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A PREFATORY REMARK

/

The present study is an attempt at a synthesis of a number of our earlier obser-
vations scattered over various periodicals (some of which may be difficult of access
for an English or American reader). The observations, together with some new
propositions added to them, have been brought here under a commen, unifying
perspective. It is hoped that this common perspective may allow the reader to per-
ceive the unity of the trend underlying the seemingly too variegated phenomena
discussed in the individual chapters, and atthe same time justify the inclusion into
the study, though in a thoroughly revised and enlarged form, of some materials
with which, as such, a number of our readers may be familiar.

I. SOME REMARKS ON THE ANALYTICAL
CHARACTER OF ENGLISH

It has long been regarded as more or less commonplace that the grammatical
system of Modern English [further abbreviated as ModE] is prevalently analytical,
a8 opposed to the grammatical system of the Old English [OE] period which was
still essentially synthetic. But the whole range of facts covered by this formula
has not always been fully realized.

Not infrequently, the opposition of analytical vs. synthetic grammatical means
is conceived of too narrowly, i. e. as concerning only the morphological level of
language (mainly its declension and conjugation). (1) And yet it is quite obvious
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that the syntactic level of language is no less affected by the above-said opposition.
As evidence of this may be recalled the well-known fact that the position of the
word within the sentence context is grammaticalized to a much higher degree in
analytical than in synthetic languages.

But the matter does not end there. One can go further than this, as some scholars
have duly pointed out: their conception of the opposition of analysis vs. synthesis
is so wide as to in¢lude differences of lexical (more specifically, onomatological)
order. Thus, e. g., a denomination like Lat. senex is qualified by them as synthetic,
while the corresponding ModE denomination an old man ranks as analytical. (2) The
question is, naturally, whether one should accept such semantic extension of the
opposed terms. In itself, of course, the possibility of the application to the lexical
plane of the opposition of ‘analysis vs. synthesis’ can hardly be questioned. Undoubt-
edly, the flourishing of the well-known analytical category of ‘phrasal verbs’ of the
type give up, put off, own up, replacing the synthetic simple verbs of the type surren-
der, postpone, confess (3), bears an eloquent testimony to the presence and intensity
of analytical tendencies in English onomatology. Likewise, the abundant and multi-
form possibilities of the so-called conversion of word-categories in ModE (such as
the shepherd > to shepherd s. o., to know how > the know-how etc.) furnish additional
evidence to the capital importance of the English sentence context. Admittedly,
in analytical language systems it is quite common for the sentence context to act
as sole indicator of, e. g., the case function of a nominal word-form. In ModE,
however; the sentence context is charged with even more numerous and
more responsible functions, being often the sole indicator of whether a given word-
form belongs to this or that word class (whether, e. g., it is to be interpreted as a noun
or as a verb). On the other hand, in languages whose systems are commonly labelled
as synthetic (as, e. g., in most Slavonic languages) the sentence context hardly ever
performs the function of a sole indicator of that kind. Obviously, such facts cannot
but endorse the opinion of those who plead for the extension of the terms of ‘ana-
lytical vs. synthetic language means’ on to the lexical plane of language.

For all that, however, it must be admitted that research into the mutual relation
of analysis and synthesis in the lexical plane of English will have to tackle, at least
for some time to come, no small difficulties. With the highly mixed structure of the
ModE stock of words and with many theoretical and practical problems of lexico-
logical research still to be solved, it appears advisable, at least for the time being,
to limit the application of the said dichotomy to. the grammatical level of lan-
guage, i. e. to morphology and syntax.

Even if one accepts this limited applicability of the two opposed terms, a fairly
large number of problems calls for examination, despite the fact that in the gram-
matical plane of English the drift from the synthetic to-the analytical type of gram-
matical structure is quite obvious. (4) Among the unsettled problems perhaps the
best known is the vexed question of the number of declension cases in English, the
numbers suggested ranging from one to six or seven. (5) But even if no generally
accepted solution of this problem (and a number of others) has yet been agreed upon,
(6) the involved facts and the general analytical tendencies underlying them are
widely known and established beyond any doubt. On the other hand, the English
analytical drift has some implications that are not quite evident to an average
observer but stand out with reasonable clearness to those linguists who regard
language as a system of systems. As this view of language is also held by the present
writer, it will be found useful to state here, as briefly as possible, some basic principles
which are involved in an approach of the kind.
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If language is defined as a system of systems, (7) this naturally implies, first of
all, the existence in language of a number of levels or planes, each of which is charac-
terized by its own specific structure and its own specific problems (the most impor-
tant planes being commonly denoted as phonic, grammatical, and lexical). But the
systematic character of language certainly implies more than the fact that each of
such planes constitutes a more or less (but, needless to say, never absolutely) balanced
system. Even more characteristic of language is the circumstance that each of such
planes is more or less closely interlinked with the other planes. As a matter of fact,
it is only the existence of such mutual interrelations that can justify the above-
mentioned definition of language as a system of systems. Obviously, the existence
of such interrelations entails some important consequeénces, one of which is especially
worth noting.

