyZ ve skutecnosti
jde o prejeti z cirkevni slovans$tiny. — Napft. srb. arch. //tra ‘libra, jednotka vahy a duté
miry (0,328 kg)’ je patrn€ piejeti z csl. anmpa, Skok (2, 309) je vS§ak myln€ povazuje za
balkansky grécismus, rozsifeny prostiednictvim stflat. /itra ‘jednotka duté miry’.
— Piestoze Cernych 1993 [15] (2, s. 3) pochybuje o piejeti z csl. manpnms ‘(chramova)
pfedsii’ u r. a ukr. papert’ ‘kryté prostranstvi pied vchodem do pravoslavného chramu’

a od nich pfejatého br. paperc’ tv., jsou tato slova z cirkevni slovanstiny (ESBr [16] 8,
155).

Obtizné se urCuje cirkevnéslovansky puvod a cesty pfejeti u evropeismu, slov
uzivanych ve vétSin€ evropskych a v €asti neevropskych jazykl. — Slovo ¢uaocopnia je
dolozeno ve vSech slovanskych jazycich vyjma plb. a pom., ale ani v jihoslovanskych a
vychodoslovanskych jazycich nelze pocitat pouze s expanzi zcsl., protoze se jedna
o typické kulturni slovo, rozsitené i v jazycich neslovanskych. — Csl. gornsars pteslo
do sch. arch. dogmat m., dogmata f., vsl. dégmat (v. Vasmer 1909, 3, Sanskij [17] aj.);
z rustiny je prejato b. kniz. dogmat a patré i p. dogmat. Forma dogma piesla do vétsiny
slovanskych jazykd jako mladsi evropeismus. — Z csl. gunapnn je vsl. dindarij a strum.
dinariu, vSe ‘denar, dinar’. Rozsah csl. vlivu vSak nelze bezpecn¢ urcit, nebot’ jde
o kulturni termin s velkou migraci. Do jsl. dinar (sch. sln. aj.) pfiSlo slovo ziejmé
tureckym prostiednictvim (z per. arab. dinar, piejatého ze stit.). Pivodné §lo o oznaceni
fimské stfibrné mince, razené od 3. stol. pf. n. 1. do 4. stol. n. 1., hodnotové ekvivalentni
drachmé (v tomto vyznamu je v Novém zakong, odtud v evangelnich textech apod.). Od
9. stol. se §ifi po Evropé denar z francké fise; v tomto smyslu $lo ve stsl. dobé o aktudlni
platidlo. — Csl. mnmrponoanta ‘sidlo metropolity (biskupa, spravujiciho cirkevni provincii
(eparchii), jemuz jsou podfizeni biskupové jinych pfipojenych diecézi)’ proniklo za
soucasného prispéni stiedni a nové fectiny do jazykli pravoslavnych oblasti, kde se
hodnoti jako lexém cirkevni, pfipadné archaicky (b. mk. mitropolija, stb. mitropolija,
r. mitropdlija, odtud br. mitrapdlija, ukr. mytropdélija, vse ‘diecéze metropolity’ ¢i ‘sidlo,
palac metropolitiv’). Zcsl. je i rum. mitropolie ‘sidlo metropolity’, ‘metropolitni
kostel’, ‘metropole’. Ale sln. metropolija a €. st. metropole tv. jsou slova citovana. Jako
mladsi internacionalismus s vyznamem ‘hlavni mésto’ je slovo dolozeno ve vsech
slovanskych jazycich. — Csl. gemonn ‘zly duch’ expandovalo do r. démon,
prostiednictvim rustiny bylo pifejato do b. démon, mk. demon, br. déman, ukr. démon a
rum. demon, vSe ‘d’abel, démon’. Sln. a zsl. vyrazy jsou vSak evropeismy z latiny a ze
zapadoevropskych jazyka. — Csl. toponymum ykeagh rpags ‘Caiihrad, Konstantinopol’
bylo pfejato do vychodoslovanskych a jihoslovanskych jazykd, srov. b. mk. Carigrad
(KBE [18] 3, 117; PravMak. [19] 590), sch. Carigrad, sin. Carigrad, str. Césarvgorodw,
Cowsarvgorody, 1. st. Car’grad. Z vychodoslovanskych a jihoslovanskych jazykd preslo
jméno do jazykl zapadoslovanskych a do rumunstiny (€. st. Car(o)hrad, ¢. Carihrad,
slk. Carihrad, hl. Carihrdd, p. Carogrod; rum. Tarigrad, Taligrad). Pivodné tak byly
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ozna¢ovany obé metropole fimského imperia — Rim i Konstantinopol (srov. Lid.-Sc. [20]
310), v stsl. pamatkach jen Konstantinopol, coz je dano orientaci staroslovénské kultury
v kanonickych pamatkach (Cloz [21], Supr [22]), v Zivot¢ Konstantinové a
v kalendariich v evangeliafi Ostromirové a v apostolari Ochridském jsou nazvy oba.

Je-li slovo cirkevni slavismus nebo jde-li o piejeti prostfednictvim zivych jazyku,
pomaha z&asti objasnit mj. i srovnani vyznamu csl. slova a slov prejatych, jak ukazuji
nasledujici priklady. — Napf. rum. pir ‘pyr’ oznacuje Tiktin (1167) jako piejeti z csl.
nmigo “‘pSenice Spalda’, spiSe je vSak prejato z zivych jihoslovanskych jazyku, kde se
s vyznamem ‘pyr’ vyskytuje. — Rum. feapa ‘zaSpicatéla dievénd nebo kovova ty¢, kul,
osten aj.” je spiSe nez z csl. nguyknnry ‘naroubovat’ (tak Tiktin 1570n) piejato z zivych
slovanskych jazyk, srov. napf. vSesl. cépw ‘hil slouzici k riznym Géelim’, ptivodné
‘odstipnuty, odlomeny kus dfeva’. — Ukrajinsky etymologicky slovnik (ESUkr [23] 3,
546) uvadi, zZe r. dial. msSa je z csl. mnwa ‘mse’, zatimco ukr. a br. msa jsou z polstiny.
Vzhledem k tomu, Ze r. mSa se vyskytuje na jihu a zapad€ (v. Vasmer), je i v rusting
pravdépodobnéjsi piejeti z polstiny, a to i vzhledem k vyznamu ‘katolickd mse’.

Z vyse uvedenych dokladi jednotlivych cirkevnéslovanskych expanzi je patrné, ze
nelze vzdy bezpecné rozliSit prejeti zcirkevni slovanstiny od pfejeti ze Zzivych
slovanskych jazykt. Uvedenim spornych ptipadid a piipadnym zpochybnénim nékterych
mylnych expanzi podnécuje Etymologicky slovnik jazyka staroslovénského vznik
novych praci o vlivu cirkevni slovanstiny na dalsi jazyky a tim také ukazuje jeji
dilezitost jako mezinarodniho kulturniho jazyka své doby.
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Motivace slovanskych nazvi pro uditi a uzené maso!’

Pavla Valcéakova

Uprava masa uzenim patii mezi nejstar$i zptisoby konzervace. Jde o zdokonalenou
technologii star$iho zpisobu uchovani masa v pozivatelném stavu susenim pfi pfirozené
teploté vzduchu. Suseni teplym koufem, uzeni, cely proces urychluje a proschnuti masa
je dokonalejsi, coz zplsobuje delsi trvanlivost. Dokladem vniméni blizkosti procest
suSeni a uzeni u Slovand je napt. csl. uzdeno vino ,,suseny vinny plod, rozinka®, které je
variantou csl. suchva tv.

Slovanské nazvy pro uzeni a pro uzené maso jsou casto motivovany zménami,
k nimz u masa béhem uzeni dochazi. Je to predev§im ztrata tekutiny, ktera zptsobuje
ztratu pruznosti, zmen$eni objemu a zménu struktury.

Do této skupiny patii psl. *(v)editi ,,udit s pokracovanim v sln. voditi, oditi, pref.
povoditi, navoditi ,,udit, vyudit", povojeno mesé ,,uzené maso®, vojenina ,,uzenina“, slk.
udit’ udit, udené mdso ,,uzené maso*, udenina, slk. st. udlovina ,,uzenina“, slk. dial.
udlina tv., slk. st. udly, dial. udly ,uzeny" (Kalal), st¢. uzené ,,uzené maso®, udly, audly
»uzeny, pref. obuzeny ,vyuzeny, uzeny (o mase)* (Gebauer), €. st. udénina ,,uzenina“,
uzenice ,,Sunka“ (z doby obrozeni - Zibrt 604), povoditi ,,vyudit®, pomsln. powojeno
meso ,uzené maso*, p. wedzic¢ ,,udit”, mieso wedzone ,uzené maso”, wedlina, st. p. wed-
zina ,,uzenina®, ukr. st. viidyty. Br. véndzi¢ je prejeti z p. Odvozené br. véndzanaje mjdsa
»Luzené maso*, véndzanyja pradukty ,,uzeniny jsou patrné domaci derivaty onoho pie-
jeti. Br. vjandlina, dial. vanglina ,juzenina, Sunka‘“ jsou opét piejeti z polstiny (Briickner
608n).

Z hlediska etymologie je nejCastéji prijiman vyklad psl. *(v)editi jako kauzativa
k *vednoti ,,vadnout, chfadnout” z ie. *(s)wend- ,,chfadnout, ztracet se, mizet®.

Sch.-Sewc (ZS1 33, 565n) *oditi a *vednoti nespojuje. Vidi v *oditi ie. koten *an(2)
»dychat, dechnout”, nebo souvislost se stind. andha-, avest. anda- ,slepy, temny*, gal.
anda-bata- ,,gladiator, ktery bojuje v helmé¢ bez hledi (ve tm¢€)“. Autor uvadi v této sou-

DN slightly revised version of Val¢akova, Pavla. 1996. “Motivace slovanskych nazvi pro uditi a
uzené maso”. Sbornik praci filozofické fakulty brnénské univerzity A44, pp. 25-27. Brno:
Masarykova univerzita. Reproduced with permission. [Editor’s note]
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vislosti hl. corne mjaso ,,uzené maso* a sté. obuditi, obuzeti ,,o¢ernit, nafknout, obvinit
(kiivé)“. Motivaci pro pojmenovani uzeného masa a uzeni by byla v tomto ptipadé
tmava barva povrchu masa, vznikla pii uzeni.

Jungmanntv slovnik uvadi dvé vysvétleni vyznamu uditi: 1. ,,dymem a horkem svi-
rati" (snad pod vlivem nize uvedeného spojeni uditi koné ,,udidlem Usta mu svirati),
2. ,haciti, na hak (udu, udici) véseti” (sr. €. st. uditi ,,na udici ryby loviti*). Podobné spo-
juje uzené s udici lidova etymologie zaznamenana Holubem-Kopecnym (401) s po-
znamkou: ,,podle haku, na ktery se maso zavésuje. V tomto pfipad¢ jde o €. st. uda,
udice ,,vidlicka (popt. hédk) na maso", odtud uzené — ,,maso zavésené na haku*.

S vednoti je pravem spojovano r. vetcend, str. vetSina, vetcina, vjadcina ,,Sunka‘“
(StrS), r. dial. ,,syrové hovézi maso" (SRNG 4, 206); sr. jeSte str. vetSanyj, vetscanyyj,
vetéanyj ,seschly®, ale i ,stary, vetchy ap.“. Pfimo z *vetvchs ,,vetchy* vychazi pro
r. vetéina ,,Sunka‘“ Jagié¢ (AsIPh 9, 314n).

Sobolevského (RFV 14, 157) rekonstrukce *vecocina na zaklade€ r. *vecka, *vecvca
,sviné“ (ie. *uaka ,krava“) a Grotova domnénka (AsIPh 9, 310n) o piejeti r. slova
Z p. wiedzyna ,,uzenina“ nepresvedcuji.

K nazviim motivovanym procesem vysychani, schnuti patii mk. susi (meso) ,,udit,
suvo meso ,,uzené maso®, sch. susiti ,udit”, suho méso, siivo méso ,,uzené maso*, sln.
suho meso tv., susiti, po-, na- ,udit, vyudit, hl. susy¢ ,udit”, susene mjaso ,,uzené
maso®, dl. susys ,,udit”, susone méso ,,uzené maso“. Adj. v nazvu je pokracovanim psl.
*suchv (< ie. *sauso- ,,suchy, vyprahly). Pfi vzniku téchto nazvi pro pojmenovani
uzeného masa a uzeni sehrala patrné roli také vazba na star$i zplisob Gpravy masa suse-
nim.

Posledni skupinu tvoii ndzvy spojené s pojmenovanim koufe v jednotlivych slovan-
skych jazycich: b. pusa meso ,udit maso®, puseno meso ,,uzené maso®, pusek ,kouf,
dym* < ie. *p(h)u-s- ,nafukovat (se), nadymat (se) ap.*), sch. dimiti ,,udit™, dimljeno
méso ,,uzené maso* (dim ,.kout*, psl. dyms ,.kout" < ie. dhimo- tv.), sin. kaditi, preka-
Jati ,udit”, kajeno (prekajeno) meso ,,uzené maso* (kad ,.koui*, cad tv. < ie. *ked- ,kou-
fit, ¢adit™), ukr. koptyty ,udit”, kopcééne mjaso ,juzené maso®, kopcénja ,,uzenina“, r.
koptit' ,udit“ (ale str. koptiti pouze ,,spalovat néco pro ziskani sazi), kopconnoje mjaso
,»uzené maso®, kopconosti ,,uzeniny (< *kwep-/*kwap- ,koufit, dmout se, kypét, vafit
ap.©).

Pojmenovani procesu uzeni i uzeného masa podle koufe, koufeni je velmi Casté
i v ostatnich ie. jazycich, sr. lit. rikti ,,udit®, ritkyta mésa ,uzené maso“, agl. smoke
Hudit 1, koutit”, smoked meat ,uzené maso*, smoked foods ,uzeniny", ném. rduchern
Hudit, | koufit", Rauchfleisch ,juzené maso®, Rducherware ,juzenina“, $§véd. rokt kott



»uzené maso" (réka ,koufit”, ,udit”), niz. gerookt viees ,,uzené maso* (roken ,koufit“,
HLudit™), dan. reget rod (roge ,koufit”, ,udit), it. affumicare ,,udit“, carne affumicata
»uzené maso (fumdre ,koufit”), Span. ahumar ,udit, carne ahumada, c. ahumado
»uzené maso (humo ,.koui*), fr. fumer ,udit” i ,koufit”, fumer de la viande ,,udit maso*,
lat. caré suffita ,juzené maso“ (suffire ,koufit ap.”), t. kanviferv ,udit”, xpéag 10
komvifov ,,uzené maso* (xkarvog ,,dym®) aj.
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PoznamKky k vyjadfovani posesivity u zajmen 3. osoby v ¢eStiné!”!
Radoslav Vecerka

Pro vyjadfovani posesivity (v Sirokém smyslu) u osobnich zajmen 3. osoby ma sou-
Casna spisovna Cestina prosttedky zna¢né riznorodé: pro muzsky a sttedni rod je to ge-
nitiv jeho, pro Zensky adjektivum jeji, pro mnozné ¢islo zvlastni ,,posesivni* forma ge-
nitivu jejich (kdezto pro ostatni genitivni funkce se uziva tvaru jich). Jednotlivé faze
vyvojového procesu, jehoz vysledkem je tento dnesni stav, jsou po strance faktové cel-
kem znamy:

Pivodné se v Cestiné vyjadiovaly posesivni vztahy téchto zdjmen 3. osoby genitivem
jeho, jie, jich, zcela ve shodé s nejbéznéjsi snad funkci genitivu viibec. Vyvoj se zacal u
tvaru muzského (a stiedniho), kde vedle tvaru jeho vznikl oslabenim prvni slabiky (kdyz
ptizvuk padal na slabiku druhou, srov. ruské jego) tvar jho, ho. Tato dvojtvarost genitivu
(jeho || ho) se pak prenesla i k zajmentim Zenského rodu a do mnozného ¢isla, kde nové
vznikly (naopak nez u muzského rodu) tvary $irsi: vedle jie i jejie, vedle jich i jejich.
Té&chto formalnich dublet bylo v jazyce vyuzito k diferenciaci vyznamu: 1. Jejie ma jiz v
nejstar§ich pamatkach vyznam pouze piivlasthovaci (a od 15. stol. se zcela morfologicky
ptifazuje k adjektiviim typu pési, tim, ze tvar jejie — od plivodu genitiv — byl pojat za
nominativ a pritvoreno k nému celé adjektivni paradigma), kdeZto jie ma pouze jiné ge-
nitivni vyznamy (kromé pfivlastiovaciho). 2. V platnosti pfivlastiiovaci se uziva jen
jeho, kdezto pro ostatni genitivni vyznamy se uziva bud’ jeho nebo ho podle ptizvuc-
nosti. 3. Jich se objevovalo ve funkci genitivu viibec, jejich pak od 15. stoleti toliko ve
vyznamu pfivlastiiovacim (ovSem z pocatku vedle jich). Od 16. stol. se vSak prestava
uzivat jich ve vyznamu pfivlastiiovacim a uziva se ho jen v ostatnich genitivnich funk-
cich.!

Tento vyvoj vSak neprobéhl na celém uzemi Ceského jazyka rovnomérné; v nékte-
rych nafecich se zachovava archaictéjsi stav nez ve spisovném jazyce a jeji je v nich
dosud (nesklonnym) genitivem,” v jinych je naopak dosv&den vyvoj uz pokrogilejsi,
s adjektivizovanymi tvary jejichho, jejichmu ..., nebo i jejin apod.’

Pozoruhodné jsou konecné i rozdily ve vyjadfovani posesivity u téchto zdjmen mezi

FT A slightly revised version of Vecerka, Radoslav. 1955. “Poznamky k vyjadfovani posesivity

u zajmen 3. osoby v ¢estin€”. Shornik praci filozofické fakulty brnénské univerzity A 3, pp. 36-41.
Brno: Masarykova univerzita. Reproduced with permission. [Editor’s note]
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¢estinou a jinymi slovanskymi jazyky. Tak v slovinstin€ jsou tvary njegov, njen, njihov a
stejné i v srbocharvatsting (kde jsou dolozeny i tvary jiné, jako napt. njezin, njihan),
v bulharstiné negov, nein aj.; v rustin€ vedle genitivil i ichnij a v dialektech téZ jevonnyj
Jjevojnyj, jejnyj aj.; v horni luZi¢ting se vedle genitivu uziva pro femininum i adjektivniho
Jjejny;* nebo v slovenskych nate&ich jsou dosvéd&eny tvary jako jejin a jehov;’ dale napf.
v kaSubsting jsou v gen. sg. feminin vedle forem jé, ii také delsi tvary jeié, ieii’ a po-
dobné v pluralu vedle kratSich iix, iéx tvary ieiix, ieiéx, pii c¢emzZ delsi tvary maji funkei
posesivni®, apod.

Vylozit vyvojové zakonitosti, jejichZ projevem je tato dneSni pestrost, je mozno jen
v hlubsich perspektivach historickych a v SirSich souvislostech srovnavacich. Zasadni
vyznam tu ma zjisténi, ze tato zdjmena neméla diive vyznam zajmen osobnich, nybrz to
byla zdjmena ukazovaci. Jak se obecné uznava, vyvinul se ze substantivni funkce téchto
puvodnich demonstrativ (kterd neméla nominativ) oslabenim ukazovaciho vyznamu
utvar, uchovavajici si schopnost vyjadfovat pad, rod a ¢islo a vhodny tedy k zastupovani
substantivniho pojmu — z4jmeno 3. osoby; nepfimé pady zajmena jego ... byly pak
v historickém vyvoji slovanskych jazykli doplnény nominativy jinych piivodné ukazova-
cich zajmen onw, tv, piipadné piivodnimi deiktickymi interjekcemi *zo, *ono.”

Zména funkce téchto zajmen uréila i smér jejich dal§itho vyvoje morfologického.
Tim, Ze se stala zajmeny osobnimi, pfifadila se tato zajmena jako tieti ¢len k zajmenim
1. a 2. osoby a vyrovnavala se s nimi i po morfologické strance. Neslo vSak v procesu
tohoto vyrovnavani o automatickou analogii, o0 mechanické piejimani koncovek, nybrz
spiSe o pfizpusobovani novych zajmen 3. osoby zajmentim osoby 1. a 2. z hlediska cel-
kového zpisobu, typu vyjadfovani; po strance v uzkém smyslu formalni pfi tom zajmena
3. osoby vyuzivala prostiedkli a moznosti vlastnich, nékdy i v podrobnostech odlisnych
od zajmen 1. a 2. osoby. Tak napf. podle pfizvucnych a neptizvucnych dublet nekterych
tvarti zajmen 1. a 2. osoby (az uz jde o tvary enklitické od ptivodu, jako mi, ti, si, nebo
o tvary enklitické sekundarné, jako ceské me, té, se) se podobna dvojtvarost vytvarela i
u nového zajmena 3. osoby; srov. napt. ¢eské jemu || mu, jeho || ho, jej || -7 (a podobné je
tomu i v jinych zapadoslovanskych a jihoslovanskych jazycich)®; naopak napf. v rusting,
kde neptizvucné tvary zajmen 1. a 2. osoby zanikly, nevyvinuly se ov§em ani u zajmen
osoby 3. (ale v zapadoukrajinskych dialektech, kde jsou enklitické tvary my, ty, sy a ma,
fa, $a, objevuji se i nové zkraceniny ho, mu, ji’). Podobné podle gen.-ak. nas, vas ma
dnes napf. srbocharvatstina ve funkci ak. pl. tvary njih, ih (ve vSech ptipadech bez rozli-
Seni rodu nebo Zivotnosti) apod.

