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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 —
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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,

16



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 a word-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 cenditions have been complied with (see 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 Esaw’s quarrel, the King of England’s rights and privileges,ete.; in the
latter cases, and in all instances of the Possessive Case, ’s does not function as a case
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. In our
opinion this fact furnishes convincing evidence for the statement that the mutual
relation of English words and affixes is much looser than the analogous 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 Slavonic
counterparts. * . *

All that has been said here so far amounts to the ascertainment in the structural
make-up of English of a markedly liberal approach to some traditional grammatical
distinetions which in Czech and Russian (and probably in synthetic languages in
general) are rather meticulously observed. To this may be added another intersting
liberal feature of English which is again 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’ (see, e. g., brunch < breakfast + lunch, smog < smoke - fog, chortle < chuck +
—+ snortle, etc.). The fact itself has, of course, been known for decades, but its linguis
tic importance does not seem to have been fully realized so 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 rise to ‘trunk words’ (e. g., pants < pantaloons, bus < omnibus,
flu < influenza) and to clippings going 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 awviation and ranging, tami-cab < tazimeter
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 acétivity that is
purely mechanical. It is prompted partly by the need to effect a radical structnral
assimilation of the complex naming units (many elements 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 also be noted that the onomatological unit resulting from the clipping
of initials refers to the same extra-linguistic reality as was referred to by the full,
unclipped 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 formal and on the semantic level. Formally, the
blend does not arise by a mechanical addition of the initial elements of the source
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words but, as a rule, by an intimate welding of the initial part of the one and the
final part of the other. The welding is often so intimate that it can hardly be realized
by one who is not versed in the theory of language. Semantically, the meaning
of the newly formed blend is not simply equal to the sum of the meanings of the two
source words; although it combines some of the semantic features of the two, the
resulting meaning is entirely new — as a matter of fact it was exactly the novelty of
the experience which has led the English speakers to coin the blend.

It is certainly symptomatic that in Czech and Russian (and most probably also
in other languages of synthetic grammatical structure) formation of words by
blending is virtually unknown. (30) In our opinion the reasons of this absence
can only be accounted for by the theory that in the Slavonic languages (and,
for that matter, in synthetic languages in general) it is not only the border-
lines separating words from other language categories that stand out with
extraordinary lucidity, but that also formal and semantic limits marking -off
individual lexical units from one another are remarkably clearcut, certainly much
more so than in English.

We have come to the end of our comparison of some aspects of the status of the
word in English, Czech and Russian. The results of our analysis, however casual
and by no means detailed, have brought us to the conclusion that the word in Czech
and Russian constitutes a category which is definitely more clearcut and more
strictly delimited than the word in English, In conformity with C. E. Bazell’s thesis,
this difference will have to be reflected in the respective definitions of the word in
the examined languages. At the present stage of research it would undoubtedly be
premature to attempt to formulate something like a definite wording of such defi-
nitions. The only thing that in our opinion can be said for certain is that the definition
of the word in the grammatical system of English will have to be worded in more
elastic, less committing terms than the-definition of the word in-the grammatical
systems of Czech and Russian.

There is, however, an even more important conclusion that can be drawn from
our above analysis. OQur examination has also revealed that the differences ascertained
between the status of the word in English and in our two Slavonic languages
are ultimately reducible to the differences of types of their grammatical struc-
tures — analytical in the case of English, synthetic in the- case of Czech and
Russian. It will have been noted that this conclusion has been obtained by applying
the method of synchronistic comparison of the three languages. But the differences
of the status of the word are not an exclusive matter of synchronistic analysis.
Even a casual comparison of OE and ME contexts shows very clearly that the OE
word undoubtedly possessed a more definite status with more clearcut formal and
semantic limits than its ModE descendant. There is no trace-in OE of quotational
compounds, of prepositions governing whole clauses, of affixes joined to word-groups
or even to sentences, and of course cases of blending are equally unknown there.
There can be no doubt that the absence in OE of such features testifies to a more
definite and more strictly delimited status of the OE word than is the status of its
ModE counterpart. And it is equally obvious that the relatively very definite status
of the OE word is closely connected with the grammatical structure of .OE, which
was essentially still synthetic. And finally, the conclusion appears inescapable that
the progressive weakening of the status of the word in English must have gone
hand in hand with the progressive re-building of the grammatical structure of English
on analytical lines. ‘A detailed history of this process will of course have to be worked
out by further research.
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III. THE “POSSESSIVE CASE” OF MODERN ENGLISH