If all language planes are more or less interdependent, it logically follows that
a change in one of the planes may call forth one or more changes in another plane
{or in more planes) of the concerned language system. It is true; of course, that
within the grammatical plane of language some interdependence of the levels of
morphology and syntax has never been denied, and that numerous instances of this
interdependence were displayed by many scholars. Still, consistent approach of
language on the lines indicated here may discover more items of the kind (in our
chapters II, III and IV an attempt is made at presenting some such interdependences
as are often overlooked).

Even more interesting proves-to be the question of the interdependence of the
phonic and grammatical planes. Here again, it might be objected that the idea is
hardly a new one — that, indeed, this kind of interdependence had: been acknow-
ledged long before language came to be regarded as a system of systems. Thus, e. g,
it has long been a commonplace point of historical grammar of numerous languages
that the reduction (and, ultimately, loss) of vowels in unstressed syllables made an
essential contribution towards the rebuilding of the synthetic grammatical structure
into a structure based on analytical principles. In such cases one obviously has to do
with an impact of the changes in the phonic plane upon the structure of the gram-
matical plane. We willingly grant this; what we would like to stress, however, is that
such interrelations of language planes cannot be interpreted as acting in one direction
only. On the contrary, from tpme to time instances pointing to the opposite direction
of influence may be detected in languages. In such cases the structure of the phonic
plane appears to have been affected by changes, actual or even only imminent, in the
“higher” planes of language (lexicological and/or grammatical).

Cases of the interdependence working this other way were decidedly unkmown
to pre-structuralist study of language, and even structurally-minded scholars may
be said not to have.paid due regard to them. In the Chapters V—VII of the present
treatise an attempt is made at an examination of some specimens .of such inter-
dependence, affecting the systems of English vowel and consonant phonemes. Prior to
its discussion, however, it is necessary to note, as briefly as possible, some essential
points concerning our conception of language and of the development of the latter.

In the first place, in our opinion no conception of language (and, consequently,
of the development of language) can be true to facts unless it takes into account the
basic function of language, i. e. its task to act as a means of mutual understanding
among the members of the given language community. In order to fulfil this task,
language must possess adequate means so as to cope with all needs and .wants of
communication existing or arising within the community. As a matter of fact, one
can say that, at least to a considerable extent, the development of language consists
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in adapting the means of language to the ever-changing, ever-increasing tasks to be
faced by language. For this reason, the student of language should never lose sight of
the mutual interdependence of form and meaning in the examined language system.

In the second place, in tracing the development of language one should not over-
look the part occasionally played in it by factors of external order, such asimportant
political, economic, and -cultural events. (8) Admittedly, the operation of such
external factors becomes regularly and directly reflected in the lexical plane of
language. In some, though much less frequent situations, such extra-linguistic
factors may indirectly affect even the grammatical and/or phonic plane of the
concerned language system. In instances of that kind one has to do with a partlcular
kind of impact, by which the changing structure of the outside world (of the “2xtra-
linguistic reality”, as it is often called) enforces a change in the structure of the lan-
guage system. Such impact can be clearly observed in the development of some
languages: a classic specimen may be found in English, whose phonic and gremmat-
ical structure were subjected to changes that can be attributed, at least to some
extent, to the indirect influence exercised upon English by French in the centuries
following the important historical event known as the Norman Conquest and its
political, economic and cultural consequences.

Finally, it should always be kept in mind that the primary, and the only indis-
pensable, aspect of language is the spoken one, (9) that is, one should never forget
that all forms of language become primarily implemented (or, made manifest) by.
sounds produced by the organs of speech and perceived by the organs of hearing.
The necessary consequence of this fact is that the phonematic development of
language must conform to the laws governing the activities of human articulatory
mechanism and/or those of human auditory perception. In other words, no phone-
matic change can occur unless it is phonetically feasible (e. g., it is extremely unlikely
that in any language a vowel might be capable of a direct change into a voiceless
consonant). As a result of this, one has to admit that there is another important
relation that should be taken into account by the student of language, viz. the
one existing between the phonic plane of language on the one hand, and what
might be called the material and technical pre-requisites of its implementation on
the other. For this reason, we find it only too obvious that phonematics and pho-
netics should co-operate, for all the basic difference in their specific objectives.

So much for the three main principles that had to be touched upon here so that
our approach to some major problems of language and its development might stand
out with reasonable clearness. It should only be added that this approach is roughly
identical with that of the Prague group, whose ideas, though necessarily modified
in a number of points, have proved to be a reliable basis for actual research-work
not only in the synchronistic but also in the diachronistic study of language. (10)
It may only be added that the said approach may reveal some interesting impli-
cations of the analytical drift of English which, as such, are not quite evident to an
average observer. It will be found that exactly these less obvious implications of
that drift will be the subject of our attention in the following chapters.

II. THE STATUS OF THE WORD IN MODERN ENGLISH

The implication to be discussed at first (11) is of general character. It is concerned
with the status of the word as a linguistic unit: it appears that this status in ModE
is appreciably different from the status of the word in Slavonic languages (and in
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synthetic languages, including Old English, in general). It appears, too, that the
change in the status of the English word has been effected by the wholesale rebuilding
of the grammatical structure of English from what was essentially a synthetic system
into one that is prevalently analytical. Throughout our analysis we will combine the
synchronistic and the historical methods of approach; Czech, and occasionally other
Slavonic languages, will supply materials for synchronistic comparison.