A vliv zajmen 1. a. 2. osoby na zdjmeno 3. osoby se projevil praveé také pii vyjadio-
vani posesivity. Zajmena 1. a 2. osoby méla totiz ve funkci privlastiiovaci jednak samo-
statna posesiva mojb, tvojb pro vyjadieni vlastnika v jednotném ¢éisle a naso, vase pro
¢islo mnozné (piipadné posesivni dativy). Pfesahlo by ramec této tivahy, kdybychom se
pokouseli vylozit pfi¢iny, pro¢ v tomto pripadé nemély slovanské jazyky vyjadieni geni-
tivni; musime s tim prosté pocitat jako s hotovym (s hlediska slovanského) faktem.'
Vyjimku tvofi jen pfipady, v nichz jde o pfivlastiiovani vlastnikiim (v 1. a 2. osobg)



dvéma; slovanstina nezdédila n&jaka starsi posesiva s dualovym vyznamem,'' a tak
mame ze starSich obdobi slovanskych jazykt dosvédceny doklady s genitivem duélu,
jako napf. staroslovénské'? (podle Zogr.) J 9.20 sw estv snw naju, nebo Mt 9.29 po véré
vaju bodi vama, nebo staroéeské najii vina jest velika AIxBM;" s rozkladem a zanikem
dualu byly dualové genitivy vytlaceny v téchto pfipadech plurdlovymi posesivy nds,
vas' (viz napt. sté. piiklady u Gebauera 1. c.; neni ostatné bez zajimavosti, Ze v slovin-
stin€, kde se dudl jako syntakticka kategorie udrzel (nebo podle Dostala sekundarné roz-
vil), vytvotily se pro vyjadreni posesivity 1. a 2. i 3. osoby dudlu zvlastni tvary najin,
vajin, jun);" prakticky tedy na vyvoj posesivity u zdjmen 3. osoby mohl ptisobit piiklad
zajmen 1. a 2. osoby jen v singularu a v pluralu. Z dokladi uvedenych na pocatku tohoto
¢lanku pak jasné vyplyva, jaky byl smér tohoto ptisobeni: vSechny novotvary (tedy ni-
koli ty ptipady, v nichZ je archaicky zachovan genitiv, jako tfeba v polstin€) je mozno
charakterisovat jako projev tendence vyjadrit posesivitu negenitivné, diferencovat for-
malné vyjadreni vztahu pfivlastiovaciho od vyjadieni genitivnich vyznami jinych.

V jihoslovanskych jazycich (a v slovenskych narecich) se tato tendence projevila
vytvorenim adjektiv, a to vétSinou nejbéznéjsimi privlastiiovacimi suffixy —ov, -in. Po-
dobné v ruskych dialektech (a z¢asti i v horni luzictin€) doslo k adjektivizaci téchto pt-
vodnich genitivl; je pfiznacné, Ze rustina uzila v té€chto piipadech jinych odvozovacich
piipon — souvisi to zfejme¢ s mensi zivotnosti suffixt —ov, -in v rustin€ (i kdyz si ovSem
uvédomujeme, Ze jsou v lidové mluvé rozsifengjsi nez ve spisovném jazyce).'®

Slozita je situace v Cestin€. Pozoruhodné je predevs§im to, ze se v Cestiné vytvorily
zvlastni formalni varianty genitivli s funkci vyhradn€ posesivni: jejich a nafecni ne-
meénny tvar jeji (srov. podobné poméry v kasubsting); také u tvaru jeho mizeme pozoro-
vat jakysi nabéh k vytvoreni takového ,,posesivu“ aspon v pfiznaku negativnim, v tom,
ze toto zajmeno nemize uz dnes vyjadrit posesivni vztahy krat§im tvarem ko (ackoli
v star§im jazyce to mozné bylo, srov. napf. znamou pasaz z legendy o JidaSovi ,,pocniic
ot Piémysla krale, kak 4o syn kak vnuk na male s& jst sbyli na sem svét&“)."” Zvlastnost
vyvoje v cesting tedy zalezi (na rozdil od jinych slovanskych jazykt) v tom, ze se v ni
vytvorily jednak specidlni tvary, vyjadiujici posesivnost nekongruentné (jejich, jeho,
nesklonné jeji), jednak tvary, které vyjadiuji sice posesivitu kongruentné (podobné jako
ji kongruentné vyjadiuji maij, tviij, ndas, vas), ale nejsou tvofeny béznymi ,,zpiidaviiuji-
cimi posesivnimi ptiponami (adjektivni jeji, jejiho ..., jejich, jejichho . . .).

Specificnost tohoto vyvoje posesivity u ¢eskych osobnich zajmen lze spravné pocho-
jicich posesivitu kongruentné — ptidavnych pfivlastiiovacich jmen na —iv, -ova, -ovo a
—in, -ina, -ino. Uvedena fakta z vyvoje posesivity u zajmen totiz dobie zapadaji do cel-
kového obrazu hlavnich tendenci ve vyvoji ¢eskych posesivnich adjektiv, ktery podava
v studii K problematice ceskych posesivnich adjektiv Josef Vachek." Podle ného maji
posesivni adjektiva na -#v a —in, zachovavajici jest¢ dobfe jmenné tvary, ponckud
zvlastni postaveni v Ceském jazykovém systému, nebot v jeho vyvoji se projevuje
tendence k likvidovani jmennych tvart adjektivnich (kterd je soucésti obecnéj$iho
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procesu, vedouciho k zfetelné diferenciaci jednotlivych slovnich druh po strance
formalni'®). Tato likvidace jmennych tvarti adjektivnich se v &edting uskute&iuje
riznymi zpusoby: jednak zménou tvar jmennych v tvary slozené (napf. pravé
u posesivnich adjektiv, ktera maji v lidové mluvé slozené tvary), jednak zachovanim
jmennych tvard, ale jejich syntaktickym pfehodnocenim (napt. u l-ovych participii,
u nichz se dnes uz jejich adjektivni povaha neciti), nebo konecné uplnou preménou
téchto tvarli po strance formalni i syntaktické — tak je tomu napi. v jihozapadnich
¢eskych narecich u posesivnich adjektiv na —uv, -in, jichz se tam uziva v ustrnulé podobé
na —ovo, -ino pro vSechny rody i pady: tatovo klobouk, sousedovo zahrada, takze se tim
tyto prostiedky vytadily vlastné ze systému adjektiv a staly se jakousi (neplnopravnou
ovSem) variantou genitivu. Maji tedy dnes tyto ustrnulé tvary na —ovo, -ino v podstaté
stejnou povahu jako jejich, nesklonné jeji a (z&asti) jeho: vyjadiuji posesivitu zvlastnim
nesklonnym tvarem, jakymsi ,,posesivem®.

Zjisténi funkéni i formalni podobnosti posesivnich tvarti zajmen 3. osoby s nafe¢nimi
neménnymi tvary na —ovo, -ino na jedné strané dopliuje a podporuje vyklad téchto no-
votvarll na -ovo, -ino, nebot’ ukazuje, Ze zpisob vyjadfovat privlastiiovaci vztahy spe-
cidlnimi neménnymi tvary (odliSnymi pfitom od normalnich genitivil) neni v cestiné
néco naprosto neobvyklého. Na druhé stran€ pomaha i vylozit zvlastni vyvoj vyjadiovani
posesivity u zajmen 3. osoby, protoze pifinasi svédectvi o takovych vyvojovych tenden-
cich v cestiné, které vedou ke vzniku zvlastnich ,,posesivi® nejen u zajmen, nybrz pfi
vyjadfovani posesivity vibec.

Pfi podrobnéjsim srovnani se ovSem ukaze, Ze jsou mezi t€émito prostiedky i vyvo-
jové rozdily. Dostala-li se adjektiva na —ovo, -ino na dnes$ni své misto v gramatickém
systému do blizkosti genitivu procesem ,,dostredivym*® (feceno slovy Vachkovymi), pak
zajmenné posesivy vznikly naopak s hlediska padového systému procesem ,,odstiedi-
vym®. Dalsi rozdil mezi t€émito formami je v tom, ze tvary na —ovo, -ino vznikly ptisobe-
nim této tendence jako neologismy; naopak u zajmennych nekongruentnich tvart jeho,
Jjejich, a nesklonného jeji se tato tendence projevuje spis retardacng, brzdivé (kdybychom
za vyvojove pokrocilejsi pokladali vznik prostfedk kongruentnich jakozto projev du-
sledngjsi analogie s kongruentnimi muij, tviij, nas, vas). Ale tyto rozdily nemohou byt
srovnani obou forem na zavadu. I kdyz vznikaly z riznych prostiedkil a vyvijely se pu-
vodné riznym (v podrobnostech) smérem, piece jen ma jejich vyvoj konec konct smér
spolecny — vytvofit zvlastni nesklonné tvary s vyznamem posesivnim.

Je vsak otazka, je-li metodologicky tinosné srovnavat takto jevy spisovného jazyka s
jinymi jevy nafecnimi (spisovné jeho, jejich s nafe¢nimi nesklonnymi adjektivy na —ovo,
-ino, kdyz se tato adjektiva ve spisovném jazyce sklonuji), nebo dokonce jevy nékterych
nareci s jinymi jevy z jinych nafeci, i kdyz mezi nimi neni geograficka souvislost (napf.
lasské nesklonné jeji s jihoceskymi nesklonnymi pfivlastiovacimi adjektivy na —ovo,
-ino). Opravnéni k takovému postupu davaji spravné pochopené pojmy ,,narodni jazyk*
a ,vnitfni zakony vyvoje jazyka“. Spole¢nym jmenovatelem pro podobné srovnavani
spisovnych a nafecnich (ne archaickych, nybrz neologickych) jevli nebo pro srovnavani



jevu dvou riznych nareci izemné nesouvisicich nemuze byt ani tak synchronni stav,
fakta sama o sob€, jako spi§ vnitini vyvojové zakonitosti, jichZ jsou tato fakta vysled-
kem. V daném piipadé pak prokazuje citovany Vachkiv rozbor presvédCive, ze vytvo-
feni ustrnulych posesivnich adjektiv na —ovo, -ino, tiebaze rozsitenych jen na ¢asti Ces-
kého jazykového tizemi, je konec konctl projevem, i kdyz specifickym, vyvojovych ten-
denci vlastnich ¢eskému narodnimu jazyku jako celku. A prave zjisténi, ze v CeStiné
existuji takové vyvojové tendence, které viibec mohly vést k vyjadiovani piivlastihova-
cich vztahi formalné neménnymi tvary (odliSnymi pfitom od genitivll), umoznuje chapat
spravné a v celkovych souvislostech i zvlastni vyvoj posesivnich tvart zajmena 3. osoby.

Na zavér shrnujeme: Na vyvoji vyjadfovani posesivity u zdjmen 3. osoby v cesting se
podilelo nékolik Ciniteld. Jednak to bylo pfifazeni tohoto pivodniho demonstrativa
k osobnim zajmendm jd, #y, ktera nevyjadfovala posesivitu genitivem; pfizpisobeni no-
vého zajmena 3. osoby zajmenim 1. a 2. osoby ve vyjadiovani pfivlastiiovaciho vztahu
bylo v riznych slovanskych jazycich rizné. V ¢estiné plsobily na smér tohoto vyvoje
jednak tendence vyjadrit pfivlastek shodné, adjektivné (srov. spisovné jeji, jejiho ...,
narecni jejich, jejichho ...), jednak i tendence, které se uplatiovaly ve vyvoji ¢eského
posesivniho vyjadfovan adjektivniho vibec a které se na ¢asti ¢eského jazykového
uzemi projevily ustrnovanim pivodnich pfivlastiovacich adjektiv v nesklonné utvary na
—ovo, -ino (srov. spisovné jejich, Castecné i jeho a nafeni nemeénné jeji).

POZNAMKY

! Srov. napt. Gebauertv vyklad v Historické mluvnici jazyka ceského III, 1,1896, str. 468
az 469; podrobné o tomto thematu pojednava stat’ V. Ertla Jich, jejich v Nasi fec¢i VIII,
1924, str. 193-211.

2 Tak napf. na Opavsku, viz Arnost Lamprecht, Stredoopavskad nareci, Praha 1953, str.
S5.

? Viz napt. Ceskoslovenskda viastivéda III, Jazyk, Praha 1934, str. 69 a 80.

* Srov. V. Vondrék, Vergleichende Slavische Grammatik II, Gottingen 1928, str. 87 a
352.

> Zaznamenava je uz M. Hattala, Mluvnica jazyka slovenského, P&t 1864, str. 93.

® Srov. F. Lorentz, Geschichte der pomoranischen (kaschubischen) Sprache, Berlin —
Leipzig 1925, str. 157 a 158.

7 K problematice tohoto supletivismu v staroslovéniting a k problematice slovanskych
zajmen 3. osoby vibec viz Clanek J. Kurze K otdzce nominativu zdjmena treti osoby
v jazyce staroslovenském v Listech filologickych 67, 1940, str. 290 n. Tam také ptehled
star§i literatury. Vyvoj nominativu zajmena 3. os. on z puv. interjekcionalniho ono
v Cesting vyklada F. Travniéek: Neslovesné véty v cestiné I, Veéty interjekcni, Brno 1930,
str. 120 n.

¥ Vondrék, Vergleichende Slavische Grammatik II, str. 85 n.

? Viz Tadeusz Lehr-Splawinski, Wladyslaw Kuraszkiewicz, Franciszek Slawski, Prze-
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glad i charakterystyka jezykow stowianskich, Warszawa 1954, str. 106.

' Patrné tento jev souvisel s tim, Ze ide. tvary *moi, *toi, *soi (z nichz vznikly slovanské
mi, ti, si) mély ptivodné jak funkci dativni, tak i funkci genitivni; podrobné s pfehledem
starsi iteratury viz B. Havranek, Genera verbi v slovanskych jazycich I, Praha 1928, str.
111 — 113. A. Margulies (Der altkirchenslavische Codex Suprasliensis, Heidelberg
1927) vidi pfic¢inu toho, pro¢ se v slovanstiné nevyjadfuje posesivita zdjmen 1. a 2.
osoby genitivem, v okolnosti, Ze v ni nejsou enklitické genitivy téchto zajmen, které by
odpovidaly feckym pov, oov (str. 116).

" A potieba vyjadfit zietelné v posesivnich spojenich gramatické &islo determinujiciho
napi. napadné vyssi frekvence holych posesivnich genitivii Zivotnych substantiv v plu-
rdlu (kdezto v sg., pokud se tu viibec holé posesivni genitivy zivotnych substantiv obje-
vuji, je téchto dokladi mnohem méné a vétsinou jsou motivovany né&jak morfologicky):
posesivni adjektiva na —ovs, -inw, -jb vyjadiujici bézné pfivlasthovani zivotnym sub-
stantivim, méla totiz vyznam singularovy, a tedy prave plural bylo nutno vyjadfit nead-
jektivné — posesivnim genitivem nebo dativem (podrobnéji o tomto jevu pojednavam
v jiné souvislosti).

'2 Tento jev zaznamenal v cirkevni slovaniting uz J. Dobrovsky (Institutiones linguae
Slavicae dialecti veteris, Vindobonae 1822, str. 628).

13 Srov. Jan Gebauer, Historickd mluvnice Jjazyka ceského IV, Praha 1929, str. 220; tam i
dalsi st¢. doklady.

' Kdybychom pfijali tezi, ze v nejstar§im obdobi slovanském i v obdobi piedhistoric-
kém byl dual

,»Spise omezen na nékolik substantiv, ktera vyjadiovala pfedevsim dvojice ¢asti lidského
téla“, a kdybychom za sekundarni rozsiteni pokladali uziti dudlu o nahodnych dvojicich,
jako je tomu v staroslovénsting (srov. A. Dostal, Vyvoj dudlu v slovanskych jazycich,
zvlaste v polstiné, Praha 1954, str. 45), odpadl by ovSem ptedpoklad o praslovanském
ptivlastiovacim dudlu zajmen 1. a 2. osoby a uvedené doklady ze starSich fazi slovan-
skych jazykt bychom vylozili také jako sekundarni a (s vyjimkou snad jen staroslovén-
§tiny) pouze epizodicky a nedusledny jev. Je pozoruhodné, ze napf. ze staré polStiny
neuvadi D. ani jeden podobny doklad pfivlastiovaciho genitivu dudlu zajmen 1. a 2.
osoby (nezminuje se vSak ani o tom, jsou-li v nejstarSich polskych pamatkach dolozena
posesiva nasz, wasz pro privlastiovani dvéma osobam).

5 Vondrak, Vergleichende Slavische Grammatik I1, str. 87 a 352.

' Srov. Grammatika russkogo jazyka I, Moskva 1953, str. 227 — 229.

"7 Viz dalsi piiklady v Gebauerové Historické mluvnici jazyka ceského IV, str. 219.

'® Studie a prace linguistické I. K $edesatym narozeninam akademika Bohuslava Ha-
vranka, Praha 1954, str. 171-189.

' Jako projev této slovné druhové diferenciatni tendence miizeme uvést i jiné jevy,
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fixovani jejich mista vzhledem k substantivu, kdyZ jesté napt. v sanskrtu stavaji i za sub-



stantivem — srov. vyklad J. Zubatého ve Studiich a ¢lancich II, Praha 1954, str. 325 n.;
nebo z procestt obecné slovanskych napt. formovani Cislovek jako samostatného slov-
niho druhu, vyznacujiciho se specifickymi rysy sémantickymi, morfologickymi i syn-
taktickymi (kdeZto v praslovansting to byla po formalni strance jednak zdjmena, jednak
substantiva) — srov. o tom praci J. Serecha Probleme der Bildung des Zahlworts als
Redeteil in den slavischen Sprachen, Acta universitatis Lundensis XLVIII, 1952.

Vecerka : Poznamky k vyjadiovani posesivity u zajmen 3. osoby v ¢estiné
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Komutace v glosematice a ve fonologii:
»Hlikvid“!
Bohumil Vykypél

pripad staroceskych

V jednom ze svych Cetnych textl k prazské skole jazykovédné psal Oldtich Leska o tom,
jak prazska Skola zvysila prestiz slovanskych jazykd v jazykovédném svété (viz Leska
1994). Tomas Hoskovec (2002: 168) tvrdi (a ja s nim v tom souhlasim), Ze stara ¢eStina
je pro indoevropskou srovnavaci jazykovédu stejné dulezitd jako staroslovénstina.
V tomto piispévku chci drobné ukézat, ze stara Cestina je nebo mlze byt dilezita také
pro jazykovédu synchronni a obecnou: na jednom specifiku staré ¢estiny chci ukazat, jak
stara CeStina mize dobfe ilustrovat jednu obecnou ¢i univerzalni otazku jazykové teorie.

1. Mezi prazskou a kodafiskou Skolou jazykovédného strukturalismu existuji, jak je
vat tak, ze prazska skola zkouma formu v substanci (formu v jeji manifestaci) a jazyk
(formu) v jeho ucelu, kterym je komunikace, zatimco glosematika — alespon na pocatku
svého popisu jazyka — se zabyva cistou formou a jazykem o sobé. Tyto dva rozdily zna-
menaji jinymi slovy, ze Praha vidi jazyk z noetického hlediska jako prostiedek (nastroj)
komunikace a z ontologického hlediska na jedné stran¢ jako prunik formy a svéta (formu
v substanci) a na druhé strané jako prinik vyrazového a obsahového planu, pficemz
vyraz je jako prostiedek podfizen obsahu.

Je ovSem dulezité poznamenat, Ze tento dvoji rozdil se nedotyka jen obecné dekla-
race, co je jazyk, definice jazyka, nebo deklarace, co je ¢i ma byt pfedmétem jazyko-
védy, nybrz dotyka se také zptisobu, jakym se jazyk popisuje. To nazorn€ ukazal Oswald
Ducrot (1967) na ptikladu tzv. komutace, kterda ma v teorii a praxi prazské Skoly a
v teorii a praxi glosematiky odlisny status. V Praze komutacni test, zjistujici vztah ko-
mutace, zaujima exkluzivni postaveni “oteviraciho nastroje”, kterym se oddéluje rele-
vantni od irelevantniho, a tak se zjist'uje to, co je distinktivni, jako to, co je relevantni
pro komunikaci. Pfitom je dilezité, ze toto se (zfeteln€) déje jen ve vyrazovém planu,
nebot’ vyrazovy plan je podiizen obsahovému planu jako prostfedek svému ucelu. Nao-

[*] Previously published as Vykypél, Bohumil. 2004. “Komutace v glosematice a ve fonologii:
piipad starodeskych ‘likvid’”. Cestina — univerzdlia a specifika 5 (eds. Zdenika Hladkd & Petr
Karlik), pp. 420-426. Praha: Nakladatelstvi Lidové noviny. Reproduced with permission. [Editor’s
note]
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pak pro Hjelmsleva predstavuje komutace jeden vztah mezi jinymi a komutacni test je
dokonce podfizen zjisténi odpovidajiciho syntagmatického vztahu, ktery vytvati (defi-
nuje) kategorii, v niz vztah komutace existuje. Komutace a komuta¢ni test maji u Hjelm-
sleva také stejny status v obou planech, protoze oba plany jsou si rovnopravné.