In the preceding.chapter mention was made of the relatively loose connection
existing in English between the basis of the word and the affixes. An interesting
illustration of this loose relation is supplied by the well-known Possessive Case
of ModE, which will be the subject of our attention in the present chapter. (31)

As 18 commonly admitted, the so-called Possessive Case is the sole remnant of the
OE sytbetic inflexion of nouns that has been preserved in ModE. The ‘“ending”
of this case ’s is, of course, a direct descendant of the OE genitival ending -es, found
in masculine and neuter a-stems. We can safely denote it as the sole synthetic case
form that has survived from the original OE paradigm, which was wholly synthetic;
the ModE plural ending -(e)s (<<OE -as) cannot be regarded as really synthetio
because it refers only to number, not to a particular case.

All scholars discussing the ModE Possessive Case are unanimous in regarding
it as an integral part of the substantival paradigm. And yet, the relation of the
Possessive Case form to that paradigm is much more complicated than one might
suppose at the first glance. Complications may be perceived both from the formal
and from the semantic viewpoint. -

* *
*

Seen from the formal point-of-view, the synthetic Possessive Case strikes the
observer as a unique exception to the rules now prevailing in the ModE substantival
paradigm which, as is commonly admitted, is otherwise built exclusively upon ana-
Iytical lines. It is true, there is one important formal feature in which the Possessive
Case agrees with decidedly analytical cases of ModE, viz. its more or less fixed place
of occurrence in the sentence: The Possessve Case, that is to say, regularly functions
as an attribute and so usually stands before the governing noun. Besides, it may be
pointed out as a specific feature of the Possessive Case that its “ending’ can be
joined not only to the substantival basis but also to a group of two co-ordinated
substantives, under the proviso that such & group refers to a single idea (see well-
known instances of the so-called ‘group genitives’ like Smith and Brown’s office,
father and mother’s wedding-day, etc.); sometimes one may even find it joined to
more extensive word-groups including a dependent clause (see, e. g., the man I saw
yesterday’s son). (32) It will be readily seen that thigloose connection of the “ending”
with the word-basis cannot be met with in any other item of the morphological
system of ModE (there are, e. g., no instances like *cat and dogs, *it come and goes,
etc.).

It was exactly on account of the instances of group genitives that B. A. Ilyish
(1. c. p. 100) formulated his thesis that the ModE ending of the Possessive Case
48 being revaluated into what Le called “an auxiliary particle denoting possession”,
and that, further on, he even went so far as to quote this ’s as an illustration of the
fact that new words can emerge in analytical languages owing to the emancipation
of former suffixes (he admits, it is fair to state, that the phenomenon is isolated
in English). To put the thing differently, Ilyish tries to fit the Possessive Case into
the scheme of the ModE analytical declension by interpreting the former as a sort
of periphrastic form. (33) To this it may be observed that the Soviet scholar was
perfectly right in his ingenious diagnosis that a sort or revaluation has been taking
place in the ModE Possessive Case. On the other hand, he obviously seems to have
gone too far in regarding the final ’s as something like an auxiliary word: it would
be the only postpositive auxiliary in the ModE morphological system, and the only
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one of non-syllabic character in the standard literary language. In our opinion,
instances of group genitives and the like call for a different interpretation.