In discussing the involved issues, it is imperative to lay down some preliminary
remarks about the old problem of the existence of the word. In attacking the problem,
one should carefully keep apart what may be called its semantic aspect and its formal
aspect. Semantically, the existence of the word has always been regarded as more
or less obvious; much less so, however, has always seemed the existence of the word
if considered from the formal aspect. Not infrequently voices could be heard that
acknowledged the word as a purely semantic category, not as a formal one.

Opinions of that kind were mostly voiced by some of the phoneticians of the last
quarter of the nineteenth and the early part of the twentieth centuries (to give
only one example out of many, let us recall Henry Sweet’s practice, dividing
transcribed utterances not into words but into what is called stress-groups). (12)
After all, this kind of approach may not seem particularly startling in the writings
of a phonetician of seven or more decades ago. Contrary to this, the present-day
funectionalist conception of language, regarding as the foremost task of language
that of being the instrument of mutual communication, is very deeply aware of
the close ties linking up what is casually denoted as form and function in language
(1. e. the phonic, make-up of the examined utterances on the one hand and the refe-
rence to some extra-linguistic reality on the other; it is perhaps unnecessary to
emphasize that this reality, prior to its expression by means of language, has been
mediated and organized by thinking). Consequently, to a functionalistically-minded
student of language the acknowledgement of the word as a semantic category will
necessarily imply, more or less, also its acknowledgement as a formal category.

It will, therefore, come as something like a surprise to find the word branded
as a “‘pre-scientific term” in a paper written by a theoretician of grammar in the
late nineteen-fifties. The author of the paper, F. Mikud of Ljubljana (13), is con-
vinced that all grammatical structure of language can be reduced to syntagmatic re-
lations of the type ‘determinans — determinandum’. In his opinion, 1t is only these
relations that matter, and the question whether the terms of any such relation are
expressed by separate words or. by parts of one and the same word is formulated
wrongly, as it is concerned with things that are irrelevant to the essence of language.
Mikus believes, e. g., that there is no substantial difference between the elements
of the English verbal form I sing, French je chante on the one hand, and the elements
of Latin cant-6, Russian poy-u, Cz. 2piv-dm,etc., on the other hand: in each of the
two categories, so he argues, we have to do with the relation of a determinandum
(sing, chante, cant-, poy-, zptv-) and a determinans (I, je, -4, -u, dm)..

It is, of course, obvious that here Miku$ underestimates the important difference
marking off the instances of the two above-mentioned categories, although he is
certainly not unaware of it. It is the difference in firmness with which the component
elements of the discussed verbal forms cling to one another: while in the above-
quoted Latin, Russian and Czech instances the two elements cannot be separated
by any other inserted element, capable of existing independently of them, the
elements composing the English and French instances can easily undergo such
separation (see, e. g., I very often sing, je le lus chante).

There is, however, one point in which Miku§’s argument has proved most helpful —

13



it has revealed what is perhaps the most abundant source of misunderstandings
among the scholars attacking the problem of the word. It is the lack of any universal-
ly accepted definition of the word, and the consequent application of this term by
different scholars to different sections of the current of speech (la chaine parlée).
As a result of this lack of agreement, scholars like Miku§ see no essential difference
between the sequences of cant-6 and je chante, and one can even find statements
to the effect that French sequences like je le lui ai dit are to be regarded just as
“synthetic” as Latin deds or dedissem. (14) Most probably it was this lack of unanimity
and the fact of many conflicting statements coneerning the limits of words which
acted as a major motive underlying Mikus’s nihilistic approach of the problem of the
word. Unfortunately, no problem has ever been solved by pretending that it does
not exist, especially an urgent one. And the urgency of the problem of the word
cannot be seriously doubted: it is obvious from the important implications the solution
of the problem has not only for linguistic theory but even for linguistic practice —
if for no other reason, then for the approval or disapproval of the common graphical
device which has long acknowledged the real or supposed word limits by introducing
the spaces between written or printed words.

Incidentally, the fact that in most language communities the introduction of
such spaces only took place in the course of their historical development, must have
been motivated by the need to give some graphical expression to what was commonly
recognized as a linguistic fact, i. e. as a fact not only of semantic, but also of formal
order. — This argument, of course, could be opposed by insisting on the purely
semantic function of those spaces in the written and printed contexts. Admittedly,
we ourselves lay much stress on the ability of the written utterance “to speak quickly
and distinetly to the eyes”; (15) one could easily show by a simple experiment how
slow and indistinet the perception (and, consequently, the-understanding) of a
written utterance is due to become if the spaces should be abolished. We willingly
admit this fact; but on the other hand we think it fair to insist on the presence,
in the corresponding spoken utterance, of some acoustic features whose task is
again to signalize word-limits, and so to enable the spoken utterance to speak quickly
and distinctly to the ears. (16) Even if such acoustic signals do not function so
automatically as, and are more manifold in character than, the optical signals of
spaces between written or printed words, their existence is not open to doubt: without
them a spoken utterance would be as slow and as indistinct to follow as its corres-
ponding written utterance with space signals abolished. It appears, then, that the
introduction of space signals into the written utterances must have been at least
co-motivated by the presence of the acoustic signals marking off words in spoken
utterances, or, to put the thing differently, that even the spoken word is not merely
a semantic but also a formal phenomenon.