Fonologie (prazska skola) a glosematika se vSak neodlisuji jen ve statusu komutac-
niho vztahu a v tcelu komutacniho testu, nybrz i v tom, co je objektem “zdmény”, ktera
se pti komuta¢nim testu déje. Fonologie pfi svém komuta¢nim testu zaménuje segmenty
manifestovaného vyrazového fetézce, aby zjistila, zda jsou distinktivni, tzn. zda mohou
ménit slovni vyznamy jako segmenty manifestovaného obsahového fetézce. Glosematika
naopak zaménuje ¢leny kategorie, tzn. veliciny, které alternativné vstupuji do syntagma-
tického vztahu k jiné kategorii, a zjiSt'uje, zda jejich zdména vyvola analogickou zaménu
v druhém planu, tj. zda zkoumané veli¢iny jsou invarianty. To znamend, Ze fonologie
zjistuje inventaf distinktivnich prvki a tyto pak kategorizuje na zaklad¢ jejich substanc-
nich vlastnosti; tato kategorizace je tedy dana uz pied jazykovou analyzou a jen se roz-
hoduje, které entity této kategorizaci budou podrobeny, tj. které entity jsou distinktivni.
Glosematika naopak zjist'uje pocet invariant, které jsou kategorizovany uz pied komu-
ta¢nim testem (ale ovSem ne pied jazykovou analyzou, nebot’ pfed ni viibec neexistuji).

Rozdil mezi glosematikou a fonologii ve statusu a uc¢elu komutacniho vztahu a ko-
mutacniho testu vyplyva tedy z rozdilné ptedstavy o tom, co je jazyk. Pro glosematiku je
jazyk “sit’ vztahtl” (prvky jsou definovany relativné, vztahove) a o jeho ucelu se neuva-
zuje (alesponi je pti jeho popisu). Pro fonologii (prazskou skolu) je jazyk nastrojem ko-
munikace, a proto je také tieba jej popisovat v tomto jeho ucelu a v jeho manifestaci jako
pruniku jazyka se svétem. Z toho ovSem rovnéz plyne, ze jazyk jako sit’ vztahi predsta-
vuje stabilnéjsi entitu, zatimco jazyk jako nastroj komunikace je dynamicte;jsi.

Glosematicky vztah komutace jazykovych prvki se nerovna fonologické distinktivni
schopnosti foném, byt se oboji zjistuje zaménou jistych prvkl (coZ mimochodem fe-
¢eno vlastné tvofi spole¢ného jmenovatele, ktery viibec umoziuje oboji srovnavat): jak
zaména sama, tak zaménhované prvky jsou v obou ptipadech rizné. Nicméné zde snad
lze za noetickym rozdilem najit spole¢ny ontologicky objekt, ktery je v prvnim piipadé
in potentia, v druhém piipad¢ in actu.

2. Tento obecny popis rozdilu mezi komutaci v glosematice a ve fonologii jsem se poku-
sil ilustrovat na pfikladu glosematického a fonologického hodnoceni u a va i a j
v litevsting (viz Vykypél 2003a: 168-169). Myslim, ze jesté instruktivnéjsi a zajimaveéjsi
ptiklad poskytuje stara cestina a hodnocendi jejich tzv. slabi¢nych likvid.

Slabi¢né likvidy, které lze ve staré cestiné hodnotit jako zvlastni fonémy (a nikoli jen
varianty fonémi), predstavuji dilezité specifikum a napadny rys staré Cestiny, a nasly
tak 1 misto ve fonologickych kompendiich (viz Trubetzkoy 1939: 168; Jakobson—Fant—
Halle 1988: 606, 615, §§ 1.4, 2.226). Chceme-li se zabyvat fonologickym hodnocenim
staroCeskych slabi¢nych likvid, je tfeba je pojednat oddélené.



2.1. Pokud jde o slabi¢né r, pta se fonologie, zda ve staré ¢estiné existuji fonémy /1/ a

/t/, tzn. zda rozdil mezi slabi¢nym a neslabi¢nym 7 je distinktivni, nebo jinymi slovy, zda
tento rozdil mize rozliSovat vyznamy slov. To se zjisti tak, Ze se zjisti, zda se pti zdméné
hlasek y a » v manifestovaném vyrazovém fetézci zméni také vyznam tohoto fetézce. A

jak ukazuji staroCeské [drzéti] ‘drzet’ vs. [drZéti] ‘tfdst se’ a [brdu] ‘tkalcovskému brdu’
vs. [brdu] ‘brodim se’, bylo tomu ve staré Cesting€ skutecné tak. Fonologie pak konsta-
tuje, Ze stard ¢eStina ma fonémy /1/ a /r/ — na rozdil od ¢estiny nové, kde takova zdména
mozna neni (srov. Komarek 1962: 82; Vachek 1968: 43, 49).

Glosematika naopak takovou operaci vilbec nemlize provést, nebot’ y a r naleZi do

riznych kategorii (prvni do kategorie vokald, druhé do kategorie konsonantl), a neni
tedy mozné je zaménovat pii komutacnim testu, jakkoli se vyskytuji nebo mohou se
vyskytovat na tomtéz misté v (manifestovaném) znaku. Glosematika mize tyto dva
prvky pouze redukovat na prvek jeden (mize je “identifikovat”) a fici, ze prvek x (arbit-
rarn€ pojmenovany jako r), ktery ma dvé (“pozicni”) varianty, nalezi do kategorie prvku,
které jsou jak syntagmaticky dependentni (selektujici), tak syntagmaticky independentni
(selektované).

2.2. Pokud jde o slabi¢né /, neni odpoveéd’ fonologie na otdzku po jeho fonologickém
statusu tak jednoznacna. Je to déno tim, Ze na rozdil od slabicného a neslabi¢ného r
nelze v piipad¢ slabi¢ného a neslabi¢ného / nalézt tzv. minimalni pary, tzn. nelze nalézt
slova ¢i slovni tvary, které by byly odliSeny pouze témito dvéma hlaskami (v pfipadé  a
r jsou minimalni pary alespoil ty, které byly uvedeny vyse). Piesto se hlasky / a / pova-
7uji za dva rizné fonémy. Divodem pro to je to, Ze fonologie ¢i presné&ji fonologové
popisujici tyto likvidy v tomto pfipadé netrvaji na existenci minimalnich pard, ale spo-
koji se s kritériem tzv. relevantniho okoli.

Pojem relevantniho okoli spociva v predpokladu, ze na to, ze urcité hlasky jsou od-
lisSnymi fonémy (a nikoli variantami fonému jednoho), ukazuje nebo mtze ukazovat to,
ze se mohou kombinovat v obdobném hlaskovém okoli; jinymi slovy nepfihlizi se zde ke
vSem vlastnostem “sousednich” hlasek, ale pouze k vlastnostem nékterym, pro otazku
fonologicnosti relevantnim. Distinktivni schopnost prvku tedy neni pojimana jako reali-
zovany fakt, nybrZz jako skutecnd schopnost, potence, které jen neni zcela vyuzito, tzn.
neexistuji slova, jejichz vyznam by se rozliSoval pravé jen pomoci této schopnosti da-
ného prvku. S pojmem relevantniho okoli pracuji, jak znamo, distribucionalisté a tento
pojem lze srovnat s operativnim aspektem glosematického zjistovani relevantniho syn-
tagmatického vztahu vytvaiejiciho ¢i definujiciho kategorii, v jejimz ramci existuje
vztah komutace (jak o tom byla fe¢ vySe; § 1): pro stanoveni tohoto syntagmatického
vztahu neni tfeba zohlednovat vSechny vztahy, ale pouze jeden, relevantni.

S relevantnim okolim pracuje ostatn¢ i fonologie sama, byt’ implicite, a to pfi zjisto-
vani fonologi¢nosti prosodickych (suprasegmetalnich) prvki. Zatimco u hlasek (seg-
mentalnich prvki) fonologie pracuje s minimalnimi pary, sta¢i v pfipadé prosodému
relevantni okoli: naptiklad srovnanim némeckych slov "libersetzen ‘pievézt, preplavit se’

Vykypél : Komutace v glosematice a ve fonologii: pfipad staroc¢eskych ,,likvid*

a tiber'setzen ‘ptekladat’ se dojde k zaveéru, Ze némcina ma distinktivni, tedy fonologicky
ptizvuk. Pfitom se ale nejednd o minimalni par, nebot’ zde doslo ke dvéma zaménam a
nikoli jen k jedné (byl zaménén piizvuk za ne-pfizvuk v prvni slabice a ne-pfizvuk za
piizvuk v tieti slabice). Dulezité totiz je, Ze doty¢né veli¢iny mohou byt zaménény
v ramci slabiky a to ma za nasledek zménu ve vyznamu; slabika predstavuje “relevantni
okoli”, ostatni slabiky jsou nerelevantni. Pracuje-li tedy i fonologie s pojmem relevant-
niho okoli, zd4 se, Ze ani pro fonologa neni diivodu nesouhlasit s Eli Fischer-Jorgensen
(1979: 149):

,»Minimal pairs are important for the description of functional load; but if they are
also made decisive for the distinction between invariants and bound variants, it means
that not the phonemic structure of the language, but the contingencies of sign formation,
or even the contingencies of the investigated material are the object of description.*

Proto mize fonolog i u segmentalnich prvki povazovat za dostate¢né zohlednéni re-
levantniho okoli. Pak je také pochopitelné — a tim se kone¢né vracim k staroceskému
slabi¢nému a neslabiénému / —, Ze tyto dvé hlasky byly prohlaseny za dva fonémy, ac-
koli neexistuje Zddny minimdlni par pro rozdil mezi /[ a /: rozhodujici zde byla moznost

jejich vymeény ,,v podobném hlaskovém okoli* ¢i ,,mezi dvéma konsonanty®, jak ukazuje
naptiklad srovnani [plny] vs. [slza] (srov. Trubetzkoy 1939: 168; Komarek 1962: 82;

Vachek 1968: 49).

Zde je tedy fonologie, pfipoustéjici potencidlnost distinktivni schopnosti, zjevné
bliZze glosematice. Av3ak stejné jako v piipadé staroCeskych r a r ani v piipadé staroces-
kého /[ a / nemize glosematika tyto dva elementy zaméilovat, nebot’ patii do rtiznych
kategorii: / je vokal, selektovany vyrazovy prvek, / je konsonant, selektujici vyrazovy
prvek. Oba prvky ale mohou byt (stejné jako y a r) redukovany na jeden prvek a zafa-

zeny do kategorie prvku zaroven selektujicich i selektovanych.

2.3. Rozdil mezi glosematikou a fonologii v hodnoceni tzv. slabiénych likvid ve staré
¢estiné muize poslouzit k ilustraci je$té jiného obecného rozdilu mezi kodaiskou a praz-
skou jazykovou teorii. Zatimco glosematika v hodnoceni slabi¢nych likvid dospiva
k témuz vysledku ve staré i v nové cestiné, hodnoti fonologie slabicné a neslabi¢né
likvidy v nové Cestin€ — na rozdil od Cestiny staré — jako pozi¢ni varianty jednoho
fonému. Stard a nova cestina maji tedy v tomto ohledu stejnou jazykovou stavbu, ale
ruzny (fonologicky) tizus. Metachronie, ktera zkouma zmény v hjelmslevovské jazykové
stavbé, vykazuje podle oCekavani vétsi stabilitu nez diachronie, zkoumajici zmény
v hjelmslevovském jazykovém tzu (srov. k tomu obecné Vykypél 2002: 23-25). To se
shoduje také s tim, co bylo feceno vyse (§ 1), totiz ze glosematicky jazyk jako sit’ vztahi
predstavuje stabilngjsi entitu, zatimco fonologicky (prazsky) jazyk jako nastroj komuni-
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ze slabi¢né r a [ jsou — z glosematického hlediska — selektované (syntagmaticky inde-
pendentni) vyrazové prvky, tedy ze patii (pfed svou piipadnou redukci) do kategorie
vokalu.

Operativni kritérium k identifikaci ur¢itého vyrazového prvku jako vokalu piedsta-
vuje to, Ze tento prvek muze saim o sobé tvofit slovo. Za vokal mize byt ov§em prohla-
Sen také takovy vyrazovy prvek, ktery sice schopnost tvofit slovo v aktudlnim souboru
znakll nema, ale miize vstupovat do stejnych vztahd, jako vyrazové prvky, které tuto
schopnost maji. Ob¢ kritéria vsak, jak jsem se pokusil ukazat jinde (Vykypél 2003b),
prinaseji urcité obtize, zejména pak neni zcela jasné, co jsou ony ,stejné* vztahy. Vy-
chodiskem je nebo spiSe miize byt axiomatické feSeni: nekteré vyrazové prvky se pro-
hlasi za vokaly, ackoli v aktudlnim souboru znakl operativni definici vokali nespliuji,
netvofice samy o sob¢ slova. To se déje na zaklad€ obecného principu jednoduchosti,
ktery v tomto piipadé spociva ve shodé formalniho popisu s popisem substan¢nim: pod-
minkou a divodem pro prohlaseni uréitych prvkd za vokaly je to, ze se manifestuji fo-
nologickymi vokaly.

Tento postup vSak nelze aplikovat na starou ¢estinu, nebot’ v piipadé staré Cestiny se
fonologie nachazi ve stejné situaci, v jaké se glosematika nachazi pokazdé: jak glosema-
tika, tak fonologie se zde nemtize odvolavat na manifestaci; glosematika se na ni nemtze
odvolavat z principu, fonologie proto, ze manifestaci nezna (kdo vi, jak se staroceské
vyrazové prvky vyslovovaly?). Existuje vSak nastésti jest¢ jina moznost, implicite uzi-
vand vzdy. Je ji rytmicka analyza verSovych textl (viz Hrabak 1941: 44-45 s literaturou).
Z glosematického hlediska to 1ze formulovat nasledovné:

Rytmus (metrum) ptedepisuje slabiky jako jednotky vyrazového planu a jazykovy
uzus do téchto jednotek dosazuje ty prvky, které mu do nich umoziuje dosazovat jazy-
kové stavba. Témito prvky jsou vyrazové intesni exponenty (prosodémy) a vyrazové
konstituenty. Mezi témito konstituenty musi vzdy byt alespon jeden prvek z kategorie
vokali nebo alesponi jeden prvek z kategorie prvki, které jsou selektujici i selektované.
Situace staré Cestiny je specificka pouze v tom, ze zde nejsou vyrazové intesni expo-
nenty (prosodémy), takze jednotkou, do niz se dosazuje, je hjelmslevovska pseudosla-
bika, tzn. vyrazova jednotka, v niz je alesponl jeden prvek z kategorie vokalti nebo ale-
spon jeden prvek z kategorie prvkd, které jsou selektujici i selektované.

Z operativniho hlediska to pro starou CeStinu znamend toto: Vychdzime z toho, Ze
vime kolik je v analyzovaném textu (fetézci) (pseudo)slabik, a musime v ném najit také
odpovidajici pocet prvkl alespon z jedné z obou uvedenych kategorii. V nékterych tex-
tech pak zjistime, ze pocet vyrazovych prvku spliujicich operativni definici vokalu (tj.
schopnych tvotit slovo samy o sob¢) je nedostate¢ny vzhledem k poctu slabik, ale ptitom
je pozadovany poc¢et mozno doplnit prvkem r nebo /. Naopak v jinych textech je dosta-
tecny pocet vokall a navic je v nich také prvek » nebo /. V prvnim piipadé tedy mizeme
fici, Ze r nebo [ jsou v pozici vokall, zatimco v druhém ptipadé jsou v pozici konso-
nantd. Tato jejich dvoji role je pak fadi do kategorie vyrazovych prvku selektovanych i
selektujicich.
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Fonologicky vyraz e a teorie elementi”’
Markéta Zikova

Cilem mého pfispévku je nabidnout alternativni analyzu jednoho fonologického jevu,
ktery je standardné interpretovan jako morfonologicka alternace. Pokusim se ukazat, zZe
rozdilné fonologické chovani hlasky e v riznych morfematickych kontextech (alternujici
i nealternujici e, které je soucasti v riznych sufixt, alternujici i nealternujici e, které je
soucasti kofenil) neni zavislé na morfologickych vlastnostech téchto kontexti (kotfen vs.
sufix, rizné gramatické rysy sufixd, ...), ale na jejich fonologické struktuie. Vychazim
pfitom ztoho, Zze derivace fonologické struktury je nezdvisla na gramatic-
kych/sémantickych vlastnostech morfémt - kazdy morfém ma vlastni reprezentaci fo-
nologické struktury a sluc¢ovanim fonologickych struktur jednotlivych morfémt vznika
fonologicka struktura slova.

1. Data a jejich pozorovani

V tabulce 1 jsou uvedeny piiklady sufixt, na jejichz levé periferii alternuje e ~ @: -k-,
-c-, -b-, -n-. Z ptikladu je ziejmé, ze pred mistem, kde alternuje e s g, dochazi k palatali-
zaci Vlelérnich Cah: k— ¢, g— 7 x — §, h— z Ostatni typy konsonantl se nepalata-
lizuji.

Tabulka 1: Sufixy s alternaci e ~ 0 na levém okraji

palatalizovany kontext nepalatalizovany kontext
vic-Ok-o vic-ek kup-Ok-a kup-ek
pac-Ok-a pac-ek vyrob-Jk-y | vyrob-ek
blo¢-Ok-u blo¢-ek zlom-QJk-y zlom-ek
filoloz-Ok-a filoloz-ek ziraf-Ok-a ziraf-ek
dializ-Ok-u dialdz-ek krav-Ok-a krav-ek
sluz-Ok-a sluz-ek hon-@b-a hon-eb
stoz-Jk-u stoz-ek bohat-@c-i bohat-ec

™l To be published in proceedings from the conference Setkdni bohemisti, Cikhaj 2005.
Reproduced with permission. [Editor’s note]

! Alternace e ~ @ nemusi byt situovana jen na levou periferii sufixu, viz sufixy —dl- (rypa-d@i-o,
rypa-del), -stv- (hor-st@v-o, hor-stev).
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biis-Ok-o0 biis-ek porad-On-a porad-en
hlavonoz-@c-i | hlavonoz-ec

1é¢-Ob-a 1é¢-eb

trz-Ob-a trz-eb

télocvic-On-a | télocvic-en

stfiz-On-a stfiz-en

Tabulka 2 ukazuje, Ze je-li alternace e ~ & soucasti kofene, pak k palatalizaci nedochazi
ani v ptipadé velarnich C a &. (Vyjimku pfedstavuji kofeny sn-, u néhoz palatalizuje jen
e, ale nikoli @: h@n-a-t, Zen-u, a pochv-, v némz se alternujici e chova riznym zpiso-
bem: poch@v-a, pochev (GenPl), posev-n-i.)* Pokud jde o kofeny, ani alternujici, ani
nealternujici e nepalatalizuji levy kontext, viz ptiklady v tabulce 3.

Tabulka 2: Kofeny s alternaci e ~ 9

nepalatalizovany kontext
jisk@ra | jisker | kap@sa | kapes | kon@ve | konev
neh@ty | nehet | Zeb@ro | Zeber | chat@ra | chater
buch@ta | buchet | cim@ra | cimer | tund@ra | tunder
ség@ra | séger | Sif@Ora | Sifer

Tabulka 3: KoFeny s nealternujicim e

nepalatalizovany kontext
ket pero veverka
hecovat libezny | Cinel
ochechule | kdmen | kostel
hegemonie | defekt | deka

V tabulce 4 jsou uvedeny piiklady 2 sufixi, na jejichz levém okraji je nealternujici e.
Jejich vliv na predchazejici fonologicky kontext je pfitom rizny. -e realizujici morfém
[VocSg] se chova podobné jako alternujici e ve vyse uvedenych sufixech (viz tabulka 1)
- palatalizuje pfedchazejici velaru a h. Naproti tomu pied —e, které realizuje morfém
[InstrSg], podobné jako pted alternujicim i nealternujicim —e v kofenech, k palatalizaci
nedochazi.

2 Alternace e ~ @ v sufixech i v kofenech ma stejny fonologicky kontext — pfitomnost e nebo & je
v obou typech morféml motivovana fonologickym kontextem, ktery nasleduje bezprostiedné po
misté alternace:

a) e se objevuje v kontextech pfed C a koncem slova, pfed dvéma C a pted C, po némz rovnéz
nésleduje misto alternace e ~ @: e/_{C#, CC, C(e ~ 9)}

b) O se objevuje v ostatnich kontextech: @/ CV

K interpretaci alternace e ~ @ v ramci generativni fonologie viz Scheer (2004), Zikova (2005).