We believe that instances of the kind can only point to two fundamental facts. The
one is that in ModE the opposition “word os. word group” appears to be distinctly
less marked than in languages characterized by synthetic grammatical structure
(such as, e. g., Czech or Russian). It has been shown above in Chapter II that this
fact is responsible for a number of striking structural features of ModE (among other
things, for the presence in ModE of the so-called quotational compounds). — The
other fundamental fact is, in our opinion, that by its relatively high degree of inde-
pendence the ModE final ’s ranks rather with dertvative affixes than with inflexional
endings. (34) It will be recalled that, like the final ’s, the ModE derivative affixes are
often joined to word-groups referring to a single idea. (see, e. g., an ex-King of Iraq,
John Bullish, dog-in-the-mangerism etc.; (35) as has been noted earlier in this chapter,
this is a kind of liberty never enjoyed by ModE inflexional endings.

The affixal status of ModE ’s is perfectly obvious in ModE word-groups of the
types at the baker’s, from my uncle’s, St. Poul’s and the like, in which it is no longer
charged with a possessive function; in instances of this kind Ilyish himself admits
the suffixal status of ’s (. c. p. 100} It may be of use to recall here a small orthograph-
ical detail: in the type St. Paul’s (and similarly Foyle’s, Harrod’s etc.) the apostrophe
is very frequently omitted. This is undoubtedly due to the loss of possessive associa-
tions, formerly adhering to ’s (for details, see R. W. Zandvoort, A Handbook
of English Grammar? Groningen 1946, p. 82, and especially his paper More Notes
on the Genitive in the Amsterdam feview English Studies 26, 1944, pp. 1—6).

All that has been said here so far points to the conclusion that from the formal
viewpoint the ModE Possessive Case ranks more probably as a derived than as an
inflected form. If this is so, the very term “Possessive Case” does not seem particu-
larly appropriate: much nearer to the mark appears to be the term ‘“Possessive
Form” which, therefore, we are going to use in the following lines.

* *
*

So far we have analysed the Possessive Form from the formal viewpoint. If we
now examine it from the semantic point-of-view, we find that the results of this
latter examination yield results perfectly tallying with those of the former. As is
generally known, in the course of the historical development of English both the
scope of apphcability and the semantic reference of the Possessive Form have come
to be considerably narrowed. As regards the seope of applicability, it is clear that
in OFE the synthetic genitive in -es could be formed from any noun of the concerned
morphological category (i. e., from masculine and neuter a-stems), while in ModE
the formation of the Possessive Form is substantially limited — it can be met- with,
in principle, in only one semantic category of nouns, viz. in those denoting animate
beings. (36) As regards the semantic reference, it is commonly known that during
the historical development of English the old synthetic genitive has lost virtually
all its functions (37) except that of expressing possession (in the widest sense of the
word, including, e. g., also instances of the subjective genitive, such as the mother’s
love of her children, and the like). It should be particularly stressed that no trace
has been left in ModE of the original adverbal objective functions of the old case
form, such as existed in OE constructions of the type fultumes biddan, ‘to ask for
help’, wateres weorpan ‘to throw water’ ete. It appears obvious that these facts of
semantic order point in the same direction as the above-noted facts of formal order:
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the semantic limitations of what has been left in ModE of the old synthetic genitive
indicates clearly that the ModE Possessive Form has considerably loosened the ties
that were originally tying it up with the substantival paradigm. If, in addition to
this, one recalls what has been said above about the high amount of independence
enjoyed by the final ’s-element of the Possessive Form, one and only one conclusion
appears inevitable, viz. that the ModE Possessive Form is no longer a constituent
part of the substantival paradigm. Moreover, it appears to be gradually acquiring
adjectival character, and has already covered a great part of the road (but certainly
not the whole of it) leading towards full adjectivization.