* *
*

Conformably to what has been said above, the ceniral issue to be tackled is the
definition of the word. Quite a number of such definitions have been suggested
by various scholars; three of the number will be commented here, however briefly.
According to one of them the criterion of whether a section of speech current can
or cannot be allotted the status of a word ie its ability (or, respectively, inability)
to function as a sentence. This solution of the problem of the word was proposed,
among others, by the Anglo-American scholars L. Bloomfield and L. R. Palmer.
(17, 18) It is, however, very doubtful whether the said criterion can really cover
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all cases involved. Two objections may be raised against it, one of which is of practi-
cal, another of a general, theoretical character.

First, there is the problem of the so-called synsemantic speech elements, i. é. of
elements whose meaning is essentially formal and which can refer to the extra-
linguistic reality only in an indirect manner, i. e. if they are attached to some auto-
semantic element (noun, verb, etc.). Do such synsemantic elements rank as indepen-
dent words or not? One can certainly imagine practical instances of prepositions
functioning as independent sentences (Palmer himself is quoting some such cases),
but it is undoubtedly very hard to think of a sentence contalning nothing but a
conjunction (instances quoted by Bloomfield are not convincing enough), at least
as long as one keeps within the limits of linguistic, not metalinguistic materials.
And yet, hardly any linguist would venture to deny the word status of conjunctions..

It is a well-known fact that in metalinguistic materials sentences containing nothing but
conjunctions may be easily found. Thus, e. g., And is answer to a question like Which is the com-
monest copulative conjunction in English? — Still, metalinguistic materials are by no means con-
elusive; one mlght prove by them, e. g., the word status of sufixes, phonemes etc. — see, o. g.,
answers to questions like What is the endmg of the English gerund? or, What is the high front checked
vowel of Modern English? The absurdity of ‘such evidence is ménifest — Qui nimium probat,
nihil probat.

The other objection to Bloomfield’s and Palmer’s criterion is of more general,
and perhaps more fundamental character. It is difficult to see why the word status
of a section of speech current should be dependent on the ability of that section
to function in the capacity of a sentence. In our opinion, those who insist upon
this ability overlook the fact that the specific functions of the word and the sentence
are basically different. As is generally admitted, the function of the word is essential-
ly onomatological, i. e. the word is primarily used to name the facts of extra-
linguistic reality (facts in the broadest sense of the word, including the relations of
such facts), while the raison d’étre of the sentence is to predicate, i. e. to convey some
information about that extra-linguistic reality, to word the speaker’s approach of
that reality. This functional distinetion naturally does not exclude the possibility
of a number of instances in which a word taken by itself can predicate, i. e., can
act as a sentence. But it should certainly warn us against the unwarranted assump-
tion that any word taken by itself must possess an independent predicational
function. As a matter of fact, sentences consisting of one single word are cases
more or less exceptional, just as words containing one single phoneme. And exactly
28 the occasional ability of the phoneme to act as an independent word cannot
be included in the list of conditions guaranteeing its phonematic status, so the
occasional occurrence in the capacity of a sentence cannot be entered into the list
of conditions guaranteeing the word status of a section of speech current. So much,
then, about the first of the three suggested word definitions with which we are
concerned here.

The second of the three definitions was proposed by Vilém Mathesius almost
half a century ago. (19) In his opinion, the word is the smallest section of the speech
current which is not bound in any way upon other such sections. The natural con-
sequence of this conception is that the words composing the sentence are, at least
to a degree, separable from one another. In some languages they are even more or
less able to exchange their places within the sentence (this happens, e. g., in many
Slavonic languages and, in general, in languages of synthetic grammatical structure),
in others they can at least be separated from one another by the insertion of another
such section of the speech current (this can be found in analytical languages, such
as, e. g., in English or French).
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It will be noted that Mathesius’ definition is purely formal, containing no refer-
ence to semantic factors. In this point it may be regarded objectionable, in view of
what has been said above about the close ties linking up form and meaning in lan-
guage. But this defect can be easily remedied, if the term “section of the speech
current”, found in Mathesius® definition, is brought into due relation to meaning.
This can be effected by re-defining the word as “an utterance section that refers
to some correlate in the extra-linguistic reality and that, acting as one indivisible
whole, can more or less freely change its position with regard to other elements of
the utterance, or at least can (again acting as one indivisible whole) be separated
from those elements by the insertion of some additional, more or less freely inter-
changeable utterance section.”

In this improved form the given definition appears to be able to cope with the
most essential aspects of the problems of the word, But it would be naive to suppose
that it can remove all doubts and throw sufficient light on all aspects of the given
problem. Conditions found in different languages are too multiform to allow of
a straightforward application of one and the same formula to all of them. This proviso
may already be seen to show through the very wording of the above-quoted defi-
nition. The wording had to be formulated so as to cover the facts both of the syn-
thetic and of the analytical types of language structures. Undoubtedly, there is
much to commend the cautious statement made not long ago by C. E. Bazell,
the third of the scholars whose approach to the problem of the word shall be discussed
here.