Tabulka 4: Sufixy s nealternujicim e na levém okraji

-e [VocSg] -em [InstrSg]
palatalizovany k. | nepalatalizovany k. | nepalatalizovany k.
Clovéc-e rybnik-em

grog-em

boz-e boh-em

bfich-em
chlap-e chlap-em
holub-e holub-em
ram-e ram-em
filozof-e filozof-em
rukav-e rukav-em
Roman-¢ Roman-em
kmet-e kmet-em
sad-e sad-em

2. Tradi¢ni interpretace dat v ¢eskych gramatikach

V synchronnich popisech Cestiny je palatalizace velar a /& pied prednimi V (tj. pfed e, i)
standardné interpretovana jako morfonologicka alternace, tzn. jako fonologicka zména,
ktera je motivovana morfologickym, nikoli fonologickym kontextem; srov. napi. MC 1
(1986:182): ,,Fonologicky nepodminéna zakonitd zaména téhoz morfému pfi tvoreni
slov a tvarli nazyva se stfidanim fonémut (morfonologickou alternaci). Tak napf. je stii-
danim zaména fonému k/¢, h/z, ch/s pred sufixem —k(a) ve slovech jako rucka, nozka,
soska.” (Seféik (2004) hovoii o typu paradigmatické alternace velarni fady C
s afrikatami/sykavkami.)

Tato tradi¢ni interpretace vychazi z toho, ze jednotlivé hlasky, tj. fonetické jednotky,
jsou realizacemi jednotek fonologické struktury - fonému. Predpoklada se pfitom, ze
hlaska [e] reprezentuje jednu fonologickou jednotku — foném /e/. Foném /e/ je pak defi-
novan jako prvek tfidy vokalickych fonémd, ktery se od ostatnich prvkl této tridy lisi
distinktivnimi rysy — je to jedineény soubor distinktivnich rysd. (Fonologické popisy
¢eStiny pritom pracuji s riznymi rysovymi charakteristikami fonému /e/; viz Palkova
(1994:201nn.), kterd uvadi rizné varianty rysového slozeni fonému /e/, napt. [+vysoky,
+predni, -labializovany] nebo [-kompaktni, -difuzni, -gravisovy] aj.).

Realizuje-li e v prikladech uvedenych v tabulkdch 1 — 4 tutéz fonologickou jednotku,
pak palatalizace velar a 2 nemize byt motivovana fonologicky - jedna fonologicka jed-
notka nemize mit disjunktivni kontext (jednou se objevuje v kontextu po velafe a 4,
jindy tento kontext méni). Schopnost palatalizovat levy kontext tedy nemize byt vlast-
nosti fonému /e/, ale musi byt arbitrarni vlastnosti jednotlivych morfémi.

Takovato interpretace dvojiho fonologického chovani fonému /e/ je z nékolika divoda
problematickd. Uvedu dva znich. Jednak nijak nevysvétluje, pro¢ nékteré alomorfy
téhoz morfému palatalizuji levy kontext, zatimco jiné ne. V tabulce 5 jsou uvedeny 3
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alomorfy [VocSg]: -e, -u, -o. Z prikladl je zfejmé, ze pouze ptred alomorfem —e, ale
nikoli pfed alomorfy —u, -0, dochazi k palatalizaci. Schopnost palatalizovat tedy musi
byt arbitrarni vlastnosti nikoli morfému [VocSg], ale pouze jednoho z jeho alomorfu.
Alomorfy nejsou pfitom ni¢im jinym nez fonologickymi realizacemi morfému.

Tabulka 5: Alomorfy morfému [VocSg]
palatalizovany k. | nepalatalizovany k.
Clovec-e hlupak-u | nesik-o
boz-e druh-u sluh-o

Jednak predpoklada, ze analogické fonologické chovani sufixti s alternujicim e na levé
periferii je ndhodnou vlastnosti kazdého z nich.

3. Interpretace dat v teorii elementii

3.1 Vychodiska

(a) Analogické fonologické chovani sufixt s alternaci e ~ & na levé periferii neni na-
hodné, ale je odvoditelné z jejich analogické fonologické struktury. Alternujici e i &
v téchto sufixech reprezentuji stejny fonologicky vyraz. Jeho vlastnosti jsou stejné jako
v piipadé fonologického vyrazu e, ktery realizuje morfém [VocSg].

(b) Protoze pied mistem alternace e ~ & v kofeni nedochazi k palatalizaci, alternujici e i
@ v téchto sufixech reprezentuji jiny fonologicky vyraz nez alternujici e a g v sufixech.
Jeho vlastnosti jsou stejné jako v ptipad¢ fonologického vyrazu e v sufixu —em.

3.2 Co je to teorie elementi?

Teorie elementl je soucast Government Phonology (GP). GP je generativni model
fonologické struktury, ktery predpoklada derivovani fonologické struktury a fonologic-
kych procest (jako je znélostni asimilace, vokalni harmonie, ...) z nékolika zakladnich
principt, které jsou parametrizovany pro jednotlivé jazyky.®

3.3 Co tvori fonologickou strukturu v GP?

fonologicka struktura # linearni fetézec fonémi

(Napt. linearni sekvence fonému pr mlze reprezentovat dvoji fonologickou strukturu —
vétvici se inicialu: prat, inicialu + jadro: prst)

Fonologicka struktura = fetézec fonologickych pozic (skeleton), tj. casovych bodt
— fonologické pozice jsou dominovany fonologickymi konstituenty: inicidla (onset,
0), jadro (nucleus, N)

3 Zakladni principy GP viz Kaye (1990, 2000, 2001), Kaye a kol. (1990), Charette (1990), Harris
& Lindsey (1995)



(1) Fonologické konstituenty
o N (konstituenty)

X x  (skeleton)
— na fonologické pozice jsou vazany fonologické vyrazy (phonological expressions),
které se skladaji z fonologickych elementii (elements)

3.4 Co je to fonologicky vyraz?

fonologicky vyraz # foném

— fonologicky vyraz ma narozdil od fonému vnitfni strukturu (foném je standardné
definovan jako neuspotfadany svazek rysi)

— fonologicky vyraz je foneticky interpretovan jako zvuk (tj. hlaska)

3.5 Co tvori vnitini strukturu fonologickych vyraza?

— fonologické elementy {A, [, U, H, L, ?}

fonologicky element # distinktivni rys

— fonologicky element bud’ je, nebo neni pfitomen ve fonologickém vyrazu — nema +
hodnoty, tim se li§i od tradi¢niho distinktivniho rysu

(2) Fonologicky vyraz vs. foném

[i] = foneticka interpretace elementu I, a ne mnoziny elementu {+1, -A, -U, -H, -L, -?}

[i]] = realizace fonému /i/, ktery je svazkem rysl, napt. {[+slabicny], [+vysoky],
[-zadni]}

— kaZdy fonologicky element miiZze sam byt o sobé foneticky intepretovatelny X
distinktivni rys, napf. [+vysoky] nebo rys [-okluziva], lze foneticky interpretovat vzdy
jen v kombinaci s jinym rysem/jinymi rysy

— elementy uvniti fonologickych vyrazi jsou hierarchicky usporadané

fonologicky vyraz = usporadana dvojice ({operator}, hlava)

hlava — max. 1 element, operator — mnozina elementti 0 - 6

— mnozina elementi je univerzalni pro vSechny jazyky, ale jejich kombinatorické vlast-
nosti jsou v jednotlivych jazycich rizné — kombinatorika elementi je determinovana
jazykové specifickymi omezenimi (licensing constraints), analogicka omezeni plati i
pro fonologické procesy

3.6 Co je to fonologicky proces?
— existuji 2 zakladni typy fonologickych procesi:
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a) expanze elementu do jiné fonologické pozice (spreading)
b) vyvazani z fonologické pozice (delinking)

(3) Zakladni fonologické procesy

a) expanze elementu Y do pfedchazejici pozice b) vyvazani elementu Y
X X

“ —

Y Y

— jaké elementy mohou expandovat a jaké mohou byt vyvazany z fonologické pozice
zavisi na omezenich daného jazyka

Co vyplyva 23.3,3.4,3.5a 3.6?

1. Foneticka interpretace elementu je zavisla na tom:

a) na jaky fonologicky konstituent jsou vazany

b) jakou funkci maji ve fonologickém vyrazu (hlava x operator)

ad a) Priklad 4 ukazuje, Ze fonologicky element I je foneticky interpretovan jako [j], je-li
vazan na onset, a jako [i], je-li vdzan na jadro. Z ptikladu je dale ziejmé, ze délka (tj.
doba trvani na fonetické rovin€) neni inherentni vlastnosti fonologickych vyrazii — 1 je
intepretovano jako [i:], je-li vazano na dvé pozice skeletonu (viz vyse 3.3), které jsou
dominovany jadrem.

(4) Foneticka interpretace elementu I - klitika 3. os., fem., dativ [ji:]

O N
L
MO @]

(5) Interpretace elementi ve fonologickych konstituentech (Péchtrager 2005)

element | pozice N pozice O
A nizky koronaly
| predni palataly
U zaokrouhleny labidly




nazalni, nizky (low) tén
vysoky (high) ton

nazaly, inheretni znélost
neznélost, aspirovanost
okluzivy

.gmh

ad b) V prikladu 6 jsou dva fonologické vyrazy ve finsting, které obsahuji totozné ele-
menty I, A, ale lisi se svoji strukturou (jednou je I operator a A hlava, podruhé naopak) a
maji i riznou fonetickou interpretaci.

(6) Foneticka interpretace vyrazii s elementy I, A — finstina (Kaye 2001)
vyraz ({I}, A) je foneticky interpetovan jako [4]
vyraz ({A}, I) je foneticky interpetovan jako [e]

2. Na zékladé omezeni — pro kombinatoriku elementii uvnitt fonologickych vyrazi i pro
chovani elementd vzhledem k jejich fonologickému okoli — lze derivovat jak moZny
inventaf fonologickych jednotek daného jazyka (paradigmaticka omezeni), tak i
mozné fonologické procesy (syntagmatickd omezeni).

Napf. v ¢estiné neexistuji pfedni zaokrouhlené a zadni nezaokrouhlené vokaly — exis-
tuje paradigmatické omezeni: v konstituentu N se nikdy nemohou v jednom fonologic-
kém vyrazu kombinovat elementy U a I: *({U}, I), *({I}, U).

4. Piedbézny navrh reSeni

— hléska [e] v pfikladech, které uvadéji tabulky 1 — 4, reprezentuje stfedni vokal

— stfedni vokaly jsou fonologické vyrazy vazané na N, které jsou amalgamem nizkych a
vysokych

— stiedni vokaly obsahuji stejné elementy jako vysoké a nizké: [e] reprezentuje piedni
stiedni vokal, tj. fonologicky vyraz slozeny z elementi I, A

(7) Klasicky vokalicky trojihelnik pro cestinu — elementové sloZeni vokali (bez
jejich vnitini struktury)

i(D)
e (A D

u (U)
0(A,U)
a (A)

— fonologicky vyraz, ktery reprezentuje hlaska [e] v sufixech s alternaci e ~ @ na levé
periferii a v sufixu, ktery realizuje morfém [VocSg], ma stejné elementové slozeni jako
fonologicky vyraz, ktery je interpretovan jako [e] v kofenech a v sufixu —em, ale oba se
1i8i svoji vnitini strukturou
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— rozdilna vnitini struktura fonologickych vyrazi se stejnymi elementy I, A, které jsou
vazany na pozici v jadru, je zodpovédna za jejich rozdilné fonologické chovani: struk-
tura prvniho z nich umoziuje palatalizaci, struktura druhého ji neumoziuje

— palatalizace = fonologicky proces, kdy palatalni element I expanduje do ptedchazejici
pozice, pfi¢emz tato expanze muze mit v riznych jazycich rizné omezeni (omezeni na
polstinu viz Gussmann)

— omezeni pro ¢estinu (?): I expanduje z N do ptredchazejiciho konstituentu O, jen kdyz
ma ve fonologickém vyrazu funkci operatoru

(8) Reprezentace vniti'ni struktury palatalizujiciho a nepalatalizujiciho e

(8a) nepalatalizujici e (tj. v kofenech a sufixu —em): I je hlava, proto nemtze expandovat
do predchazejiciho O
[e]: (A}, I)

(8b) palatalizujici e (tj. alternujici e v sufixech a nealternujici e ve vokativnim sufixu
—e): | je operator, proto mtize expandovat do pfedchazejiciho O

[e]: (1A, T}, )

4.1 Konsekvence (misto zavéru)

— analogicky i palatalizujici a nepalatalizujici i budou reprezentovat vyrazy s rozdilnou
vnitini strukturou: v pfipadé¢ palatalizujiciho i musi byt element I operator (protoze I je
jediny element, ziistava pozice hlavy v tomto vyrazu prazdna)

— expanze elementu I do struktury vyrazi &, g, ch méni jejich fonetickou interpretaci na
¢, Z, § — elementové slozeni k, g, ch a ¢ Z, § by se mélo liSit pouze nepfitom-
nosti/pfitomnosti tohoto elementu

— z tohoto pohledu je palatalizace 4 problematicka, protoze ma stejnou fonetickou in-
terpretaci jako palatalizace g
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Princip synkretismu aneb Augiasiv chlév ¢eské deklinace!”

Markéta Zikova & Pavel Caha

1. Uvod

V tomto piispévku se zabyvame synkretismem padovych forem v singularové deklinaci
jmen. Nasim cilem je ukazat, ze: (1) shody padovych forem uvniti deklina¢nich para-
digmat i mezi nimi nejsou nahodné, (2) pro distribuci padovych forem je relevantni bud’
rod jejich levého kontextu (tj. jména) a/nebo jeho piislusnost k jedné ze Ctyi deklinac-
nich tiid.

Prispévek je rozdélen do tii casti. Prvni cast (chlév) je vénovana tradicnimu pojeti
jmenné deklinace (14 deklinacnich paradigmat, rozsdhld homonymie koncovek), jak ji
popisuji ¢eské mluvnice (MC II, PMC). Druhé &ast (vidle) je ,,minimalistickym* ivodem
do teorie distribuované morfologie (Distributed Morphology), ktera nam ve tieti ¢asti
(vklizeni chléva) poslouZi jako nastroj pro novou analyzu.

V této praci jsme rezignujeme na popis alternaci v zakladech slov, k nimz se koncovky
pripojuji. Tyto alternace jsou pro nas bud’ pfimo spojeny s fonologickou reprezentaci
koncovky (-¢€, -i), nebo jsou vysledkem riznych morfonologickych pravidel (zkracovani
v NOM a ACC vzoru kure), a neovliviuji tedy zavéry, k nimz dospivame.

2. Paradigmata, rod a homonymni formy

Synchronni popisy jmenné deklinace vychazeji z toho, ze distribuce padovych koncovek
jmen je determinovana jejich pfislusnosti k jednomu ze 14 zakladnich deklinacnich
paradigmat. Kazdé paradigma je pak definovano jako jedineény soubor koncovek pro
jména pravé jednoho gramatického rodu.'

I Not yet published elsewhere. Reproduced with permission. [Editor’s note]

' Srov. napt. MC II (1986:281): ,,Deklinaéni typy substantiv jsou vazany na nékterou z formalnich
t¥id jmenného rodu., PMC (1995:233): ,,Gramaticky rod substantiv je dan soubory sklofiovacich
koncovek.*

V tomto ptispévku se snazime modelovat derivaci forem, které jsou produktivni. Nezabyvame se
tedy riznymi formalnimi nepravidelnostmi typu DAT/LOC Sg dceri.
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Singularovou strukturu paradigmat ukazuje tabulka 1 na strang 2.2

Tvrzeni o tom, Ze existuje jednoznacny vztah mezi prislusnosti jména k uréitému para-
digmatu a jeho gramatickym rodem, ptitom napadné pfipomina definici kruhem: Nejprve
definujeme 14 deklina¢nich paradigmat, pak fekneme, ze kazdé z nich reprezentuje jen
jména jednoho gramatického rodu, coz pak zpétn¢ povazujeme za diikaz toho, Ze novo-
ceska deklinace je (narozdil od staroceské) usporadana primarné podle rodového prin-
cipu.

Jsou-li navic paradigmata jedine¢nymi soubory koncovek, jsou i jednotlivé koncovky
uvnitf paradigmat kazdé realizaci jedinecné kombinace jmennych gramatickych ryst;
srov. MC II (1986:277): ... pro popis vlastni paradigmatiky substantiv je zakladni sloz-
kou tvarotvorny formant. Protoze vyjadfuje kategorie deklina¢ni — gramaticky rod, ¢islo
a pad — nazyva se deklinacni (sklonovaci) formant.” Z toho vyplyvé, ze jakékoli shoda
mezi koncovkami uvniti jednoho paradigmatu i mezi paradigmaty musi byt nutné arbit-
rarni — identické padové formy jsou proto interpretovany jako homonymni.

Jak rozsahla je ,,homonymie* v singularové deklinaci, to pfehledné ukazuje tabulka 2 na
stran¢ 2: na 78 paradigmatickych bunék v singularu (6 pada x 13 paradigmat) piipada
pouze 12 odlisnych forem, v¢etné nulové: -e, -a, -o, -1, -u, -y, -i, -ovi, -€, -em, -ou.

2 Do tabulky nezatazujeme vokativ. Cinime tak pro to, ¢ se domnivame, ¢ jeho chovéni je
znacn¢ odlisné od ostatnich padl, a to nejen v Cestiné. Tak napi. v jazycich, které vyzaduji
pfitomnost ¢lenu v nomindlni frazi i u vlastnich jmen (napf. fectina), vyznacuje se vokativ
nepfitomnosti ¢lenu o Iavvye ‘Jan’ vs. [Tiavvy! (Jane!). V Cestiné si pak mizeme povsimnout
slovosledného kontrastu. Zatimco ve vsech padech (kromé vokativu) je pfivlastnovaci zajmeno
nalevo od substantiva (mad Zena vs ?*Zena md), ve vokativu je mozny oboji slovosled, s jistou
emfaticnosti slovosledu opacného (md zeno! vs. Zeno md). MiZeme rovnéz pozorovat, ze
ukazovaci zajmeno zde blokuje inverzi: ty muj chlapecku vs. (*chlapecku) ty (*chlapecku) miij
chlapecku. Vsechny tyto jevy souvisi s pohybem substantiva zN do D, jenz je blokovan
ptitomnosti demonstrativa v hlavé D.

Z pohledu na tabulku je dale zfejmé, ze singularové paradigma typu staveni se podstatné odliSuje
od vSech ostatnich — krom¢ Instr —m jsou vSechny ostatni pady realizovany nulovou formou.
V singularu jsou tedy jména typu staveni de facto nesklonna (podobné se chovaji i ,,oficialné*
nesklonna neutra typu file, klisé, Zerve, sari, alibi, ktera maji bézné v Instr —m: s filem, klisém,
Zervém, sdarim, alibim); viz i MC I (1986:319): ,,V sg mé pozitivni koncovku pouze instrumental —
i-m.”“ Z tohoto divodu s nim dale nepracujeme.

* Pro prehlednost uvadime vtomto piispévku pouze grafickou, a ne fonologickou formu
koncovek. K tomu je tfeba uvést dvé poznamky. Prvni se tyka grafému € — ten pro nas reprezentuje
tzv. lehky (stoupavy) diftong /ie/. Druhd se tyka grafémi i a y, jez povazujeme za dva rtizné
fonologické objekty. Pfedpokladame totiz, ze jejich rizné fonologické chovani vici levému
kontextu (i palatalizuje, y nepalatalizuje, srov. rozdil mezi Ge/Dat/Loc staros/t/i a Gen staros/t/y)
musi byt odvoditelné z jejich rozdilné fonologické struktury.



Tabulka (1) 14 paradigmat — singularové formy
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maskulinni paradigmata

femininni paradigmata

neutralni paradigmata

pan | hrad | muz | soudce | stroj | predseda | zena | ruze | pisen | kost | mésto | mofe | kufe | staveni
NOM | @ (%) 9] @ (%) a a © (%) 9] 0 e e 1%
GEN | a u() |e @ € y y © e i a e (et)e | O
DAT |u/ovi | u i/ovi | i/ovi i ovi ¢ i i i u i (et)i | O
Tabulka (2) ,,Homonymni* formy — vnitro- a vnéparadigmaticka distribuce

maskulina feminina neutra

pan hrad stroj | muz soudce | predseda | Zena | pisenl | kost | rize | mofe | kufe | mésto
NOM | @ (%) 9] 9] ® a a (%) (%) ® ® €
ACC a (%) 9] ® ® u u (%) (%) ® €
GEN a u | (@) | e e e e @ e e a
DAT u|ovifu ovi ovi | ovi ¢ u
LOC ulovifu|é ovi ovi | ovi € u ¢
INSTR | em em em | em em em em | em




Jiz jen letmy pohled do tabulky ukazuje, Zze nékteré formalni shody jsou natolik syste-
matické, Ze je jen stézi mizeme interpretovat jako homonymii: uvniti vSech paradigmat
se DAT a LOC realizuji bez vyjimky totoZznou formou, forma realizujici INSTR je
v ramci paradigmatu vzdy jedineénda, koncovka —ovi je vdzana na zivotna maskulina bez
ohledu na to, k jakému patii paradigmatu, nulovou formou se realizuje pouze NOM
a/nebo ACC atd. To nas vede k tomu, abychom pfijali jako nulou hypotézu predpoklad,
ze deklinacni systém je uspofddan na zaklade tzv. princip synkretismu (Alexiadou,
Miiller 2004):

Identity of form implies identity of [morphosyntactic] function (within a certain
domain, and unless there is evidence to the contrary).*

3. Teorie distribuované morfologie (DM)

V této ¢asti naseho piispévku predstavime nastroj, ktery ndm umozni systematicky ana-
lyzovat padovy synkretismus. Tim nastrojem je jedna z generativnich teorii vnitini
struktury slova, tzv. distribuovand morfologie.’