A couple of remarks are needed to clear up some of the implications of the thesis
just formulated. It is not open to doubt that the ModE Possessive Form is closely
allied, both in form and in meaning, to the possessive pronouns of the attributive
series my, your, his . . . .. thetr;this alliance is evidenced by parallelisms like Ass coat —
Joku’s coat, her coat — Mary’s coat. The postpositive combination of Jokn's is again
closely parallel to of mine (cf. this friend of mine — this friend of John’s). The above
comparison reveals that like the possessive pronouns the Possessive Form allots
a thing (in the widest sense of the word) to a particular person or persons, and
that, like them, it precedes the governing noun; if it follows that noun, it i$ joined to
it — again like the possessive pronoun — by .the prepositional of. The above
parallehsms, incidentally, are highly instructive: they furnish an additional argument
for the existence of the centrifugal tendency driving the Possessive Form away from
the substantival paradigm. Admittedly, hardly anybody would venture to regard
the possessive pronouns my/mine, your/yours. .. their/theirs as component parts of
the respective pronominal paradigms I (me), you. .. they. And it would likewise be
most inappropriate to treat the Possessive Form in an analogous manner — all our
above observations show that the relation of that form to the paradigm of the
corresponding noun has been loosened accordingly, even if the process has not been
fully completed yet.

In some languages, e. g. in Czech, the semantic affinity of possessive pronouns
and possessive forms is also underlined by additional grammatical means: both
grammatical categories are differentiated in gender so as to exhibit grammatlcal
concord with their governing nouns (cf. Czech possessive pronouns masc. maj, fem.
md, ntr. mé, ‘my’ — possessive forms mase. Janidwv, fem. Janova, ntr. Janovo ‘John'’s).

Another interesting feature of the centrifugal process by which the Possessive Form
is being driven away from the substantival paradigm, is observable in the instances
which in traditional grammatical terminology go by the label of the ‘plural Possessive
Case’. In at least some such instances the process of adjectivization has, to all appear-
ances, advanced even further. The instances in question may be seen, in O. Jesper-
gen’s words, “in such more or less set phrases, as may be considered compounds”,
such as e. g. schoolboy’s clothes, girls’ friendships, a lovers’ quarrel. It is also worth
noting that Jespersen stamps as artificial such-distinctions in spelling as may be
observed between the written word groups a bird’s nest — birds’ nests, a printer’s
error — printers’ errors and the like (see Essentials, p. 216). Though Jespersen
himself does not draw the conclusion himself, it appears obvious that in cases of
that kind the adjectival character of the Possessive Form has become so manifest
as to render the distinction of number virtually non-existent. (39) (Here again, it
may be of some interest to point out that the Possessive Form of such constructions
is best rendered in Czech by an adjective: chlapecké Saty, divéi prdtelstoi, milenecky
spor, ptadi hnizdo — ptaéi hnizda, tiskovd chyba — tiskové chyby.)

Speaking about cases like a bird’s nest — birds’ nests we should recall E. Kruisin-
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ga’s thesis denying the existence of the plural Possessive Form altogether. (40)
In his opinion, the forms girls’, brothers’ and the like should be regarded as identical,
both from the formal and from the semantic viewpoint, with the forms spelt brother’s,
girl’s. In Kruisinga’s own words “the attributive genitive does not distinguish
number any more than the attributive noun stem”. (41) Kruisinga, too, believes
that the final ’s in forms like men’s, children’s should be evaluated as a sort of suffix;
its use in such cases is explained as due to the fact that the members of the opposi-
tions man — men, child — children and the like have, from the formal point of view,
become so widely differentiated that their mutual relation must be taken for supple-
tory.

Should Kruisinga’s theory prove true, the adjectival status of the ModE Possessive
Form would be established beyond any doubt. Still, there appear to be some indica-
tions pointing to the effect that the process of adjectivization, though undoubtedly
well advanced, cannot be regarded as completed. We shall pay some attention here
at least to two points which seem especially worth it.