In one of his more recent papers concerned with our problem (20) C. E. Bazell
urges that “it is impossible to give general criteria of word-unity, applicable without
modification to each separate language” (italics of C.E. Bazell). In a sense, one can
heartily subscribe to his assertion that “each language has its own special criteria”
of word-unity, and that “the units which pass under the title of ‘word’ in different
languages are not exactly the same sort of unit, though they are similar” (1. c.,
p. 28). As a matter of fact, what has been specified above in the improved form
of Mathesius’ definition constitutes hardly morz than a major criterion of word-
unity; the application of this| criterion to concrete language situations will neces-
sarily be subject to a number of modifications.

It appears, then, that Bazell's idea of the necessity to solve the problem of the
word for each language separately is basically sound. It is, of course, necessary to
follow his trend of thought further, and to try to find out the kinds of difference that
can be ascertained in comparing individual languages, as well as to trace the motives
underlying such difference. Undoubtedly, results of more definite shape can only
be reached after mutual comparison of a large number of concrete languages of
various types has been carried through. Such extensive investigation will naturally
require collective cooperation of tens, if not hundreds, of scholars. At the present
stage of the work hardly more can be done than attempts, however individual
and isolated, at a comparison of those languages which the investigator feels more
or less competent to handle. For all their limited scope, such attempts may prove
not quite unfruitful, especially if they analyse languages of sufficiently different
structural types. The. preliminary results of such research appear to show that the
solution of the problem of the word and the establishment of the criteria for finding
out the limits of words in a given language is closely dependent on (if not wholly
determined by) ‘the structural situation existing in the system of that language.
We believe these results to be in full agreement with Bazell’s statement according
to which “conformity to the private word-pattern of the individual language is,
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80 to speak, the final touch, presupposing that some general conditions of word status,
common to all languages, have already been fulfilled” (1. ., p. 27).

In the following sections of this chapter we will try to show some interesting
results that may be gained by a mutual comparison of Modern English and two
Slavonic languages, Czech and Russian. The data from which we shall be drawing
our conclusions mostly go back to the studies of other Czechoslovak scholars, among
whom especially the names of V. Mathesius, B. Havrdnek, B. Trnka, V. Skali¢ka,
F. Kopeény, and J. Firbas should be gratefully mentioned. Virtually all of them
base their work on the functionalist and structuralist principles held by the so-
called Prague Linguistic Group.

* N *

Within the narrow limits of the present comment we must confine our observation
to three or four points which appear to be particularly characteristic of the structural
differences ascertainable between English and our two Slavonic languages. We do
not pretend of submitting facts hitherto unnoticed; all of them are what may be
called commonplace. All we can claim is the presentation of these facts in such
connections and confrontations as are frequently overlooked.

The first of the points concerns the relation of the word to the word-group. Ana-
lyses of equivalent contexts in English and our Slavonic languages reveal that in
the latter languages, whose grammatical systems are admittedly highly synthetic,
the opposition of the word to the word-group is much more definite and clearcut
than in English whose grammatical system is based on analytical principles. The
difference is best illustrated by confronting English and our Slavonic languages in
the matter of the so-called quotational compounds of the type never-to-be-forgoiten,
out-of-the-world, stick-vn-the-mud etc. As is well known, in such compounds one is
faced with a word-group that has been taken out of its semantic environment (in
which it was performing some specific syntactic functions) and transferred to a different
semantic environment in which its syntactic function has been altogether changed —
it has come to be used there in such functions as might easily be performed by one
single word unit. And it is certainly remarkable that exactly such single word-
units must be used in translating such quotational compounds into our Slavonic
languages in which, as far as our evidence goes, instances of quotational compounds
are virtually non-existent. See, e. g., English a never-to-be-forgotten event — Cz. ne-
zapomenutelnd uddlost, R. nezabyvaemyy sluchay; E. an out-of-the-world place —
Cz. zapadlé misto, R. zakholustnoe mesto. If in our Slavonic languages such a quo-
tational compound is rendered by a word-group, the members of this word-group
regularly preserve their grammatical independence and do not become welded into
a compound, see E. ship-to-shore communication — Cz. spojeni lodi s pobfeZim, R.
svyaz’ sudna s beregom; K. the ten-fifty-two train — Cz. vlak odjiidéjici v deset padesdt
dva, R. poezd otkhadyashchiy v desyat’ chasov pyat'desyat’ dva.

As is well known, in some instances even a whole English sentence can be handled
in the described manner: He is a let-me-alone-with-your-nonsense compamon — Ca.
On je neditklivy spolecnik, R. On shchekotlivyy tovarishch; E. He us an I-won’t-lo-be-
opposed person — Cz. To je tlovék, kiery nesnese odpor, R. Eto chelovek neterpyashchiy
soprotivlentya. The lengthiest instance of the type we have come across appears in
Jerome K. Jerome’s Three Men in a Boat — it extends over too printed lines: There is
a sort of Oh-what-azwicked-world-this-is-and-how-I-wish-I-could-do-something-to-make-
-1t-better-and-nobler expression about Montmorency... In Czech and Russian the
same idea can only be expressed by a dependent, non-adjectivized clause: Mont-
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morencyho vijraz jako by Fikal: “Ach, jak Spatny je tento svét...”’, Montmoransi kak
budto govorit: “Akh, do chego zhe plokh etot mir...”.