Stejné jako jiné morfologické teorie (nejen generativni) vychazi DM z toho, ze vnitini
strukturu slova tvoii hierarchicky usporadané kofeny a gramatické morfémy. Lisi se od
nich v tom, Ze gramatické morfémy nechape jako jazykové znaky v klasickém slova
smyslu. Morfémy nejsou definovany jako jednotky lexikonu reprezentované formou a
vyznamem, které se na zakladé svého vyznamu (lexikalniho, gramatického) a své formy
slucuji ve slova. To, co morfém ve struktute slova oznacuje, a forma, jakou v ni ma, jsou
informace, které jsou do struktury slova distribuovany oddélené ze dvou odlisnych mo-
dultl gramatiky — syntaxe a morfologického komponentu.

Usporadani morfému uvnitf slova je determinovano dvéma zakladnimi principy.

* Ve shod& s Alexiadou, Miiller (2004) ptedpokladame, ze singular a plural tvoti dvé odlisné
domény, pokud jde o platnost tohoto principu. To znamen4, Ze formalni shody mezi singularovou
a pluralovou deklinaci, mohou, ale nemuseji byt systematické — napt. shoda mezi — v Instr/Sg
(kosti) a —i v Gen/P1 (kosti) sama o sob& neimplikuje, ze sdileji néjaky spolecny gramaticky rys.
Pokus o popis ¢eské deklinace, ktery v jisté mife respektuje princip synkretismu, je podan ve Sgall
(1967). V této praci je kazda z koncovek (singuldru i plurdlu) vkladana do syntaktické struktury
pouze jednim pravidlem. Zaroven vSak dana pravidla pfipoustéji (mnohdy i nékolikandsobnou)
disjunktivni specifikaci syntaktického kontextu, coz je s principem synkretismu v rozporu.
Disjunktivni specifikace je totiz ekvivalentni homonymii.

> Zékladni principy DM viz Halle, Marantz (1993), Embick, Noyer (2004). Je nutné poznamenat,
ze zde predstavujeme jen ty Casti této teorie, které jsou relevantni pro téma naseho ptispévku.
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(1) Princip pozdniho vkladani forem (late insertion)

Tento princip pfedpoklada, zjednodusSené feceno, ze slovo se obaluje formou az po skon-
ceni derivace jeho gramatické struktury. Tu tvoii gramatické rysy, napt. [Plural],
[Maskulinum], a jejich kombinace, napi. [Plural, Mluv¢i], které jsou hierarchicky uspo-
radany syntaktickymi pravidly. Morfologicky komponent vklada do struktury slova
fonologické formy, které realizuji urcité ¢asti jeho gramatické struktury. Pfidani urcitého
afixu do struktury slova, napt. sufixu —me ke slovesnému kmeni, tedy neznamena piidani
gramatickych ryst, v pfipad¢ sufixu —me kombinace rysu [Plural, Mluv¢i] — sufix jen
formalné realizuje uréitou ¢ast gramatické struktury slova.’®

Gramatické rysy a jejich kombinace, z nichz je derivovana strukturu slova, se oznacuji
jako abstraktni morfémy, a fonologické formy distribuované morfologickym kompo-
nentem se oznacuji jako Vocabulary Items - morfémy jsou jednotky syntaxe, formy,
kterymi se realizuji, jsou jednotky morfologického komponentu.’

(2) Princip podspecifikace forem (underspefication)

Jednotky morfologického komponentu v ném maji specifikoviano, kam mohou byt ve
struktufe slova vlozeny: jaky abstraktni morfém mohou realizovat a v jakém kontextu.
Obecné schéma jednotky morfologického komponentu vypada takto:

/fonologicka forma/ <> [morfém]/ kontext

Naptiklad sufix —me pro 1. osobu pluralu (neseme, tiskneme, spime, zpivame, kupujeme),
ktery neni zavisly na konjuga¢nim typu slovesa (tj. na podob¢ tematického vokalu), bude
mit v morfologickém komponentu nasledujici reprezentaci:

/me/ <> [Plural, Mluv¢i]

Tuto jednotku mizeme chapat jako pokyn morfologickému komponentu: Uvidis-li ve
struktufe kombinaci ryst [Plural, Mluv¢i], realizuj je jako /me/, a to ve vSech kontex-
tech.

Formy ulozené v morfologickém komponentu maji riznou miru specifikace. To mtizeme
ukézat na prikladu sufixti 1.0s.sg. a 1.0s.pl. Protoze 1.0s.pl. se u vSech sloves realizuje
jen jednim sufixem -me, ten nemusi byt specifikovan pro zadny kontext. 1.0s.sg. se
realizuje dvéma formami: —m se objevuje vzdy po dlouhém vokalu (prosi-m, spi-m, déld-
m), -u v ostatnich kontextech (nes-u, sedn-u, bij-u, kupuj-u). V morfologickém kompo-

* DM je tedy realizacni morfologickou teorii, narozdil od generativnich morfologickych teorii,
které vychazeji z tzv. lexikalistické hypotézy. Jejich piehled viz Spencer (1991).

7 Pojeti morfému v DM jako souboru gramatickych ryst je v podstaté analogické strukturalistické
definici fonému jako svazku fonologicky relevantnich rysa.



nentu budou reprezentovany jako dvé odlisné formy, které realizuji tyz morfém, z nichz
jedna (-m) ma specifikovany kontext a druha (-u) je kontextové nespecificka (jde tedy o
alomorfy jednoho morfému, které jsou v komplementarni distribuci vzhledem k levému
kontextu):

/m/ < [Mluvéi)/ VV_
/< [Mluvéi]

Protoze sufix —m je narozdil od sufixu —u specifikovan pro urcity kontext, bude mit
v tomto kontextu vzdy prednost pred kontextove nespecifickym sufixem —u.

Riizna mira specifikace neplati jen pro kontext, v jakém se dana forma mtze ve struktufe
slova objevit, ale i pro to, jaké gramatické rysy v ni mtze realizovat. Tak napf. jednotky
pro realizaci slovesné shody v 1.0s.sg. nejsou specifikovany pro ¢islo, a mohou tedy
v principu realizovat i abstraktni morfém 1.0s.pl. V takovém ptipadé fikame, ze urcita
forma je podspecifikovana vzhledem k mnoziné abstraktnich morfému, které muze reali-
zovat.

Pro realizaci gramatickych rysi a jejich kombinaci plati tzv. princip podmnoziny (Subset
Principle, Halle 1997). Ten fik4, Ze mnozina gramatickych ryst, pro néz je morfologicka
forma specifikovana, musi byt shodna s mnozinou ryst v abstraktnim morfému, ktery
ma realizovat, nebo musi byt jeji podmnozinou. Pfednost ma vzdy ta forma, kterad je
specifikovana pro nejvice rysit morfému.

Jak princip podmnoziny funguje, miizeme ilustrovat na jednoduchém ptikladu. Je-li ve
struktufe abstraktni morfém, ktery je kombinaci dvou ryst [, y], pak mize byt realizo-
van formou, ktera je specifikovana ptesné pro tuto kombinaci ryst: /forma/ < [x, y],
nebo formou, ktera je speficikovana alespon pro jeden z téchto rysi: /forma/ <> [x] nebo
/forma/ < [y]. Nemuze ale byt realizovan naptiklad jednotkou /forma/ < [x, z], protoze
rys [z] neni jeho podmnozinou.’ V konkurenci i vy$e zminénych jednotek pro realizaci
morfému [X, y] pak vzdy zvitézi ta, ktera je specifikovana pro oba jeho rysy, tj. /forma/
< [x,y]

¥ Srov. Halle (1997): ,,The phonological exponent of a Vocabulary item is inserted into a
morpheme... if the item matches all or a subset of the grammatical features specified in the
terminal morpheme. Insertion does not take place if the Vocabulary item contains features not
present in the morpheme. Where several Vocabulary items meet the conditions for insertion, the
item matching the greatest number of features specified in the terminal morpheme must be
chosen.*

? Maximalng podspecifikované jednotky nemaji definovany zadné rysy, které mohou realizovat.
Tyto jednotky funguji jako defaultni formy, které se ve struktufe objevi tehdy, kdyz zadna rysové
specifictéjsi jednotka neni po ruce. V singularové deklinaci jsou takovymi defaultnimi jednotkami
formy — pro L. a II. tfidu a —u pro II. a I'V. tfidu, viz dale oddil 4.
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Na zavér se musime zminit o piipadech, kdy se zda, Ze pfi realizaci morfému vitézi
forma, ktera je specifikovana pro mensi pocet jeho ryst. Jde vlastné o pfipady morfolo-
gické neutralizace. V DM je neutralizace vyvolana aplikaci tzv. ochuzovaciho pravidla
(Impoverishment Rule). Toto pravidlo jesté pred vlozenim formy vymaze v ur€itém
kontextu ur€ity rys z daného morfému.

Predpoklad, ze formy jsou riizné specifické co do rysu, které mohou realizovat, a co do
kontextu, ve kterém je mohou realizovat, spolu s principem podmnoziny nam umoziuje
interpretovat riizné typy synkretismu (kdy jedna forma realizuje vice riznych morfému)
a alomorfie (kdy je jeden morfém realizovan riznymi formami).

4. Jmenna deklinace: analyza v DM
4.1 Dekompozice padi

Je-li singularova deklinace doménou, v niz plati princip synkretismu, nemiZzeme pady
samy o sob& povazovat za primitivy gramatické struktury; to, Ze jsou formy pro DAT a
LOC bez vyjimky identické, implikuje, ze realizuji néjaky spole¢ny gramaticky rys, a
tudiz Ze tyto dva pady samy sdileji ur€ity rys.

Zasadni otazkou se proto pro kazdy pokus o systematicky popis deklinace stava volba
urcitych konkrétnich ryst, které jsou zvoleny jakozto primitivni jednotky. Nékteré dii-
ve&j$i pokusy o rozklad padt do rysi (napi. Jakobson 1971) automaticky predpokladaly,
ze dané rysy musi byt motivovany sémanticky. Divodem tohoto ptfedpokladu byl
obecny pfistup k jazyku jakozto znakovému systému, kde kazdému oznacujicimu odpo-
vida oznadované, jez ma sémantickou povahu.

V této praci vsak tento predpoklad nepfijimame v této nejptisnéjsi podobé. Domnivame
se totiz, ze gramatika muze rovnéz nakladat s rysy, které jsou Cisté formalni. Tim rozu-
mime to, Ze urCité rysy mohou byt pouzitelné pouze v ramei syntakticke, fonologické ¢i
morfologické derivace a nemuseji byt pouzitelné v ramci jinych oblasti nasi kognitivni
kapacity. Je jist¢ zadouci, aby urcité rysy takto motivovany byly, napt. fonologické rysy
mohou byt motivovany povahou artikulace a zaroven tvorfit pfirozenou fonologickou
tfidu, ktera je citlivd k ur¢itému procesu, jenz je ve své povaze fonologicky a nikoliv
artikulaéni. Domnivame se v§ak, Ze gramatika jakozto kombinatoricky systém s urcitou
svébytnou strukturou operuje rovnéz s rysy, které jsou této kognitivni oblasti interni a
nejsou dale vyuzivany pro artikulaci nebo pro kompozicionalni vypocet vyznamu. Jako
ptiklad zde mohou slouzit napf. pojmy jmenného rodu ¢i deklina¢ni/konjugacni tiidy,
které jsou relevantni pro syntakticka pravidla a morfologicky komponent, ale jejich
dopad na interpretaci ¢i artikulaci je z vétsi ¢asti naprosto nulovy — jsou to tedy Cisté
gramatické rysy.



Padové rysy rovnéz povazujeme za gramatické, a to za takové gramatické rysy, které
jsou motivovany syntaktickou konfiguraci, ve které je dany pad ude€len.V této praci
budeme pouzivat pfi dekompozici padi nasledujici rysy:

[+str(ukturni)] = pad neni spojeny s n¢jakou specifickou thematickou roli, ale je zavis-
1y na lokalnich vztazich se slovesem; miiZze se ménit pfi pasivizaci, no-
minalizaci nebo negaci (NOM, ACC, GEN)

[+gov(erned)] = pad komplementu fizeného lexikalni kategorii (ACC, GEN, DAT,
INSTR; LOC je komplement ptedlozky a NOM komplementem neni)

[+ag(ens)] = pad mtize vyjadfit agens, prototypicky vézat anafory (NOM, ACC,

INSTR).

Dekompozice jednotlivych padia:

NOM  [+str, -gov, +ag]
ACC  [+str, +gov, +ag]
GEN  [+str, +gov, -ag]
DAT  [-str, +gov, -ag]
LOC  [-str, -gov, -ag]

INSTR [-str, +gov, +ag]
4.2 Deklina¢ni tridy

Dalsim dulezitym krokem je vyc¢lenéni deklinacni tfidy. Pied tim, neZz pfistoupime
k samotnému vyclenéni ¢eskych deklinacnich tfid, provedeme mensi myslenkovy expe-
riment. Cilem tohoto experimentu je ukazat, jak pomérmné jednoduchy soubor pravidel
mize dat vzniknout systému, ktery na prvni pohled vypada znaé¢né komplexné.

Predpokladejme tedy morfologicky systém se ¢tyfmi pady (NOM, ACC, GEN, DAT),
které jsou dvojicemi rysu [+ag, £gov], ¢tyimi rody (MA, M, F, N), dvéma deklinacnimi
titidami (a, B) a Sesti koncovkami (A, B, C, D, E, F), které jsou v morfologickém kom-
ponentu specifikovany pro kontext deklinaéni tfidy a/nebo rodu dané¢ho jména.

Pady a jejich dekompozice — hypoteticky systém:

NOM [+ag, -gov]
ACC [+ag, +gov]
GEN [-ag, +gov]
DAT  [-ag, -gov]

Jednotky morfologického komponentu a jejich specifikace — hypoteticky systém:
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/A/ < [+gov, +ag]/ [Fem] _
/B/ > [+ag, -gov]/ [M, B] _
/Cl & [tgov]/ [a] _

/D/ <> [-gov]/ [Anim] _

B/ <[/ [B] _

Jak ukazuje nasledujici tabulka, téchto 6 morfologickych jednotek derivuje v daném
jazyce8 paradigmat, z nichz pouze ta pro jména rodu M a N tfidy a jsou totozna. Vidime
také, ze pomérné jednoduchy systém, ktery je ve formalni shodé s principem synkre-
tismu, mize generovat paradigma, jehoz pravidelnost je nezietelna: tak napt. abstraktni
morfém NOM ([+str, -gov]) zde mlze byt realizovan ctyfmi alomorfy (z celkové Sesti
koncovek).

Tabulka (3) 8 paradigmat — hypoteticky systém

MAa | MAB |Ma M B Fa Fp Na N B
NOM D B F B F E F E
ACC C E C E A A C E
GEN C E C E C E C E
DAT D D F E F E F E

Vysledkem myslenkového experimentu je, ze pokud existuje sada morfologickych jed-
notek, které realizuji jednotlivé pady v zavislosti na tfid¢ a/nebo rodu jejich levého kon-
textu, vznikne takovy pocet riznych paradigmat (7), jenz piiblizné odpovida soucinu
poctu rodl (4) a poctu tiid (2). Dale si pov§imnéme, Ze ackoliv tento systém vytvoii sadu
paradigmat, ktera mohou byt deskriptivné organizovana podle rodu jména, podivame-li
se na kontext vyse definovanych jednotek, tak zjistime, Ze k tomuto tvrzeni mame piesné
tii davody (tolik z nich je citlivych na rod). Stejny pocet divodl vSak mame i k tvrzeni,
ze je deklinace organizovana podle deklina¢ni tiidy.

Na tomto misté rovnéz zdlraziujeme, Ze jednotliva paradigmata v tabulce nepovazu-
jeme za né&jakou o sob¢ existujici zakladni jednotku gramatiky, ale za vysledek vzajemné
interakce jednotek morfologického komponentu a jeho pravidel.

Na zékladé provedeného myslenkového experimentu mizeme piedem predikovat pocet
deklinaénich t¥id, které miizeme pii dekompozici o¢ekavat. Cestina ma &tyfi rody a tra-
dice vydéluje 14 paradigmat. Prostym délenim dojdeme k Cislu 3,5. Ocekavame tedy
existenci Ctyf tiid.

Obratme nyni svou pozornost zpé€t k tabulce 2. Podobné jako v myslenkovém experi-
mentu i zde pfedpokladame, Zze distribuce koncovek v kazdém z fadkd je podminéna
dvéma faktory: rodem substantiva a/nebo deklina¢ni tfidou. Fakt, ze pfipoustime podmi-
nénost distribuce uréitych koncovek rodem substantiva neni v rozporu s nasim ptedcho-



zim tvrzenim, Ze deklinace sama rodové fizena neni. To, Ze napf. vyskyt koncovky —ovi
je omezen na zivotna jména, jesté neznamena, ze neexistuji deklinacni t¥idy, které jsou
na rodu nezavislé.

Zaméime pozornost nejprve na INSTR, tedy na pad, ktery je vyjadien nejmensim po-
¢tem koncovek napfi¢ v§emi paradigmaty. Mizeme pozorovat, Ze vyskyt koncovky —em
ani koncovky —ou neni omezen konkrétnim rodem. Ob¢é dvé koncovky jsou ekvivalentné
specifikovany pro INSTR, jelikoz jejich distribuce je (v substantivni deklinaci) omezena
pouze na tento pad. Tyto koncovky tedy vstupuji v INSTR do vzajemné konkurence,
ktera usti ve vlozeni —ou v instrumentalu paradigmat Zena a predseda. Tato paradigmata
jsou si natolik podobnd, Ze povazujeme za rozumny ptredpoklad, ze tvoii jednu dekli-
nacni tfidu. Rozdilné chovani v DAT a LOC bude pak vysvétleno specifikaci koncovky
—ovi pro kontext zivotnych maskulin, coZ je ziejmé z prostého pohledu na tabulku.

Dale mizeme pozorovat, ze koncovka — se vyskytuje vyhradn€ u vlastni podmnoziny
feminin. Tato feminina maji dale spole¢né formy pro DAT a LOC. V doméné struktur-
nich padu se vsak vyskytuji uréité odlisnosti, jenz nas vedou k tomu, abychom skupinu
téchto feminin rozdélili do dvou tfid. Jedna tfida ma v NOM koncovku —e (ruiZe) a druha
3. Do jedné ttidy spolu s paradigmatem riZe dale fadime i moie, kuie a soudce, k
paradigmatiim piser: a kost 1 muz a stroj. Pracujeme tedy se Ctyimi nasledujicimi tii-
dami.

Tabulka (4) Deklinac¢ni tfidy
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GEN
DAT -1 -1 -1 -1
LOC -1 -1 -1 -1
INSTR -em -em -em
Pozorovani:

-e je limitovano na pady s rysem [+str] a je omezeno na I. a I1. tfidu (viz morfologicka
jednotka F3)'!

-i je v INSTR pouze u feminin a je omezeno na I. a Il. tfidu (F1)

-em je kontextove nespecificka forma pro INSTR (F2)

Morfologické jednotky F1 — F4:

Fl: -{ & [-str, +gov, +ag]/ [Fem], {I v II} _
F2: -em < [-str, +gov, +ag]

F3:-e & [+str]/ {I v II}

F4:-i e [ /{IVvI}

Tabulka (6) Paradigmata I. tfidy po vloZeni F1 — F4

ruze | mofe | soudce kute
NOM | -e - - -¢
ACC | -e! - - -
GEN -e - - -
DAT -1 -1 -1 -1
LOC -i -1 -1 -1
INSTR | -i -em -em -em

Ttida 1 11 11 v
Vzory ruze muz zena pan
mote stroj predseda hrad
soudce pisenl mesto
kufe kost
4.3 Analyza

4.3.1 Trida I

Tabulka (5) Paradigmata I. tfidy

1 Fakt, ze existuje synkretismus koncovek napfi¢ jednotlivymi tfidami, neni zasadnim

problémem. Pro jednoduchost budeme v nasledujicim textu jednotky uvadét s disjunktivni
specifikaci pro jednotlivé tiidy.

Jedinou problematickou se stala forma ACC u paradigmatu ruize. Tento problém odstra-
nime pomoci ochuzovaciho pravidla OP1 (viz oddil 3 a definice tzv. Impoverishment
Rule).