The first is the absence in English of combinations like *the Smithson’s case,
though combinations of the types Smithson’s case and the Smithson case are quite
common. The non-existence of the type provided by the asterisk reveals that the
Possessive Form has not yet completely severed its traditional alliance to the proper
name denoting the “possessor” (in the widest sense of the word); as such a proper
name regularly lacks the definite article, the Possessive Form traditionally refrains
from using it, too. It should be observed that combination of the type *the Smithson’s
case could very well co-exist with combinations belonging to the category of the
Smithson case, as there might be a distinet semantic difference between the two.
The difference might consist, that is, in the presence-vs. absence of the possessive
element in the semantic content of the two adjectives. As, however, combinations
of the former, asterisked type have not yet emerged in ModE, the adjectivization
of the Possessive Form can hardly be taken for a fully accomphshed fact.

The other obstacle standing in the way of a full adjectivization of the Possessive
Form 18 the presence of the.indefinite article before a Possessive Form followed by an

“uncountable” noun, such as a man’s blood. In such combinations, that is to say,
the indefinite article clearly belongs to the Possessive Form, not to the uncountable
noun. One might perhaps argue that the suffix ’s is added not to the bare substantival
form man alone, but to the word-group a-man considered as a whole. Then, however,
it would be dlfﬁcult to account for the difference in status of the articles in combina-
tions like @ man’s blood — a man’s kat. It cannot -be reasonably doubted, that is,
that in the latter type of combination the article must be referred to the governing
noun hat (which, naturally, is “countable”); to all appearances, the instance'a man’s
hat is perfectly parallel to instances of the type a new hat, an expensive hat, and the
like. With instances of this latter type in the background, and with the regular
absence of indefinite articles (and articles in general) before uncountable nouns,
the article in the word-group a man’s blood can hardly fail to be referred to the
Possessive Form. And as long as this state of things persists, the process of adjectiv-
ization of the Possessive Form can hardly .be taken for completed.

We are thus faced in ModE with an interesting attempt at a revaluation of a gram-
matical form whose old function has almost died down both formally and semanti-
cally, and whose new function is being gradually crystallized in a process that is
fighting its way through against obstacles of both formal and semantic character.

* *
¥



It now remains to examine the above-established processin a broader historical
setting. We are faced thus, very naturally, with the question of the sense of the
whole process. In other words, what were the historical causes that called it forth?

The answer to this question is not very difficult to find. It is implicitly contained
in B.A.Ilyish’s ‘ascertainment that the “genitival ending ’s” represents today,
as he puts it, “the only remnant that has been preserved, in the analytical structure
of the present-day language, of the old system of cases”, and thus “is subjected to
revaluation carried out in conformity with the norms of analytical language thinking”
(op. cit. p. 100). One should, in fact, realize here that the reshaping of the English
grammatical system, in which the old synthetic inflexion was entirely discarded
and replaced by a new inflexional system built up on an essentially analytical basis,
meant a profound and thoroughgoing arrangement. That this was indeed so is re-
vealed by the fact that alone in the productive types of the OE declension of nouns
(i. e., in the a-, - and n-stems) there existed some forty case forms, the majority
of which were differentiated by a system of distinctly unequivocal inflexional endings.
All this richness was gradually done away with (except for a very small number of
adverbial or lexicalized survivals), and its place was taken by a complex analytical
system of means combining prepositional constructions with grammaticalized word-
order. (42) The only really important survival of the old grammatical order was
to become the form of the synthetic genitive singular of the a-stems (as has been
shown above, the plural ending -(¢)s denotes number only, not a particular case).