It will have been observed that the instances so far quoted occur in the capacity
of adjectival attributes; one can, however, also find quotational compounds function-
ing as nouns, e. g. the merry-go-round — Cz, kolotoé, R. karusel’; a never-do-well —
Cz. nifema, R. negodyay. (21)

A closer look at English quotational compounds will reveal their structural am-
biguity. From the purely phonematic point-of-view, they hardly differ from the
word sequences to which they owe their origins. But it will be readily admitted
that the morphematic structure of quotational compounds is markedly opposed to
the morphematic structural pattern of ‘‘normal” derived words or ‘‘normal” com-
pounds, in both of which a regular kind of hierarchy of stems and affixes can be
detected without much difficulty. The elements composing the morphematic patterns
of quotational compounds, however, enter a hierarchy of a different kind, whose
syntactic origin is still clearly felt in by far the greatest number of instances, — On
the other hand, evidence can be given of their being no longer evaluated as word
Sequences but as word-units, however complex and extraordinary in more than one
respect. Thus, e. g., in at least the more common quotational compounds the stress
patterns of the original word-sequences have been re-arranged so as to suggest an
idea of single word-units. While, e. g., in the non-compound sequences I met lJack
on the lbox, I saw them \stick in the lmud we find each non-formsal element of the word-
group provided with its own stress, in the corresponding quotational compounds
the number of such stresses is drastically reduced: jack-in-the-boxz, Istick-in-the-
mud. (22) — Another very important piece of evidence in the said direction is the
ability of at least some substantival quotational compounds to annex the inflexional
ending of the plural to the last, originally non-substantival element of the sequence,
see cases like merry-go-rounds, never-do-wells.

At this moment it may be useful to point out an important difference ascer-
tainable between English and Czech. It was said here earlier that in Czech (and,
for that matter, in other Slavonic languages as well) hardly any quotational com-
pounds may be found. This statement is perfectl& true; yet it should be added
that some of the Czech compounds reveal features*that make them more or less
resemble the compounds of the English quotational type. There is, that is to say,
a group of Czech compounds, mostly technical terms, that have clearly originated
from syntactic groupings, and are now positively regarded as single word-units. See,
e. g., zemétfeseni ’earthquake’, dikivzddn! ‘thanksgiving’, zmrtvychvstdni’ ‘resurrec-
tion’, and a number of others. With the English quotational type never-to-be-forgot-
ten, stick-in-the-mud they have in common the specific morphematic patterns remind-
ing of their syntactic origins; in addition to this, they also show the re-arrangement
of the original stress-patterns (each of the above Czech compounds has one principal
stress only, the other of the original main stresses having been reduced to a secondary
degree: Izemé|tfesent). The compounds, in. addition to this, are also declinable (this
is best seen in their Instrumental forms: zemétiesenim, dikuvzddnim, zmrtoyjchvstdnim).

On the other hand, the examined Czech expressions differ from the English
quotational compounds in some very important respects. First, as has already been
observed, they usually represent technical terms; the type to which they belong
is a traditional, non-productive one, which is in striking contrast with the English
quotational compounds, most of which are ad hoc formations, and except for isolated
instances like the forget-me-not, of hardly any terminological, traditional colouring.
The most essential difference, however, is a formal one: the structural pattern of
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the examined Czech compounds is decidedly nominal, their determined element
being a verbal noun, while their determining element is a case form of some other
noun or adjective. Contrary to this, the structural pattern of the English quotational
compounds is very multiform, sometimes containing even finite verb forms the
absence of which in the examined Czech compounds is most conspicuous.

This, of course, by no means implies that verbal components are unknown in Czech
compounds. Although they are not particularly frequent, a number of them can be
registered (see, e. g., kazimir ‘peace-breaker’, neznaboh ‘atheist’, vrtichvost ‘flatterer’).
But such compounds fall short of the quotational type, because the verbal compo-
nents in them are confined to bare stems (kazi-, nezna-, vrii-). On the other hand,
there is a number of Czech compounds in which the verbal component can really
be identified with a finite verb form, mostly with the imperative (see, e. g., tluchuba
‘braggard’, drZgresle ‘miser’). Even such compounds, however, cannot be classified
as really quotational because they are not formally identical with the word-sequences
from which they have originated (the groups being tlué hubou ‘beat about with your
mouth’, drf gresli ‘hold the penny’). The reason why the latter component part of
the compound changed its form is obvious — this was done in order to make the
compound declinable, i. e. to make its ending conform to that of the paradigm
to which it was to be assigned. Consequently, it appears that it is exactly the
effort to make such compounds declinable which can be denoted as the ultimate
cause of the virtual lack of quotational compounds in Czech (and most probably
in other Slavonic languages as well). It is hardly a matter of mere coincidence that
English, which has totally discarded its original richness in inflexional paradigms,
has at the same time become so favourably disposed towards the rise of quota-
tional compounds.