OPI1: [+str] — @/ [+str, +ag, I, Fem]
Pravidlo OP1 odstrani v ACC feminin I tfidy rys [+str], jenZ je nutnou podminkou pro

vlozeni formy —e. JelikoZ je rys vymazan, nemuze byt jednotka F3 vlozena, a morfém je
proto realizovan jednotkou F4.

H Morfologické jednotky budeme dale oznacovat glosami F1 — Fn.



4.3.2 Trida II

Tabulka (7) Paradigmata IL. tridy

muz | stroj | pisenn | kost
NOM | -O -0 -0 -0
ACC -0 -0 -0
GEN -i
DAT -i -i -i -i
LOC -i -i -i -i
INSTR | -em | -em R

Zde mizeme zopakovat pozorovani z predchozi ¢asti:

-e je limitovano na pady s rysem [+str] a je omezeno na I. a II. tfidu (viz morfologicka
jednotka F3)

-1 je v INSTR pouze u feminin a omezeno na I. a II. tfidu (F1)

-em je kontextove nespecificka forma pro INSTR (F2)

A dodavame:
@ ma distribuci omezenu na NOM, ACC ve II. a III. tridé (F5)

Morfologické jednotky F1 — F5:

Fl: -i & [-str, +gov, +ag]/ [Fem], {I v 11} _
F2: -em < [-str, +gov, +ag]

F5: @ < [+str, +ag]

F3:-e & [+str]/ {Iv I}
F4:-io[J{IvI}

Vsimnéme si, Ze jednotka F5 je specifictéjsi nez F3. Distribuce —e v této deklinacni tfidé
je tedy omezena na ty strukturni pady, které nejsou realizovany F5. Takovym padem je

pouze GEN.

Tabulka (8) Paradigmata II. tFidy po vloZeni F1 — F5

muz | stroj | pisei | kost
NOM | -© -9 -0 -0
ACC | -9! -0 -0 -9
GEN -e -e -e -e!
DAT -1 -1 -1 -1
LOC -1 -1 -1 -1
INSTR | -em | -em -1 -1
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Problematickymi formami jsou ACC v paradigmatu muz a GEN v paradigmatu kost.
Problém ACC u zivotnych maskulin neni exkluzivni zalezitosti nasi analyzy - jedna se o
jev tzv. genitivu—akuzativu, ktery je vSeslovanskym jevem a v naSem systému jej zachy-
cujeme pomoci pravidla OP2.

strukturnim genitivem a nestrukturnimi pady zde neni vazana na kontext rodu, ale pouze
na dané paradigma. Je vSak dobie zndmo, Ze vétSinu jmen tohoto typu (aZ na vyjimky
jako kost, lest, Cest,...) tvori derivaty se sufixem —ost, jde tedy o morfologicky dobie
vymezitelnou tfidu jmen.

Zavedeme tedy ochuzovaci pravidla (OP2, OP3):
OP2: [+ag] — @/ [Masc, Anim, +str, +gov]; {Il vIV}
(GEN-ACC u zivotnych maskulin II. a IV. tfidy)

OP3: [+str, -ag] — @ / /+ost/ & {kost, ...}
(neutralizace opozice mezi strukturnimi a nestrukturnimi pady v genitivu u kost)

4.3.3 Trida III

Tabulka (9) Paradigmata III. tiidy

Zena | predseda

NOM -a -a

ACC -u -u

GEN -y -y

DAT -& -ovi

LOC -& -ovi
INSTR | -ou -ou

Pozorovani:

-a je omezeno na NOM (II1. tifda) a GEN (IV. t¥ida) (F10)'*
-ou realizuje INSTR III. tiidy (F6)"

12 Vyskyt —a v ACC v paradigmatu pdn je dan genitivem-akuzativem. Ve zde pouzivané
dekompozici padi neni mozné formulovat to, Ze koncovka je omezena na GEN a NOM. Tento fakt
nasledné vede kurcitym komplikacim v celé¢ analyze deklina¢niho systému, k nimz se jesté
vratime. V Zikova a Caha (v pfiprave) proto navrhujeme alternativni systém dekompozice.

By adjektivnim paradigmatu se —ou vyskytuje rovnéz, a to v ACC a INSTR feminina. Jelikoz
nulova hypotéza je, ze tyto koncovky jsou identické, bude specifikace této koncovky odpovidat
mnozin¢ [+gov, +ag]. Pro jednoduchost zde tento fakt nereflektujeme.



-y realizuje GEN IIL. tfidy (F7)

-ovi realizuje DAT a LOC u zivotnych maskulin (F8)

-¢ realizuje DAT a LOC u II1. tfidy (a variantné také pouze LOC u IV. tridy) (F9)
-u realizuje ACC u Il. tfidy, a DAT/LOC IV. tfidy; ma Sirokou distribuci (F11)

Morfologické jednotky F6 — F11:

F6: -ou < [-str, +gov, +ag]/ I

F7: -y & [+str, +gov, -ag]/ 11T _

F8: -ovi &> [-str, -ag]/ [Anim, Masc] (II) _
F9: -¢ < [-str, -ag]/ I (IV) _

F10: -a & [+str)/ L, IV _

Fll:-u & [J UL IV _

Vsechny jednotky az na F8 jsou specifikovany pro kontext tfidy. Koncovka -ovi (F8) ma
jako ,.fakultativni* kontext specifikovanu v zavorce III. tfidu. Pokud pouZijeme verzi
jednotky, kde III. tfida neni specifikovana, je koncovku -ovi mozno vlozit i mimo tuto
ttidu, coz dava formy jako muzovi, soudcovi. Zavorka je zde symbolem pro dvé konku-
rujici si gramatiky.

Tabulka (10) Paradigmata III. tfidy po vloZeni F6 — F11

Zena | predseda
NOM -a -a
ACC -a! -a!
GEN -y -y
DAT -¢ -ovi
LOC -¢ -ovi
INSTR | -ou -ou

Spatnou formu dostaneme v ACC, protoze -a (F10) je specifikovano pro vice rysi nez
nalezité —u (F11). Potfebujeme tedy ochuzovaci pravidlo, které v ACC neutralizuje opo-
zici mezi nim a nestrukturnimi pady. Stejné pravidlo jsme jiz potfebovali v paradigmatu
riize, kam tedy pouze piidame specifikaci pro III. tiidu:'*

' Tento krok je zna¢né nemotivovany a zbytecny. Fakt, ze musime znovu pouzivat stejné
ochuzovaci pravidlo k feseni stejného problému (jmenovité vyskytu podspecifikované koncovky
v akuzativu) odhaluje, Ze se v nasi analyze vyskytuje jisty systematicky nedostatek. Konkrétnéji
fe¢eno se zde opét vynofuje problém nastinény v poznamce 12, kde jsme zmifiovali, ze v nasi
padové dekompozici neni mozné specifikovat urcitou koncovku pro pouze NOM a GEN. Pokud
by —a bylo specifikovano jako forma pouze pro GEN a NOM, nebyla by v ACC v konkurenci s —u,
které by zde tedy bylo mozno bez potizi vlozit. Stejné bychom pak postupovali v pfipadé I. tfidy: -
e by bylo specifikovano pro NOM a GEN, pfi¢emz vyskyt —e v ACC by bylo mozno odvodit
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OP1: [+str] — @/ [+str, +ag, [, Fem] & 11T _

4.3.4 T¥ida IV

V nasi analyze fadime do IV. tfidy nasledujici paradigmata. V nich se vyskytuji Casté
dublety, které uvadime v zavorkach. Za ,,systematické* povazujeme koncovky, jez uva-
dime bez zavorek.

Tabulka (11) Paradigmata IV. tFidy

pan hrad mesto
NOM -0 -0 -0
ACC -a -0 -0
GEN -a -a (-u) -a
DAT -0Vvi -u -u
LOC -ovi -u (=€) -u (-€)
INSTR -em -em -em
Pozorovani:

-0 je jedind nova forma - pro NOM a ACC neuter IV. tfidy (viz nova jednotka F12)
- zadnou novou jednotku nebo zménu specifikace rysu stavajicich jednotek jiz zavede-
nych forem nepotiebujeme

Morfologické jednotky pro IV. tfidu:
F2: -em < [-str, +gov, +ag]

F12: -0 <> [+str, +ag]/ [Neu]; IIT _

F5: @ < [+str, +ag]

F8: -ovi <> [-str, -ag]/ [Anim, Masc] _
F9: -¢ < [-str, -ag]/ T (IV) _

F10: -a & [+str)/ L TV _

Fll:-u < [/, 1V_

OP2: [+ag] — @ / [Anim, Masc, +str, +gov]; {Il v IV}

z pravidla pro GEN-ACC. To by bylo podle o¢ekavani aplikovano u vzoru soudce, ale rovnéz i u
neuter I. tfidy. V takovém systému je mozné zbavit se OP1 bez ztraty empirické adekvatnosti (viz
Zikova a Caha, v ptiprave).

V tomto kontextu si rovnéz povSimnéme, ze pravidlo pro GEN-ACC aplikovano u vzoru
soudce zpusobuje homonymii ACC s NOM, coz diskredituje takové piistupy, které existenci
tohoto pravidla (v synchronni gramatice) odvozuji z nutnosti mezi témito pady rozliSovat. Na
druhou stranu to potvrzuje pohled na morfologii jako na svébytny systém fizeny pravidly
inherentnimi této roving reprezentace.



(GEN-ACC u zivotnych maskulin II. a IV. tfidy)

Tabulka (12) Paradigmata IV. tfidy po vloZeni F2, FS, F8 — F12 a aplikaci OP2

pan hrad mgésto
NOM -0 -0 -0
ACC -a -0 -0
GEN -a -a -a
DAT -ovi -u (=€) | -u(-¢eH
LOC -ovi -u (=€) -u (=€)
INSTR -em -em -em

Vidime dva Spatné vysledky. V GEN u Arad je jedina vloZena koncovka —a, coz sice
odpovida substantiviim typu les, av§ak pro vétSinu substantiv tohoto paradigmatu je to
Spatna forma. To lze vyfesit ochuzovacim pravidlem, které v genitivu odstrani rys [+str,
-ag] u maskulin IV. tfidy. Toto pravidlo je totozné s OP3 pro kost, u n¢hoz tedy pouze
roz§itime doménu aplikace:

OP3: [+str, -ag] «> O/ -ost v {kost, ...} v {¥Vx: X =+masc, -anim & III} - {les, ...}
(neutralizace opozice mezi strukturnimi a nestrukturnimi pady v GEN u kost a hrad)

Vzhledem k nechténému vyskytu —¢ v DAT pak musime postulovat posledni ochuzovaci
pravidlo, které vymaze rys [-ag] v nestrukturnich padech s rysem [+gov]. Tim je dosa-
zeno toho, ze jednotka F9 nemiize podle principu podmnoziny realizovat DAT.

OP4: [-ag] — Q@ / [-str, +gov]; IIT _

V apendixu této prace jsou shrnuta vSechny morfologické jednotky i ochuzovaci pravi-
dla, které jsme pii popisu singularu ¢eské deklinace zavedli. Tyto jednotky se prohfesuji
proti principu synkretismu v tom, ze mnohdy obsahuji disjunktivni specifikaci tfidy,
ktera tvoti kontext pro jejich vlozeni do struktury. Disjunktivni specifikace je vSak for-
malné ekvivalentni homonymii: disjunkce v podstaté¢ odpovida dvéma riznym pravi-
dlim, pticemz koncovka miize byt vlozena podle jednoho nebo druhého.

Tento nedostatek je mozné odstranit za pouziti dekompozice jednotlivych tfid do de-
klina¢nich rysi (viz rovnéz Alexiadou, Miiller 2004). Mizeme si totiz povSimnout, Ze
disjunktivni specifikace jednotek se tyka pouze I. a II. tfidy, nebo III. a IV. tfidy. Pokud
tedy tfida I a II sdileji deklinacni rys [+o] a III. a IV. tfida rys [-a], je mozné se disjunk-
tivni specifikace zcela vyvarovat. Rovnéz OP2, jehoz disjunktivni specifikace vycClenuje
II. nebo IV. tfidu, mize byt specifikovano nedisjunktivné, pokud tfida II a IV budou
sdilet rys [+f].

Zikova & Caha : Princip synkretismu aneb Augiasiav chlév ceské deklinace

5. Zavér

V tomto piispévku jsme podali popis Ceské singularové deklinace v teoretickém ramci
distribuované morfologie. Vychazeli jsme pfitom z piredpokladu, Ze pocetnd, bohatd a
rozriznéna paradigmata ¢eské deklinace, jeZ jsou popsana v gramatikach, jsou vysled-
kem interakce pravidel, ktera realizuji syntaktickou strukturu. Morfologické jednotky a
ochuzovaci pravidla, které jsme zde navrhli, jsou ve shod¢ s principem synkretismu —
kazda ze tfinacti forem je v nasi praci spojena s jedine¢nou kombinaci morfologickych
ryst. Tento vysledek odstraiiuje redundanci v popisu a zaroven umoznuje vysvétlit sku-
teCnost, ze vyskyt danych koncovek je systematicky omezen na urcitou tfidu pada.

V tomto pfispévku jsme rovnéz navrhli roz€lenéni ceské deklinace do Ctyt tfid, jejichz
synchronni relevance nebyla dosud v popisu Ceské deklinace rozpoznana. Pokud jsou
tyto deklinacni tfidy dale rozdéleny do jednotlivych deklinacnich rysu, je mozno podat
popis ¢eské deklinace, ktery je s principem synkretismu v naprostém souladu.

6. Apendix
Souhrn 12 morfologickych jednotek a 4 ochuzovacich pravidel pro sg. deklinaci

Fl: -{ & [-str, +gov, +ag]/ [Fem]; {I v II}
F6: -ou < [-str, +gov, +ag]/ 1T _

F7: -y < [+str, +gov, -ag]/ 1T _

F2: -em < [-str, +gov, +ag]

F8: -ovi & [-str, -ag]/ [Anim, Masc] (II) _
F12: -0 < [+str, +ag]/ [Neu]; 11T _

F9: -¢ & [-str, -ag)/ LIl (V IV) _

F5: @ & [+str, +ag]

F3:-e & [+str)/ {IVv I}

F10: -a & [+str]/ {IIl v IV}

Fll:-ue [/ {IIVIV}

F4:-i [V {IvI}

OP1: [+str] — @/ [+str, +ag, [, Fem] & 11T _

OP2: [+ag] — @ / [Anim, Masc, +str, +gov]; {Il v IV}

OP3: [+str, -ag] — @ / /+ost/ v {kost, ...} v {Vx: x =-Anim, Masc & III} - {les, ...}
OP4: [-ag] — O/ [-str, +gov] IIT
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Current Progress in Altaic Etymology!”
Vaclav Blazek

Sergei Starostin, Anna Dybo, Oleg Mudrak, with assistance of Ilya Gruntov and Vladi-
mir Glumov: Etymological Dictionary of the Altaic Languages, Part One [4-K], Part
Two [L-Z], Part Three [Indices], Leiden-Boston: Brill 2003, published in the prestigeous
series Handbook of Oriental Studies / Handbuch der Orientalistik 8/1-3, edited by Denis
Sinor & Nicola di Cosmo [ISSN 0169-8524]. These three volumes are of a respectable
size: pp 1-858, 859-1556, 1557-2096 respectively.

The author’s team proper consists of three scholars: Sergei Starostin, Anna Dybo and
Oleg Mudrak. In the end of 80-ties I. Seversidze cooperated too. S. Starostin elaborated
the data of the Japanese, Korean and Tungus languages, A. Dybo the Turkic and also
Tungus languages, O. Mudrak the Chuvash, Mongolian and Jurchen languages, plus
V. Glumov, compiling also the Tungus data, and I. Gruntov, compiling also the
Mongolian data. The head of the author’s team, Sergei Starostin, initiated his interest in
Altaic from the historical phonetics of Japanese (1972, 1975a, 1975b, 1990, 1997). The
preliminary sound correspondences and the lexicostatistic test among five Altaic
branches were presented by Starostin in 1986. This study expanded into the monograph
Altajskaja problema i proisxozZdenie japonskogo jazyka (Moskva: Nauka 1991) where
Starostin discussed the classical Altaic theory, following G.J. Ramstedt and N. Poppe
(Turkic + Mongolian + Tungus, plus ocassionally Korean), plus Korean and Japanese
following especially S. Martin and R.A. Miller respectively. In his book Starostin
demonstrated the phonetic corresponences in details, including the new rules established
by him for the first time. He has also published the 100-word-lists of all Altaic languages
here. A. Dybo has published, among others, a series of studies, analyzing in details the
body-part-terms in Altaic (1985, 1986a, 1988a, 1988a, 1988b, 1989a, 1989b, 1989c,
1991a, 1992, 1995a, 1995d, 1996) or the Altaic lexicon in general (1997a, 1997b, 2000)
or historical phonology of Turkic, Tungus or Altaic at all (1990, 1991, 1995b). She also
belongs in the author’s teams preparing the ‘Comparative-historical grammar of Turkic
languages’ (Sravnitelno-istoriceskaja grammatika tjiurkskix jazykov, 4: Leksika, Moskva:
Nauka 1997) and ‘Etymological dictionary of Turkic languages’ (Etimologiceskij slovar

™ To be also published in Philologica Fenno-Ugrica. An earlier version published in Folia
Orientalia. Reproduced with permission. [Editor’s note]
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tjiurkskix jazykov: obscetjurkskie i meztjurkskie leksiceskie osnovy na bukvy "k", "q",
Moskva: Jazyki russkoj kultury 1997). In his publications O. Mudrak especially
concentrates on two topics, historical phonology of Chuvash (1987, 1989, 1993, 1994)
and reconstruction of Jurchen (1985, 1988). 1. Gruntov has published an article on the
historical phonology of Japanese in the Altaic context (2000).

The first version of the present review was finished in May 2005. This new version
originates to up-to-date the sources on the one hand. The second reason consists in the
unexpected death of the head of the author’s team, Sergei Starostin, on 30th September
2005.

The Etymological Dictionary of the Altaic Languages (= EDAL) is open by Preface
(pp- 7-9) where the purposes of the present dictionary and a short history of Altaic
studies are described. The Introduction (pp. 11-236) starts with the Chapter One devoted
to The problem of Interlingual borrowings in Altaic languages (pp. 13-21). Here it is
demonstrated, how the phonetic criteria may serve to distinguish the borrowings from
the inherited cognates, e.g. the correspondences of Turkic */, *# (> late Turkic *s, *z,
after the separation of the Bulgarian-Chuvash branch) vs. Mongolian *$, *s respectively
indicate the borrowings from Turkic into Mongolian. In the Chapter Two the Compara-
tive phonology of Altaic Languages is discussed. The authors start with the root-structure
of the canonical type CV(C)CV, occasionally also CV for pronominal, auxiliary and
some verbal roots, plus the trisyllabic pattern CVCVCV. The consonant inventory of the
Altaic proto-language is reconstructed in the system:

p- P b m
t t d n K z- -r- l
¢ ¢ s n $ -j- 13 /
k k g y

The system of basic consonant correspondences between five Altaic daughter protolan-
guages was established as follows (pp. 24-25):

Rule | Proto- Proto- Proto- Proto- Proto- Proto-
Altaic Turkic Mongolian Tungus Korean Japanese
LI #- | *a- ¥%- *h-, - *p- *p- *p-
*p‘ *p *b’ *h /_b *p *p *p
2. *p- *]_ *bh- h- *p- *p- *p-
*p *h *h *h *p *p
3.1 *b- *b *b- *b- *p- *n-/
*bla,8,V]]
*b *b *n /[ *R]b, *b *b/-p *[*iV, %]
b[Vg] /-b w
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23. *g_ *g_ *g_ *g_ *fr- *f_
g g *h [= 71, g[Vh] *g *O h/-k * /

/-g [*iV]&

24.1 ™y Yk - | R glu] - *n- £/ *n-

/nla,o0,e] (/*m[i]-)

Wi 7 g, n,m, h *y *y, O *m / *n

4.1 *m- *h- *m- *m- *m- *m-
1 *_ g 1y *m *m *m
5.1 *- ., *dV -/ ] *t- * 1
[, 7, 7]
* *t *t/ i)/ -d *t *t *t
6. *t *d- *t- / ¢[i] *d- /*3[1] *t- *t-/
*d[i, 2]
*f- *t *t / cli] *t *r/-t *t
7.1 *d- *j- *d / 3[i] *d *t- *d-/{V+
Hpe K Hf
]
*d *d *d / 3] *d *r/-t *t/[*V,
wili
8.1 *n- *j- *n- *n- *n- *n-
*y * . * *y *p *n
9.1 *r *_p- -r- *p- *_p- *p, *t
10. *]- *j- *n-, [- *]- *p- *p-
*/ */ *] *] *p *p
11.]  *s- *g- *g- *g- *s-, h- *g-
*g *g *g *g *g *g
12.]  *z- *j- *s- *s- *s- *s-
13.] *¢“- *c- *c- *c- *c- *t-
*c *¢ *¢ *¢ *¢ *t
14.] *c- *d- *d-/5[1] *g *¢ *t-
*e0 *e0 * *31, * g *e7 *_g_
5] % - 3 = e -
16.] *n- *j- *5o *;- *p- *m-
17. * * *r *r *r *r/ t{i,u]
18.| *- *j *d-/3[i] *] - -
*l *l *] *] *p *g
19.] *s- *s-/*C[*A] *s-/*C[*A4] *§- *g- *g-
*S" *S *S *Sv’ *S *S
20 ¥ g 5,0 g 550 | %0
21, *k‘- *- *- *x- *k *-
*f *k *k, g[Vh]/-g *k/x *k h *k
221 *k- *g_ *k-, -g- *k-, *g *- *-
* | *kel(mr] *o/g % *O h/k %

In the following text (pp. 25-90) all consonant correspondences are commented in de-
tails. In the end of this part a synoptic table of the consonant clusters is presented. Very
important is the explanation of the problem of Khalaj %- (pp. 26-28). For G. Doerfer it is
always a witness of the Altaic *p*- (1971, 1981-82). The authors of EDAL conclude:
‘absence of /- in Khalaj is therefore an almost certain sign of *£* (or *y) in Altaic, but
its presence may be original or secondary.’