The situation that resulted in English after the breakdown of the old synthetic
grammatical order was by no means favourable to a continued existence of one
synthetic case form within a declension system built up entirely on an analytical
basis. The situation urgently needed clarifying. In principle, two solutions of the
problem offered themselves: either a total dismissal of the old synthetic form, or its
semantic revaluation, resulting in its removal from the nominal declension system
and in its endowment with a different function, such as would not collide with the
established rules of the analytical order. The solution ultimately adopted by the
English language system consisted in a combination of both above-indicated pos-
sibilities: The old synthetic case form was preserved for one of the typical genitival
functions, and so became revaluated into what we call the Possessive Form and what
we have found to be tending to completely sever its links with the substantival
paradigm and to establish itself as an adjectival form. In the other semantic func-
tions, originally performed by the old synthetic genitival form, the latter came
to be replaced by an analytical of-construction. (43)

There is, however, another question that must be raised in this context, viz. why
the old synthetic genitive in its possessive function escaped the usual replacement
by the of-construction. The answer to this question may be given as follows. In the
first place, the abandonment of the replacement may have been due to the ever-
increasing tendency (asecertainable in the development of most languages), aiming
at a differentiation of various semantic functions that were previously covered by
one genitival form common to all of them. But besides, and that is even more impor-
tant, one should again recall the existence in English of the system of possessive
pronouns with which the old possessive genitive had many features in common, both
semantic and formal (especially .one should 1ecall its usual position before the
governing noun) and which could thus exercise a particularly strong preserving
mnfluence on its synthetic form.

Another remark may be useful concerning the revaluating process of the old
synthetic genitive into the Possessive Form, characterized by strong adjectival
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colouring. We have ascertained that the old form, contradicting the new regulations
of the grammatical system, could only uphold its place in the language at the cost
of altering its semantic and grammatical content, in connection with the centrifugal
process carrying the case form away from its original paradigm. It may be worth
while to add that cases ‘of analogous upholding of grammatical forms in language
at the cost of their grammatical and semantic revaluation are by no meahs rare
in language development. To quote another specimen of that kind of process, it is
well known that impersonal constructions of the OE type mé s cealde have given way
to personal constructions of the ModE type I am cold. Only two instances of such
impersonal constructions have managed to survive, viz. OE mé pyncep and EME
me semep; the ModE respective forms methinks and meseems, descended from them,
clearly reveal that in these two instances again the survival of the constructions was
only made possible through grammasical revaluation. The ModE (archaic) forms
methinks and meseems, that is to say, are no longer regarded as verbal constructions
but as adverbs, and possibly even as interjections. (44) — Similar remarks might
be applied to other grammatical survivals, as e. g. to the archaie; lexically isolated
ModE adverb whilom, in which the OE ending of the Dative plural -um is supposed
to persist, disguised as an adverbial affix, etec. '

* *
*

-A very interesting parallel to the ModE Possessive Form may be found in the
Southern and Western dialects of Czech. It is the absolute possessive adjective
ending in -ovo, -ino (e. g. Janovo *John’s’, tatinkovo ‘Daddy’s’, Mariino ‘Mary’s’,
mamincino ‘Mummy’s’). Unlike other Czech adjectives (and unlike the possessive
adjectives of Standard Czech and of other Czech dialects), the Southern and Western
Czech absolute dialectal possessives in -ovo and -ino show no grammatical concord
with governing nouns, concord which is otherwise obligatory in Czech: cf. dial. Czech
ldtovo klobouk ‘father’s hat’, tdtovo louka ‘father’s meadow’, tdtovo kolo ‘father’s
bike’ — Std. Cz. tdtiv klobouk, tdtova louka, idtovo kolo. Similarly in plural: dial.
Cz. tdtovo klobouky ‘father’s hats’, tdtovo louky ‘father’s meadows’, tdtovo kola ‘father’s
bikes’; in Std. Cz. grammatical concord is again observed, cf. tdtovy Fklobouky,
tdtovy louky, tdtova kola.