Out of the very few instances of genuine quotational compounds that can be found
in Czech we want to discuss one which presents some interesting features. It is the
noun buditkniéemu (‘good-for-nothing’, literally ‘be-to-nothing’). The comparison of
the Czech compound with its semantic (and partly also formal) English equivalent
is not devoid of interest. It shows that while the English expression may take on
the plural ending (ke is one of the silliest good-for-nothings I have ever met), the Czech
word is very often undeclinable, standing so in sharp contrast to the compounds of
the type tluchuba, drigrele analysed above. The frequent lack of declension in the
Czech word budifknidemu is very symptomatic: it stigmatizes that word as belong-
ing to the grammatical periphery of the language system of Czech, while the English
quotational compounds have clearly succeeded in getting appreciably nearer the
grammatical centre of their own language system. (23)

To turn back to our main issue, we can draw the following conclusion from our
above analysis. All facts discussed here show conclusively that the English quota-
tional compounds should be classified as a transitional category: although they pos-
sess some of the typical features of the word, by a number of other features they
still remind one of a word-group. It is equally clear that in Czech (and most probably
also in other Slavonic languages and synthetic languages in general) no such transi-
tional category can be ascertained; there the border-line separating the categories of
words and word-groups stands out with much greater clearness than the analogous
border-line in an analytical language like English. And of course there can be no doubt
that this difference in clearness of the two border-lines must be reflected in some
differences in the definitions of the word formulated for the compared languages.

* *
*
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But the difference described above is not the only one of the kind that can be
established between English on the one hand and Czech and Russian on the other. (24)
An analogous difference in the distinctness of border-lines-can be found between the
word on the one hand and the sentence on the other. The nature of the difference
can be demonstrated, among other things, by the comparison of the uses of prepo-
sitions in English and our two Slavonic languages. While in the latter the preposition
can only govern a noun (or a nominal phrase), in English, as is commonly known,
it can govern whole clauses, especially the relative ones; see, e. g., instances like
He will go to where I was last year. I do not object to what you say. In Britain tickets
may be obtained from what are called the ticket-agencies. Etc. etc. In the Slavonic
languages, as far as we are aware, a preposition can never govern a clause, at least
not directly. Thus, e. g., the second of the above English instances would have the
following Czech and Russian equivalents: Nemdm nic proti tomu, co ¥ikdte'— Ya ne
vozrazhayu protiv togo chio vy govorite. — In the other two instances the Czech and
Russian sentence patterns are more different from those found in English but again
in none of them a preposition governs a clause: Pojede tam, kde jd jsem byl loni — On
poedet tuda gde ya byl v prosklom godu. V Britdnis lze listhy dostat v tzv. pFedprodejich —
V Velikobritanis bilety mozhno poluchit v t.-naz. biletnykh agentstvakh.

The existence in English of this use of prepositions may seem rather striking at
first sight, because it does not seem to be in accordance with one of the leading
tendences of that language, viz. with its trend towards nominal expression. But the
contradiction is only an apparent one, as will be shown by the following consideration.
The fact that the preposition, usually governing a noun, governs a clause considered
as one whole, naturally results in establishing relatively close links between any two
neighbouring members of that clause, links that are not quite unlike those uniting
the elements of a quotational compound. Still, in such a clause the compactness of
the whole is distinctly smaller than in the compound, as can he inferred from the
absence of modifications of stress-pattern, such as have been observed above in the
type jack-in-the-boxz, stick-in-the-mud. It is also worth noting that an English clause,
even if forming a compact whole, is unable to take on the ending of the plural which,
as was shown above, may be added to many quotational compounds without any
difficulty. ,

On the other hand, it is certainly remarkable that in some circumstances the Eng-
lish clause, even if not governed by a preposition, may become so compact as to
furnish a basis of derivation effected by means of a suffix. Specimens of the kind
are provided by the often-quoted instances the I don’t knowish expression of his face,
and even the man I saw yesterday’s hat. (25) However rare such formations may be,
they are none the less worthy of notice: the very fact of their existence necessarily
presupposes a specific kind of condition within the English grammatical system.
This kind of condition may be worded in-the following manner: Like the border-
line between the categories of the word and the word-group, also the border-line
between the categories of the word and the sentence stands out less clearly in English
than in Czech (and, for that matter, in Russian), although, as has been pointed out
above, the degree to which this latter border-line has been obscured is appreciably
less conspicuous than the degree ascertainable in the former border-line.

Incidentally, it is worth mentioning that the different structural relations of the
word and the sentence in English and our Slavonic languages appear to be correlated
with the difference of what may be termed the amount of semantic independence
of the word within the sentence. By the latter term we mean the ability of the word,
taken out of its syntactic context, to convey a clear, unambiguous information of
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the particular meaning to which it refers. If we compare, with this view in mind,
an English sentence of medium length with its Czech or Russian equivalent it will
be readily found that the Czech and Russian words, if taken out of their syntactic
contexts, convey a much clearer idea of their semantic content than their English
counterparts. This can be demonstrated on a common conversational utterance like
Be so kind as to pass me the salt, please, compared with its Slavonic equivalents
Budte tak laskav, prosim, a podejte mi sil — Bud'te tako lyubeznyy, pozhaluysta, < po-
dayte mme sol’. The majority of the English words, taken by themselves, are much
more ambiguous than their Czech and Russian counterparts (cp., e. g., be — budte,
bud’te; kind — laskav, lyubeznyy; pass — podejte, podayte).