The most radical change in confrontation with the ‘classical’ Altaic reconstructions were
realized in vocalism (pp. 90-135). The authors reconstruct five vowels *i, *e, *u, *o, *a
and three diphthongs *iu, *io, *ia which have to occur only in the first syllable. They
admit that the diphthongs could also be reinterpreted as *i, *6, *d respectively. The
most revolutionary change consists in the idea of the influence of the vowel of the last
syllable (usually lost) on the preceding vowel, i.e. umlaut. It means, the quality of the
vowel of the first syllable in the Altaic proto-language should depend on the quality of
the vowels of the following syllable(s). A similar principle is accepted in Uralic &
Fenno-Ugric linguistics for a long time. Tungus languages preserved the vocalic system
best of all; that is why they are quoted at the first column. The authors summarized the
vocalic correspondences as follows (pp. 92-93):

Proto- Proto- Proto-Mongolian Proto- Proto- Middle

Altaic Tungu Turkic Japanese Korean
S

*a...a a a a (Pa-/Pa-) a A

*q...e a a [i] a- t 2 A

*a..i a ale] e [d] i A [i]

*a...0 a ali e] o (ja, aj) a dlo]

*a..u e alU] a u A[U]

*e...a e ale] a(a) [e] a A

*e...e e e (ja-) e (eR; ja-) 2 Ali, #]

*e...l e e[ e (eR; ja-) i i[i A]

*e...0 e ale, ale] 2 [a] alU]

Pii/Po,iiP/6P]
*e...u e e [a, Po, oP] ela, a] u U la]



*...a i i i [i] a A

*..e i e[i] e (eR) i i[#]
*od i (Pe) i i 1

*...0 i i i [2] U []
*..u i i £ [i] u i[#]
*0...a U U 0 a A
*0...e U 6 [, o] 6 [o] 2 i [U]
*0...1 U 14} o6 [0] u U
*0...0 U u 0 2 A
*0..u U U o u alU]
*U...a U a[U] u [o] a A
*u...e u U [ii, o] i ua (Pa-) alA]
*u...i u ii[o] i [u] u U [#]
*U...o U U u 2 U [#]
*u..u U U u u U
*ja..a ia(Si) a ia, ja [e] a a (Pa, aP)
*ia.. i ila, e] ia, ja 2 i[()2]
*ia...i ia (Si) ile] ia, ja [e] i d[()a]
*ia...o U e ia, ja, Pa a al[U]
*ia...u U a, U e, a, Pa u U [()a]
*jo...a U a U ia, ja, Pa a Uld]
*jo...e U e 0 e, a, Pa 2 [u] U [ja]
*jo...1 U ile, 0] ia, ja, Pa i Uld]
*j0...0 i 6 [4, U] o [u] 2 [a] i, ()2
*jo..u ia(Si)) eliu] u [o] u alu, ja]
*iu...a U Uli] i a A
*u...e i, Pu 6 [4, U] i, iR [0] u [2] (A [U]
*u...i i (Pu-) 6, U] i [0] i i U)
*u...o i U u [o] u [2] ()A [U]
*u.u U i [U, 4, 48] i u U, i)

Used symbols: A = a ~ 2, P = labialized consonant, R = liquid resonant, S = fricative (s, §, x), U=
u~o.

Again, all vowel combinations are demonstrated in details (pp. 93-134). The Chapter
Two is terminated by the basic information on prosody (pp. 134-135):
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Proto-Altaic Proto- Proto- Proto- Korean Japanese
Tungus  Turkic Mongolian

x| * * L% ® x|

W w7 7 *y *y *y

*7 *[7 *|7 L% ® x|

*7 *7 * L% x| =)

The Chapter Three (pp. 136-172) is devoted to the detailed description of the
comparative-historical phonologies of the Altaic branches (Turkic by A. Dybo;
Mongolian by O. Mudrak; Tungus by A. Dybo & S. Starostin). This part again moves
with the level of the individual disciplines beyond the traditional borders. I believe, its
contribution could accept even the most confirmed opponents of Altaic as the genetic
unity. The Chapter Four (pp. 173-229) represents a comparative morphology of Altaic
languages. It starts with the determination of the derivational suffixes forming the
nominal and verbal structures. The case and number suffixes are reconstructed as

follows (p. 221-22):

Proto-
Altaic
Nom. *&
Acc. *be
Part. *ga
Gen. *-nV
Dat.-Loc.
*du/da

Dat.-Instr.
*nV
Dat.-Dir. *-
k'V
Com.-Loc.
* [V

Com.-Equ.
*-C‘a

AllL *gV

Dir. *-rV

Proto-
Tungus
*J

*ba / *be
*ga

*m-

*du Dat.
/*-da-
Loc.

*ki Dir.
*la Loc./
*_[7 Prol./

*-luya
Com.

*o7 All.

Mongolian
17

*-y Acc.
*n

-da Dat.-Loc.

/
-du Attr.

¢a Abl. /
¢a(ya) Term.
*(ya

-ru Dir.

Old /Proto-
Turkic
127

-()y /-(0)y

n
-ta/~da/-te/-
de
Loc.-Abl.
-(E)n/-(i)n
Instr.
-qa/-ke Dat.

li, -liy

-¢a/-¢e Equ.

-ya-ru/-ge-rii
Dir.
-ya-ru/-ge-rii
Dir.

Middle
Korean
17

-n

-ro Instr.-
Lat.

-'ai

-ro Lat.

Old
Japanese
17

wo

ga Poss.
no

-tu Attr.-
Loc.

ni Dat.-
Loc.

to Com.



Instr.-Abl. * i 7*()a Jju Abl.
14 terminal
dat.
Sglt. *-nV *n *n
Du. *-#V *r PL *_f paired )
objects paired
objects
PIL. *-¢*- *-tam) / -d *-t *ti-r *ta-ti
-*te(n)
PL. *-s- *-sa-1 *og
PL. *-[- *] *-nar *-lar *ra

Abbreviations: Abl. Ablative, Acc. Acusative, All. Allative, Attr. Attributive, Com. Comitative,
Dat. Dative, Dir. Directive, Du. Dual, Equ. Equative, Gen. Genitive, Instr. Instrumental, Lat. La-
tive, Loc. Locative, Nom. Nominative, P1. Plural, Prol. Prolative, Poss. Possessive, Prolative, Sglt.
Singulative, Term. Terminative.

The Altaic pronominal system is reconstructed as follows (p. 225):

Proto- Turkic Mongolian ~ Tungus Middle  Proto-
Altaic Korean Japanese

Sg.  *b’i, obl. *be, *bi, *bi, *ha- "1 &

la  *mi-ne- obl. *men  obl. *min- obl. *mi-n- we"

Sg.  *pa obl. *na-d-/- na *a-

1b m-

Sg.  *si, obl. *se, obl. *si *si

2a  *si-n- *sen

Sg.  *ti i

2b

Sg.  *na *p 2 sg. *nd *nd

2c

Pl.  *ba, obl. *bi-F *ba, obl. *bue, obl. uri *ha- "1 &

la  *miu-n- *man- *mii-n- we"

Pl.  *su, obl. *s *sit, obl.

2a  *su-n- *su-n-

Pl.  *t‘a *ta

2b

In the Chapter Five the glottochronology is applied for Altaic languages. The results
reached in EDAL are not quite identical with those proposed by Starostin in 1991, but
the differences are insignificant (p. 234):
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% Mongolian Tungus Korean Japanese
Turkic 25 25 17 19
Mongolian 29 18 22
Tungus 23 22
Korean 33

According to the authors, the average percentage around 20% implies the primary disin-
tegration in the end of the 6th mill. BC., while the dating of the disintegrations of the
daughter branches are considerably younger: Tungus — 4th cent. BC, Turkic — around the
beginning of our era, Japanese — 5th cent. AD, Mongolian — 10th cent. AD, Korean —
11th cent. AD. Applying so called Jaxontov‘s test confronting the inherited and bor-
rowed lexicon, the authors conclude, these five branches form three higher taxonomical
units: western = Turkic & Mongolian, central = Tungus, eastern = Korean & Japanese.

The Etymological dictionary proper is introduced by information about the Structure of
the Dictionary and adopted conventions (pp. 237-240). Very important is the overview
of the quoted languages with their main sources. Systematically are quoted the following
languages:

Turkic: Old Turkic, Karakhanide Turkic, Turkish, Gagauz, Azerbaidzhan, Turkmen,
Salar, Khalaj, Uzbek, Uyghur, Karaim, Tatar, Bashkir, Kirghiz, Kazakh, (Karachay-)
Balkar, Kara-Kalpak, Kumyk, Noghai, Sary-Yughur, Khakas, Shor, Oyrot = Mountain
Altai, Tuva, Tofalar, Yakut, Dolgan, Chuvash.

Mongolian: Written Mongolian, Middle Mongolian, Khalkha, Kalmuck, Ordos, Mogol,
Dagur, Dongxiang, Baoan, Shira-Yughur, Mongor.

Tungus: Jurchen, Spoken Manchu; all other idioms are quoted according to TMS.
Korean: Middle Korean, Modern Korean; occasionally also Silla & Koguryo.

Japanese: Old Japanese, Middle Japanese, Modern Japanese, including dialects.

Some of languages are missing, although their absence cannot change the proposed re-
constructions:

Turkic: Altai (Kogunbaeva 1991).

Mongolian: Dariganga (Roéna-Tas 1961), Khamnigal Mongol (Janhunen 1990).

Two Mongolian idioms, Tabga¢ and Kitan, recorded in the Chinese characters reflecting
the late Middle Chinese pronunciation (Doerfer 1992, Vovin 2003), and in the case of
Kitan also in the own system of characters (Chinggelte 2002), several centuries earlier
than Old and Middle Mongolian, are omitted too, although they have still preserved e.g.
p- as the reflex of Altaic *p‘-/*p-. Let us mention the most important additions to the
Mongolian corpus of EDAL:

Ad tak*a "elder brother" (p. 281-82) — add Tabgaé *agan (a-kan) id. = Sien-Pi agan id.
(Dogrfer 1992, 44).



Ad *alV "variegated" (p. 291) — add Tabga¢ *halan (ho-lan) "gefleckt" (Doerfer 1992,
45).

Ad *aru "moon (cycle); year" (pp. 303-04) - add Kitan ai "year" (Chinggeltei 2002,
107).

Ad *dp‘a "father" (p. 310) - add Kitan ai "father" (Chinggeltei 2002, 107); concerning a
specific development of the medial consonant, cf. Mongolian of the Zirni ms. 2:y2;/,
Sary-Yughur awi, Monguor awa, dya etc.

Ad *CioberV ~ *¢‘iabuiV "salt, bitter, acid" (p. 398-99) — add Kitan dausu (tao-ssii)
"salt" (Doerfer 1992, 47).

Ad *¢abu "army, war" (p.406-407) — add Kitan *¢a’ur (ch‘ao-wu-érh) "raid" (Doerfer
1992, 47).

Ad *do "inside, middle" (p. 481) — add Kitan *dauan-u "Mitte", cf. Daghur duanda
"middle" (Doerfer 1992, 49).

Ad *ép*V "grandfather" (p. 515) — add Kitan *ebiige (i-pu-ko) "Greis" (Doerfer 1992,
47).

Ad *édV "host, husband" (p. 493-94) — add Tabgac *ejen (i-chan) "father‘s brother"
(Doerfer 1992, 45).

Ad *eyV "cloud, darkness" (p. 512) — add Tabga& *eiilen (yu-lien) "cloud" (Doerfer
1992, 45).

Ad *gojV "different, other" (p. 563) — add Kitan *xo "two; second" (Starikov 1982, 125).
Ad *giiri "wide, broad, thick" (p. 573-74) — add Kitan *giir xan (ko-ér-han) "oberster
Herrscher" (Doerfer 1992, 48).

Ad *@)ape ~ *ipe "cold, winter" (p. 589) — add Kitan *uu/ "winter" (Doerfer 1992, 49) =
*u’ul "winter" (Chinggeltei 2002, 107).

Ad *iaru "young of animal" (p. 603) — the closest parallel to Karakhanide arqun "cross-
bred horse", Uyghur a(r)yun, Kirghiz aryin occurs in Tabgac *(h)aryun (ho-lu-hun) id.
(Doerfer 1992, 45). If it is not a Turkic borrowing in Mongolian, it is incompatible with
the Tungus-Mongolian isogloss "young".

Ad Mongolian *je(r)-siin "nine", *jiren (p. 224), *jerin "ninety" (p. 1545) - add Kitan
*is "nine" (Chinggeltei 2002, 107).

Ad *funu "cow" (pp. 619-20) - add Kitan *unj "ox" (Chinggeltei 2002, 107) = *un (Vo-
vin 2004, 121).

Ad *k*dap‘n "barrier" (p. 765-66) — add Tabgal *qafaycin (k‘o-po-chén) "Tirhiiter",
Kitan *qafayci (ho-pa-chih) "Kleiderwart" (Doerfer 1992, 45, 48), where the original
medial labial is still preserved.

Ad *labo "more, better" (p. 859-60) — add Kitan *nai (nai) "erster" (Doerfer 1992, 48).
Ad *mjiko "snake" (p. 932) - add Kitan *moyo "snake" (Chinggeltei 2002, 107) =
*mogo (Vovin 2004, 121).

Ad *miiiri "water" (p. 935) — add Kitan *mora (mu-li) "river" (Doerfer 1992, 48).
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Ad *mori "horse" (pp. 945-46) - add Kitan *mori "horse" (Chinggeltei 2002, 107; Vovin
2004, 121).

Ad *nadli] "seven" (pp. 959-60) - add Kitan *dol "seven", *doluwei "seventh" (Ching-
geltei 2002, 107).

Ad *rame "goat; deer" (pp. 1003-04) - add Kitan *ema "sheep" (Chinggeltei 2002, 107;
Vovin 2004, 121).

Ad *fdamoé "hundred" (p. 1004-05) — add Kitan *jau (chao) id. (Doerfer 1992, 48) =
*Saw id. (Chienggeltei 2002, 107).

Ad *fu- "six" (p. 1020) - add Kitan *nir "six", *nirwei "sixth" (Chinggeltei 2002, 107)
with the original initial nasal, which was replaced by 5 in all later documented lan-
guages.

Ad *perd "day, sun, light" (p. 1028-29) — add Kitan *icré (nieh-la, nieh-i-érh) "day"
(Doerfer 1992, 48) = *ncer id. (Chinggeltei 2002, 107).

Ad *piak‘u "dog, wolf" (p. 1030) — add Kitan *ioya ~ *idya (nieh-ho) "dog" (Doerfer
1992, 48) = *noxi id. (Chinggeltei 2002, 107) = *n[°/,]x[2]i (Vovin 2004, 121).

Ad *p[iu] "three" (p. 1032-33) - add Kitan *yur "three", *yuruwei "third" (Chinggeltei
2002, 107).

Ad *p“anV ~ *-0- "year, spring/summer" (p. 1110-11) — add Kitan *po (-p‘o in hsia-li-
p‘o "invitation-time") "time" (Doerfer 1992, 48) = *p‘o "time" (Chinggeltei 2002, 107).
Ad *sajri "to stick out, protrude, stand" (p. 1200) - add Kitan *sarbai "plentiful" (Vovin
2003, 240).

Ad *segn "healthy; blood" (p. 1224) — add Kitan *Si (shé) "good" < Mongolian *sajin
"good" (Doerfer 1992, 48).

Ad *sép‘o "(inner) side" (p. 1233) — add Kitan *suan (suan) "heart and stomach" (Do-
erfer 1992, 48).

Ad *sipV "a kind of small bird" (p. 1257) — add Kitan *Saua (shao-wa) "falcon" (Do-
erfer 1992, 48).

Ad *siono "night" (pp. 1280-81) - add Kitan sunj "night (Chinggeltai 2002, 107).

Ad *tiubu "two" (p. 1374) - add Kitan *¢ur "two", *¢uruwei "second" (Chinggeltei
2002, 107).

Ad *@j- "four" (p. 1377) - add Kitan *dur "four" (Chinggeltei 2002, 107).

Ad *‘abd "foot(wear)" (p. 1389-90) — add Tabga¢ *fabag- in *tabagcin (to-po-chén)
"infantry-man", i.e. "foot-soldier" (Doerfer 1992, 46).

Ad *t‘apgiri "oath; God" (p. 1402) — add Tabgac *tengirin (ch‘i-lien) "heaven", Sien-Pi
tenkirin, Hsiung-Nu cepli (Doerfer 1992, 46). It is generally accepted (including EDAL)
that Mongolian *feperi "heaven" is borrowed from Turkic.

Ad *t‘dp‘o(rV) "earth, dust" (p. 1404) — add Kitan *tauwas (t‘ao-wei-ssu) "dust", Sien-
Pi tayucin (Doerfer 1992, 49).



Ad *t‘eéba "to run" > Turkic *tabilgan "hare", Mongolian *tawlai id. (p. 1408-09) — add
Kitan *fauls (t*ao-li) id. (Doerfer 1992, 49) = *t‘aulia "rabbit" (Chinggeltei 2002, 107) =
*taulia (Vovin 2004, 121). The most archaic form allowing the reconstruction *tablgai
is preserved in the Armenian transcription t‘ablyay in the chronicle of Kirakos of
Gandzak from 1241 (Ligeti 1965, 283).

Ad *t‘ége(-rV) "edge, border" (p. 1410-11) — add Tabgaé *teycin (chieh-chén) "Umge-
bung des Herrschers" (Doerfer 1992, 46).

Ad *‘iak‘a "hen" (p. 1431) - add Kitan *#‘axia "chicken" (Chinggeltei 2002, 107) =
*tax[a]ia.

Ad *ti “0so "help, benefit" (p. 1439-40) — add Kitan *fisie (¢‘ou-hsia) "Prifektur”" (Do-
erfer 1992, 49).

Ad *t'i‘lingd "a kind of predator" (p. 1444) — add Tabgac *cino (ch‘i-nu) "wolf" (Do-
erfer 1992, 45).

Ad *t‘u "five" (p. 1466) — add Kitan *fau (¢‘ao) id. (Doerfer 1992, 49), *t‘owo’oi "fifth"
(Chinggeltei 2002, 107).

Ad *zéjna "new" (p. 1510) - add Kitan *Sen "new" (Chinggeltei 2002, 107).

Ad *zera "light; moon" (p. 1512) — add Kitan *sdr(a) (sai-i-érh) "month" (Doerfer 1992,
48) = *scer "moon" (Chinggeltei 2002, 107).

Ad *zidila "spine, nape" (p. 1521) — add Tabgaé *$ilu (shih-lou) "high" ~ Written Mon-
golian si/i "mountain ridge; nape, back of head" < *silui (Doerfer 1992, 46).

Ad *fali "to ask, invite, lend" (p. 1525) — add Kitan gials (hsia-li-p*o "invitation-time")
"to invite; invitation" (Doerfer 1992, 47).

The archaic representants of the eastern branch of Altaic, Silla and Koguryo, are not
omitted here. According to the Index (p. 1724) there are 19 words from Koguryo and 2
from Silla included into EDAL. In the remarkable study of Yoshizo Itabashi published in
the same year as EDAL (2003) there are several important supplements. Let us also add
the Silla, Paekche, and Koguryo forms cited by Lee (1977).

Ad *béta /*péda "sea; ford" (p. 340) — add Koguryo *patan "ocean" (Itabashi 2003,
149), Silla *pator tisea" (Lee 1977, 80).

Ad *boli "kind of cedar, pine" (p. 371) — add Koguryo *bus(i), Middle Korean pus
"pine" (Itabashi 2003, 139).

Ad *kiami "beaver; bear" (p. 688) — add Koguryo kum ~ kun "bear" (Itabashi 2003,
144).

Ad *kiigi "child" (p. 742) — add Koguryo *gu "child" (Itabashi 2003, 140).

Ad *k*amp‘a "top (of head)" (p. 687-88) — add Koguryo *kan "head" (Itabashi 2003,
141).