As Std. Cz. adjectives (and the adjectives of other dialectal regions of the Czech
language) meticulously observe the grammatical concord with their governing nouns,
it may be inferred that by abandoning this grammatical concord the Southern
and Western dialectal Czech absolute possessives have lost their adjectival status.
Being derived from nouns denoting the possessor (e. g. tdfovo from tdta ‘father’,
Mariino from Marie ‘Mary’), the absolute possessives very naturally become revalu-
ated into a kind of genitival form of the paradigms of their basic nouns. After
the revaluation the dial. Cz. -ovo/-ino functions as an inflexional ending, comparable
to the ModE ’s. (45)

The dialectal Czech absolute possessive and the ModE Possessive Form have
a number of features in common. From what has been said above here is evident
that both forms are free from grammatical concord that would link them to their
governing nouns. Besides, both forms occupy analogous places in the sentences
of their respective languages; they are regularly situated not behind the governing
noun but before it, or predicatively (cp. that hat is Father's — ten klobouk je tdtovo).
Finally, the most important analogy of the two forms lies in the fact that each of
the two is opposed, in its respective grammatical system, to a genitival form in the
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full sense of the word (in English, to an of-construction, in Czech, to a form whose
inflexional ending contains a single vowel, e.g. tdt-y, Mari-e). These full-sense
genitival forms are also capable of performing, under some specified circumstances,
the possessive functions usually performed by their competitor forms but, in addition
to this, they may be used in a number of other functions from which the com-
petitor forms are wholly excluded (especially in the function of an adverbal object,
see instances like I am afraid of Father, Bojim se tdty).

On the other hand, there are some important dffierences between the two compared
possessive forms. First, unlike the ModE ’s, the Czech dialectal ending -ovo/-ino can
only be joined to the basis of a single noun, not qualified by any other expression.
In other words, the Southern and Western Czech dialects present no analogues-
of ModE instances like my father’s house, Smith and Brown’s office, the man I saw
yesterday’s son. This difference is a natural consequence of the fact discussed above
in Chapter II, viz. that the limits of the categories of word and affix are much more
definite and. clearcut in Czech than in ModE. Clearly, this difference is ultimately
due to the fundamental difference in grammatical structures of the two languages,
the structure of ModE being essentially analytical, while that of Czech is prevalently
synthetic. The thing is too obvious to necessitate further discussion.

Another divergent feature, however, is ascertainable in our two possessive forms
that is also reducible tu the difference in grammatical structures of our two languages
-and which, at the same time, reveals a distinction of fundamental importance.
As has already been shown here above, the ModE Possessive Form, once an integral
component part of the nominal paradigm, is now standing outside that paradigm,
and discloses a very strong trend towards adjectivization. It is, of course, still very
close to that paradigm, as it is, to an appreciable degree, functionally parallel with
the of-construction (regarded by many scholars as a genuine component part of that
paradigm), and also its formal resemblance to genuine component parts of the nomi-
nal paradigm (cf. father’s — father, fathers) is too obvious to be reasonably doubted.
For all that, in view of its synthetic structure the ModE Progressive Form is clearly
excluded from the ModE nominal paradigm, built on analytical principles. (46)
Keeping this fact in mind, one arrives at the conclusion that the ModE Possessive
Form has come to occupy its present-day position in the ModE grammatical structure
through the operation of what may be called a centrifugal force, and the tendency
directed towards the full adjectivization of the Possessive Form may justly be
regarded as evidence of the centrifugal drift being still in action.

If we now turn our attention to the Czech dialectal absolute possessives ending
in -ovo/-ino, we find that, despite the analogy of their position in the ModCz gram-
matical system to that of the ModE Possessive Form in the grammatical system
of ModE, the dynamic potency of the Czech form is exactly opposite to that of its
ModE counterpart. As is well known, the dialectal Czech absolute possessive of
the type tdtovo did not originally belong to the declensional paradigm of its basic
noun tdta. On the contrary, it originally belonged (as it still belongs in ModCz and
in a majority of Czech dialects) to a system of its own adjectival paradigm tdtdv
(m.) — tdtova (f.) — tdtovo (n.). In the course of its development, however, an overall
generalization of the ending -ovo/-ino took place in all forms of the adjectival para-
digm. This generalization amounted to the factual abolition of that paradigm and
in the establishment of a closer relation between the absolute possessive form in
-ovo/-tno and the nominal paradigm of the noun denoting the possessor. The relation
has indeed become so close that nowadays the absolute possessive appears to
function almost as a variant of the genitive singular of that nominal paradigm
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(with the proviso, of course, that the applicability of the new variant is subject
to a number of limitations of both semantic and formal character). The lesson to be
drawn from the history of the Czech dialectal absolute possessive is, then, that it
has come to occupy its present-day position in the grammatical structure of the
concerned dialects through the operation of a distinctly centripetal force. Again,
some facts of the ModCz grammatical system, especially the progressive abolition
of the so-called indefinite adjectives, (47) may be regarded as evidence of the centri-
petal drift being still in action.