It has long been a commonplace of English philology that the full meaning of
any English word can only be established with the help of the syntactic context
in which the word is placed; the phenomena of the so-called conversion of word-
categories in English, showing the immense importance of the syntactic context in
that language, have already been referred to above (see p. 10). In Czech and Russian,
on the other hand, the role of the context, though also present, plays a decidedly
lesser part, which is in conformity with the notorious fact that the importance of the
conversion of words in the Slavonic languages is all but negligible. Last but not
least, one should recall the relatively high degree of the ability of Czech and Russian
words to exchange their places within the sentence without a fundamental change
of their meaning; in the semantically equivalent English sentence an analogous
exchange of places would be far more difficult to carry out, if possible at all.

All the facts discussed here appear then to corroborate our diagnosis concerning
the difference in clearness with which the grammatical categories of the word and
the sentence are delimited within the respective English and Slavonic grammatical
systems, This difference, obviously, will also have to be reckoned with in defining

the word in these languages.

¥*
¥*

So far we have been comparing English and our Slavonic languages with regard
to the distinction between the word and some linguistic categories of an order higher
than the word (word-group, sentence). It is nowtime to turn our attention down the
scale, i. e. to the distinction existing in the compared languages between the word
and a category of a lower order, 1. e. morphemes, especially affixes. It will be found
that, here again, conditions in English are strikingly different from those found in
Czech and Russian.

To begin with, let us once more recall the above-quoted instances of the type
the I don’t knowish expression of his face and the man I saw yesterday’s hat. In the
preceding section of tﬁe present chapter such instances were commented upon as
evidence pointing to the relative obscurity of the border-line delimiting the catego-
ries of word and sentence in English. They can, however, serve equally well as evi-
dence of the relative obscurity in that language of another important border-line,
viz. the one delimiting the categories of word and affix. Anyone familiar with Czech
or Russian is clearly aware of the fact that no instances of the above type can be
established in these two languages. The reason of the absence of this type in them
is not only the clear-cut border-line found in Czech and Russian between the cate-
gories of word and sentence but also an equally clear-cut border-line between the
categories of word and affix.

In our two Slavonic languages (and most probably in any languape of synthetic
grammatical structure) affixes are bound to function within the limits of the word
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only; the joining of an affix to aword-group or even to a sentence is quite unthinkable

there. In English, on the other hand, such joining is perfectly legitimate provided

that some semantic conditions have been complied with (sse the well-known speci-

mens of the type the ex-Prime Minister, the Anti-Corn Law League, old maidish,

etc., to which may be added the notorious instances of the so-called Group-Genitive
like Jacob and Esau's quarrel, the King of England's rights and privileges,etc.; in the
latter cases, and in all instances of the Possessive Case, 'sdoes not function as acase

ending but rather as a suffixal element. (27) Clearly, in English the affixes are much

less constrained in their functioning than in Czech or Russian, and although in the

vast majority of instances they function within the limits of one word, a number

of cases can be found in which they become combined with higher units. 1n our

opinion this fact furnishes convincing evidence for the statement that the mutual

relation of English wordsand affixes is much looser than the andogous relation in

Czech or Russian, and that, consequently, the border-line marking off the two

English categories is again less distinct than the one marking off their Savonic

counterparts. * *

#

All that has been said here o far amounts to the ascertainment in the structural
make-up of English of a markedly liberal approach to some traditional grammatical
distinctions which in Czech and Russian (and probably in synthetic languages in
generd) are rather meticulously observed. To this may be added another inter3sting
liberal feature of English which isagain basically alien to our Slavonic languages.
It concerns the amalgamation of parts of existing words (or, better, of parts of
word-stems) for the purpose of denoting new meanings (or new shades of meaning).
Traditional linguistic nomenclature denotes such amalgamation by the term 'blend-
ing' (ss.e e g., brunch< breakfast -\- lunch, smog< smoke + fog, chortle < chuck +
+ snortle, etc.). Thefact itself has, of course, been known for decades, but itslinguis-
tic importance does not ssem to have been fully realized 0 far. In our opinion,
the process of blending is most remarkable not only for its deliberate violation
and negligence of morphematic limits existing in the source words from which the
new, blended word arises, (28) but especially for its flat dismissal of the formal
and semantic lexical limits marking off the two source words.

It should be emphasized that the process of blending differs fundamentally from
the processes giving riseto 'trunk words (e g., pants< pantaloons, bus < omnibus,
‘flu < influenza) and to clippingsgoing back to the amalgamation of initial letters
or syllables of a number of subsequent word-units (as, e g., UNO < United Nations
Organization, radar < radio detection aviation and ranging, taxi-cab< taximeter
cabriolet). In the latter two processes — which, incidentally, are by no means un-
known to Czech and especially to Russian —, one has to do with an activity that is
purely mechanical. It is prompted partly by the need to effect a radical structural
assimilation of the complex naming units (many eements of which are manifestly
of non-native character) to the make-up of the native word-stock (29) and partly
by the economic motive, intent on saving the speaker's and the listener's time.
It should aso be noted that the onomatological unit resulting from the clipping
of initials refers to the same extra-linguisticreality as was referred to by the full,
undipped word-sequence. In cases of blending, however, we are not faced with
a mechanical process but with a deliberate, semantically motivated amalgamation
of the source words.

This can be seen both on the forma and on the semantic level. Formally, the
blend does not arise by a mechanical addition of the initial eements of the source
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