Ad *k’ok‘e "breast; heart" (pp. 713-14) — add Koguryo *kor "heart; mind" (Itabashi
2003, 143); with the reflex of the final *-# occurring also in Turkic *gékii# and Old
Japanese kokoro.
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Ad *k‘ume "black; coal" (p. 852) — add Koguryo *komur & Silla kamur "black", directly
compatible with Turkic *kémiir "coal" (Itabashi 2003, 142).

Ad *miali(-k*V) "bright; to shine" — add Paekche *moarke "bright" (Lee 1977, 41).

Ad *miiiri "water" (pp. 935-36) — add Silla mur, Koguryo *mey "river, water" < *mer
(Itabashi 2003, 146-47).

Ad *morV "horse" (p. 945) — add Koguryo *meru "colt" (Itabashi 2003, 146).

Ad *miiro "tree, forest" (p. 956) — add Silla *murih "mountain" (Lee 1977, 80).

Ad *najV(rV) "lake, river" (p. 961) — add Silla *narih "river" (Lee 1977, 80), which
indicates the reconstruction *najVrV as only satisfactory.

Ad *piko "rock, cliff' (p. 1074) — add Koguryo *pa?iy ~ *payey
(Ttabashi 2003, 149).

Ad *p“oki "deep" (p. 1104) — add Koguryo *puk "deep" (Itabashi 2003, 150).

Ad *sira/u "hill, mountain" (p. 1258-59) — add Koguryo *siiri ~ *siini "top of mountain"
(Lee 1977, 38).

Ad *sidri "earth; sand; marsh" (pp. 1269-70) — add Koguryo *sork "soil" (Itabashi 2003,
151).

Ad *émo "root; strength, soul" (p. 1364-65) — add Koguryo *cam "(tree) root" (Itabashi
2003, 140). Let us mention that the correspondence of Turkic *d-, Mongolian *d-, Japa-
nese *#- and Korean *¢- indicate proto-Altaic *¢- (rule #14).

Ad *tioli "stone" (p. 1373) — add Paekche *furak id. (Lee 1977, 41).

Ad *‘épa "lowland" (p. 1417) — add Koguryo *#(w)an ~ *"an "valley" (Itabashi 2003,
155).

Ad *t‘opké "round" (p. 1459) — add Koguryo *fawnpi "round" (Itabashi 2003, 152).

Ad *t'u "5" (p. 1466) — add Koguryo *uc "5" < *uti (Itabashi 2003, 154).

Ad *isu "animal; cow" (p. 1505) — add Koguryo *su ~ *siu "cow, cattle" (Itabashi 2003,
151).

Ad *zéjna "new" (p. 1510) — add Koguryo *su "new" (Itabashi 2003, 151), Packche *sa
id. (Lee 1977, 41).

It is important to stress, all these additions are in a good agreement with the proto-Altaic
reconstructions proposed by the authors of EDAL. There are only two exceptions, both
numerals:

Koguryo *mir, Silla mir "3" corresponds exactly with Old Japanese mi-. In EDAL (pp.
1032-33) proto-Japanese *mi- "3" is compared with Mongolian *gu(rban) "3" and
Turkic *otur "30" or *i¢ ~ *o6¢ "3" and all is derived from pAltaic *p[iu].

Koguryo *fok "10" has been compared with Old Japanese fowo "10" (Itabashi 2003,
152), but in EDAL (p. 398) only the comparison with Tungus *3uban "10" is accepted.

nn

cliff, rock, precipice"



Conclusion

The Etymological Dictionary (pp. 271-1556) consists of c. 2.800 etymologies, usually
based at least on three branches. The Tungus and Mongolian lexical data represent first
comparative lexicons in other languages than in Russian (7MS; Todaeva 1960, 1961,
1973, 1986) or Chinese of this size. The Turkic data are collected from 28 idioms. It is
comparable only with the ‘Etymological Dictionary of the Turkic Languages’ from Se-
vortjan and his followers (1974f), but the last published volume covers only the letters &
& ¢q. The Middle Korean or Old Japanese lexical data have been usually published only
in Korean or Japanese respectively. Now all these data are available with English glosses
and the equivalents in the modern languages. It means, EDAL could be on service even
for hardened anti-Altaisticists for orientation in Turkic, Mongolian, Tungus, Korean or
Japanese lexicons separately.

The proto-Altaic reconstructions follow especially the Tungus branch, in contrary to
the reconstruction of Poppe (1960) who preferred the Mongolian branch. On the other
hand, practically all correspondences and etymologies postulated by Poppe are accepted
in EDAL, they are only significantly expanded and supplemented. From the point of
view of methodology the approach of the authors is strictly based on the comparative-
historical method developed for the Indo-European languages. Their careful demonstra-
tion of every sound rule, including accent, it is the best witness. Maybe the weakest point
of the present etymological dictionary consists in semantics. The semantic differences
are sometimes rather big. In combination with the system of the sound correspondences,
which is very complex, it is possible to find other alternative etymological solutions, too.
As an example of such alternative can serve the etymological study of the Altaic nu-
merals published by the present reviewer (1997).

Summing up, the Etymological Dictionary of the Altaic Languages represents a
unique, pioneering work of monumental size, usable for specialists in many disciplines.
The serious approach of the authors moves the scientific comparative studies in the Al-
taic languages far forward.
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The first etymological dictionary of Norwegian (& Danish) was published by Falk and
Torp in 1903-06, in 1910 edited in the German translation and reprinted in 1960. The
Norwegian material was based on bokmadl. In 1919 A. Torp published the etymological
dictionary of nynorsk. Both the dictionaries reflect the young-grammarian level of the
Indo-European linguistics. A new etymological dictionary appears only after 8 decades.
The dictionary under review is primarily also based on boksmadl, but the data from ny-
norsk are systematically quoted too. The dictionary starts with contents (p. 5), preface
(pp. 7-8), where the authors refer to their predecessors, and explain their own purposes,
introduction (pp. 9-12), containing a short survey of the Germanic languages and their
historical phonetics (Lex Grimm, Lex Verner) in the Indo-European context, plus
abbreviations (13-16). The etymological part is more than respectable: pp. 17-1110. In
the end, there are index of the cited Norwegian words without their own entries (pp.
1111-1120) and bibliography (pp. 1121-1142). A typical entry is arranged as follows:
1) item with its semantic definition; 2) cognates in all, both old and modern Sandinavian
languages; 2) cognates in all old and modern other Germanic languages; 3) discussion of
the proto-Germanic starting-point; 4) cognates from all Indo-European branches; 5)
reconstruction of the Indo-European starting-point. Only this entry structure indicates the
high ambition of the present dictionary. One of the author, Frederik Otto Lindemann,
belongs in the first league in the Indo-European studies, especially in the field of the
laryngeal theory. Judging the result, it is apparent that his and Bjorvand’s "Etymological
Dictionary of Norwegian" can be classified as one of the best modern etymological
dictionary of any Germanic, and Indo-European languages at all. The following com-
ments are represented only by rare supplementa and still more rare corrigenda.

" Novus forlag. Instituttet for sammenlignende kulturforskning. Pp. 1142. ISBN 82-7099-319-0.
Pl To be also published in Philologia Fenno-Ugrica. Reproduced with permission.
[Editor’s note]
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Adenda and corrigenda

Ad pp. 17-18: adel "nobility" < Germanic *dpala-. The authors prefer the derivation
from the Lallwort *atta "father" (so Benveniste). The reviewer tried to demonstrate the
etymological connection with Hieroglyphic Luwian atala- "brother" (Hawkins 2000,
131-32, 626), perhaps Tocharian A atdl "man (vir)" and other forms, reflecting the old
institution of ‘fosterage’ as a common denominator (Blazek 2003-04, 3-5): Greek
atorog "tender, delicate (of youthful persons)"”, &tdAAiw "I skip in childish glee, gam-
bol; bring up a child, rear, foster", redupl. &titédAdlw "I rear, tend" (about other than
own child, cf. 7. XXIV, 60; Od. XVIII, 323; Hesiod, Theog. 480), &titdAtac "foster-
father" (Gortyn); see in details Moussy 1972. Maybe also the name of the heroine
> Atolévtn belongs here. It is usually interpreted as "the [woman] equal [to a man]".
According to the Arcadian version of the myth, she was a daughter of Minyos’ daughter
Klymene and Schoineos, who should come in Arcadia from Boeotia. In agreement with
the local rules another man called Iasios (also Iasos or Iasion) was determined as her
foster-father. But he wished a boy and that is why he left her in the Parthenion
Mountains. A she-bear became her new foster-mother who also suckled her. Later Ata-
lanta found her new home among herdsmen where she presented herself as a top-hunter
and runner (Kaerst, Realencyclopddie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft, Halbband
4, 1896, c. 1891). In the story the motiv of the fosterage occurs at least twice: in the case
of the foster-father who left Atalanta in the mountains and the she-bear who found and
suckled her. Szemerény (1952, 42-43) preferred the derivation from the root *al- =
*Hyel- "to grow; nourish", best attested in Latin alo : alere "to nourish", alimentum
"food", proles "offspring, race" (*pro-alés), indolés "nature, inborn quality" (*endo-
alés), Old Irish alim "I rear, foster", altram "act of nurturing / fostering; fosterage", altru
"fosterer", Welsh alu "to bring forth", Cornish els "stepson"; Gothic, Old English alan
"to grow", Old Icelandic ala "to nourish" (Pokorny 1959, 26-27); Tocharian B al
"adult"? (Adams 1999, 53-54).

Ad pp. 27-29: alen "ell" - add Tocharian A ale, B aliye "palm of the hand" < *H;élni-
(see Adams with the older literature, beginning of Van Windekens 1941); further Hittite
halhaldani- "shoulder"?, Cuneiform Luwian (:) halhalzana/i- c. "a body part", with the
variant halzanin without the partial reduplication (Puhvel 1988, 256-57; 1991, 22-23).
Ad pp. 34-35: and "duck" - a possible Celtic correspondent could be identified in the
name Inis Ane of one of the Scottish Islands from the end of the 1st cent. AD, called
Insula Anas ‘Duck’s Island’ by the Geographer from Ravenna ca. AD 700 (Hamp 1999-
2001[2003], 55.

Ad pp. 78-79: bjern "bear" - in agreement with many other scholars the authors connect
Germanic *bernu- & *beran- "bear" with Lithuanian béras "brown". The reviewer (Bla-
zek 2000, 54-55) offered an alternative etymology based on Gaulish *borna "beehive" >
South French borna id., Puy de Dome burnio "bee", further Middle Irish bern(a) "Kluft,
Schlitz", with other suffixal extension Slavic *bw»rte/s "beehive". The similar semantic
motivation is apparent for Slavic *medveds "honey-eater", Lithuanian bit-meskis "bee-



bear", Old Irish mil-chobur "honey-lover". Less evident, but no less promising is to
propose it for Baltic */akija- "bear" = "licker", Prusiian clokis "bear", NL Tloken-pelk <
*at-lakija-. Finally the oldest IE etymon *H,rtko- "bear", can be reinterpreted as *H,rd-
ko-, based on *Hrd- "(bee-)sting" > Sanskrit (inscr.) ali-, (class.) ali- "bee", (lex.) ali-
"bee, scorpion”, (Patafijali) sada- "having a point or sting"; Greek &pdig "arrow-point or
sting".

Ad p. 108: brudgom "bridegroom" - correctly Hittite antuhsa- "man" instead of an-
tusha-.

Ad p. 180: eik "oak" - the reviewer (Blazek 2002-03, 23-24) offered the etymology of
Germanic *aiko "oak" from *aig- based on the idea of the tree with hollows, known
from Lithuanian diza "Riss", Latvian aiza "Riss, Spalte" (cf. Slavic *dgbs "oak" : Lithu-
anian dumbé "Grube, Loch", dumbui : dubti "sich héhlen, hohl werden" - see Falk 1966,
265-85) or tree with the bark typical by its cracks (cf. Greek aiyilwy "sp. of oak" :
Aomog "Schale, Rinde, Schuppe')

Ad p. 259: Osthoff, PBB 20 (1985), correctly (1895).

Ad p. 328: gutt, nynorsk gut "child" - Otrebski (1950, 94) mentioned the attractive
possibility to see here a source of the ethnonym Gut-(on-) "Goth". There are really sug-
gestive parallels: the Germanic ethnonym Buri (Tacitus, Germ 43) = Bobpot (Ptolemaios
II, 11.20), derivable from Germanic *buri- > Gothic baur "born", Old Icelandic. burr,
Old English byre "son" (Schonfeld 1911, 58; Schwarz 1956, 72). The Slavic ethnonym
*Cexw corresponds with the appelative *c¢exs "boy", attested in Slovenian ¢éh "boy 10-
15 years old" and Kashubian ¢ey "boy", cf. Sutnar 1908, 612-17; Bory$ & Popowska-
Taborska 1994, 227.

Ad pp. 473-75: kone "woman, wife" - the Latin counterpart was identified in virgo "vir-
gin" < *yir-g“*o(n) "young woman" by Ledo-Lemos (2002, 219-239). On the other hand,
the dissimilation *n...n > *L...n proposed for Tocharian A ke, B obl. sg. klai7i "woman"
by K.T. Schmidt (1980, 409-10) to include them to this etymon represents the ad hoc
solution without any example of a parallel development. The reviewrer (HS 118, 2005)
offered another solution, consisting in the derivation of the common Tocharian form
*klauié(n) from the IE kinship-term *g/gleH,ui-H;én. The original meaning of the To-
charian word could probably be "bride" — "young unmarried woman".

Ad pp. 501-02: lam "lamb" - the authors discussed the etymon *ag“®no-/*og“®no-
"lamb", explaining the difference *a- vs. *o- (*H,e- vs. *Hze-) from the labial dissimi-
lation **x"eg"no- > **xeg"no-. This idea is in principle acceptable, but why did operate
only in some branches? On the other hand, to explain the difference between aspirated
**" and unaspirated *g*, they identify in them two different root complements, while the
bare root would be only ‘ *x"e..’, which has to be related to *Hjeui- "sheep". This Wur-
zeletymologie is not too elegant. There were two other solutions formulated in the recent
time. Witczak (1999, 40-41; 2003, 146) adds important supplements in Lusitanian acc.
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sg. angom £ "lamb" (designation of a beast of sacrifice in the inscription from Lamas de
Moledo), Albanian Tosk enjé, Gheg éjé f. "Mutterschaff, das seine Jungen verloren hat"
(pAlb *agnia), and Iranian of Pamir m. *@gara- > Khufi, Roshani aZor, Bartangi,
Oroshori azér "male lamb up to one year old", f. *agari- > Khufi aZer, Roshani aZér,
Bartangi aZir, Oroshori aZiir "female lamb up to one year old". The Pamir forms corre-

spond exactly with Latin diminutive avellus "agnus recentis partus" < *ag“®enlo- <

*ag’(h)glo—. The reviewer (Blazek 1996, 10-11) adds the probable Baltic cognate, attested

in the Balto-Fennic borrowing: Finnish vuona, dial. vuonna, vuorna, Karelian vuonria,
Vepsian vodn, vodnaz, Estonian voon, viin "lamb" < *odna(s) < Baltic **6gnas /*ogna
(SKES VI, 1819-20). He also discusses the relationship of Indo-Iranian *ag"niid > Old
Indic (RV) dghnya-, aghnya- f. "cow", frequently "milker" (also m. dghnya-, aghnyd-
"bull") = Old Avestan aganiia- f. "milk-cow", usually interpreted as *g—g’—‘hn—ijo—/—d— "not
to be killed". But regarding the textual evidence, it seems preferable to interpret this
Indo-Iranian isogloss as "belonging to *ag“"no-/--", most naturally "belonging to the
lamb". Hypothetically Tocharian B akwane, designating some wares ("it was bought 30
a. for 550 people" - see Adams 1999, 4), which is derivable from *aK"no-, could belong
here. Following Meillet (BSL 24/1, 1923, 184), Witczak (1999, 41) proposes two diffe-
rent etymons: *ag*nos (Greek, Italic, Slavic) vs. *og*"nos (Celtic, Germanic, plus newly
Indo-Iranian and Albanian). Taking in account such forms as Breton eal "foal", Middle
Cornish ehal "pecus vel iumentum", Middle Welsh ael "cubbing, breed, race", Old Irish
al "offspring, cubbing", representing Celtic *aglo- which could be derived from *ag“lo-,
it is possible to think about the primary I//n-heteroclitic paradigm of the type nom.
*H. Zég”hg :gen. *H. Zég’hys. It is possible to suppose the neutralization of the aspiration in
the cluster *—g”hn— (see Blazek 1996, 12).

Ad pp. 592-93: maur "ant" - add the early Germanic borrowings in the Balto-Fennic
languages: Finnish mauriainen "big black ant", Karelian mauroi id. (Kylstra II, 257).
The reviewer tried to demonstrate that this ant-name is connected with the colour-terms
of the type Luwian marru(i)- "black, blue", Khotanese mura- "dark, purple, red, brown",
Greek popvyog "dark" (Blazek 2000a, 361-62). In Western Eurasia there are two great
groups of ants recognizible according to their colour: "black" and "red".

Ad pp. 650-52: negl "fingernail" - the authors explain m- in Tocharian A maku,
B mekwa "fingernail" from the ‘labial dissimilation’ *n..w > *m...w, again without any
parallel example. The reviewer (2001, 191-95) proposed another solution, beginning
from Common Tocharian *mekwe < *mamekwe < *[sdlmancekwe from the com-
pound *sm—Hmoghu-o- "all fingernails" or Common Tocharian *sdnmekwe < *sem-

Hsnog'u-o- "one of fingernails". Similarly, Hittite sankuwai- "fingernail" is derivable via
haplology from *sananku® and further from the corresponding compound *sm-H. song'u-.

Ad pp. 661-62: ni "nine" - the authors mention the traditional derivation of the numeral
"9" from "new". But there is at least comparably probable solution formulated by N.



Holmer who derived it from IE *éney "without". The detailed analysis of this idea - see
Blazek 1999, 199-200.

Ad p. 691-92: orm "snake" - add Tocharian warme "ant", wdrmiye "pertaining to ants" <
*urmo- (Adams 1999, 580).

Ad p. 755: salt "salt" - add Hittite cognate attested in the oronym HURSAG Saliwana/i

‘mountain Salt Rock’ (Watkins, Studies in Honor of Jaan Puhvel, Part 1, ed. D. Dis-
terheft et al. Washington D.C. 1997, 34).

Ad p. 880: svale "swallow" - regarding semantics, the closest cognate occurs in Albanian
dalléndyshe "swallow" (with the initial d- which may reflect *su-, cf. diell "sun" < *sy-
(see Orel 1998, 55), further add Slavic *solveje "nightingale" and Hittite saluwai-, sa-
Iwini-, salwasalwa- "a kind of the oracle bird" (CHD 2001, 108-110) - see Blazek 2005,
63.

Ad pp. 1058: vinter "winter" - The authors quote fours various etymologies, but none
from them is unambiguous from the point of view of semantics. Semantically more
plausible seems to be the comparison of pre-Germanic *wend-r- with Hittite wantai-
"warm sein, glithen; ziirnen", partic. wantiyant-, fient. wantes- "warm werden", nom.
actionis wantemma- "Glut, Hitze; Sonnenstrahl", redupl. (w)wantiwant- "Blitz", Cunei-
form Luwian wandaniya- "(auf)leuchtend, hell" (Oettinger 1979, 381; Id. 2001, 463-65;
Tischler 2001, 194). The semantic difference can be explained in two ways: a) "winter"
= "[time] of the shining snow", cf. Welsh eiry, eira m. "snow", Middle Cornish irch gl.
‘nix’, Cornish ergh, Breton erc’h "snow" < Celtic *argio-, probably reflected in the first
component of the Gaulish proper name Argiotalus, and further related to Greek &pyodg
"clear, white" etc. (Vendryes, LEIA 1959, A-88); b) "winter" is a time when the frost
burns, cf. the examples from the Fenno-Ugric languages, where this connection is appa-
rent: Finnish pala- "brennen", palele- "Kélte empfinden, frieren"; North Lappish buolle-
"to burn, be on fire", buolds "frost"; Mordvinian palo- "(aus)brennen", but also
"(er)frieren", Mansi pal- "erfrieren"; Hungarian fagy "Frost; (ge)frieren" (UEW 352).
Similarly Latin pruina "Reif, Frost", pl. "Schnee, Winter" vs. priina "glithende Kohle" or
Old Indic prusva "Tropfen, Reif, gefrorenes Wasser" vs. pldsati "versengt, brennt",
plusta- "versengt, verbrannt" or Gothic frius "frost" vs. Albanian priish "brennende Ko-

hlen, Glut" (Walde & Hofmann II, 378-79; Pokorny 1959, 846; contra: Mayrhofer,
EWAITL, 193: *plos- < *pra-us-).
Ad pp. 1077-79 var "spring" - add Tocharian A yusar "spring" (Schmidt 1994, 280) <
*ydn w'dsar < *en uesor "in the spring" (Hilmarsson 1991, 190).

In spite of these supplements (frequently published after the deadline in 1999) and
rare corrections, the new etymological dictionary of Norwegian represents the highest
quality in its genre.
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