It remains to be pointed out that just as the analytical structure of the ModE
grammatical system was a mighty factor in deciding the centrifugal development
of the ModE Possessive Form, so the synthetic structure of the Czech grammatical
system played a no less important part in the centripetal developmfent characteri-
stic of the dialectal Czech absolute possessive. With the unquestioned domination
of the synthetic principle and with the formal identity of the stems of the absolute
possessive and of the noun denoting the possessor, the speakers simply had no other
choice left but to revaluate the unchanging -ovo/-ino into an inflexional ending. And
as the meaning of the absolute possessive covered a part of the semantic field typical
of the genitive case, the ending -ovo/-tno became interpreted as a variant for the
possessive function of the usual genitival ending.

Summing up the findings of the present chapter we may safely conclude that
the above lines may claim to have shown that also morphology, though relatively
the most stabilized language plane (especially in cultured languages), reveals the
presence of some problems of its own, the solution of which is an urgent structural
task that must be tackled in spite of the high degree to which the grammatical
systems of such languages have usually been normalized. In addition to this — and
this appears even more important — our observations have disclosed a very important
part played in such solutions by the general structural type of the concerned gram-
matical system. Only if the general structural situation in ModE is taken into
account, one can comprehend the seeming paradox that it is exactly the preservation
in ModE of the synthetic “Possessive Case” that supplies a weighty piece of evidence
in favour of the essentially analytical character of the ModE grammatical system.
Viewed in this light, the “Possessive Form™ certainly deserves to be included in the
survey of less known aspects of the analytical trend of English.

IVVTHE COMPACTNESS OF THE MODERN ENGLISH
SENTENCE

It was already pointed out in Chapter I that the difference in the synthetic and
analytical gramatical structure is also reflected in syntax: it is generally admitt-d
that the position of the word in the sentence context is grammaticalized to a much
higher degree in analytical than in synthetic languages. This is a natural consequence
of the well-known fact that the order of the words in analytical languages is relatively
much more fixed than in languages with synthetic grammatical structures. But the
highly fixed word-order is not the only syntactical feature that reflects the analytical
gramatical structure of ModE. It appears that another such feature may be dis-
covered in the relative compactness of the ModE sentence considered as a whole;
this compactness stands out especially if the ModE sentence is compared with the
sentence of ModCzech, whose grammatical structure, .as has been repeatedly shown
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here, is essentially a synthetic one, In the present chapter we want to discuss the
difference of ModE and ModCzech sentences in this point at some length. (48)

If we are to grasp the essence of the implied difference in all its aspects, we must
turn our attention to one outstanding feature characterizing the ModE sentence
as a whole. It is the familiar ModE tendency to word its predications nominally
rather than verbally (see, e. g., G. 0. Curme (49) who points out the prefer-
ence of English for saying The matter is under consideration, Atfer dinner we had
a quiet smoke, I got a good shaking up, ete., instead of The matter is being considered,
After dinner we smoked quietly, I was shaken up thoroughly, etc.). The nominal
tendency is brought into particular prominence if the structure of the ModE sentence
18 confronted with that found in Modern Czech, whose outspokenly verbal trend
was often opposed to the nominal trend of ModE by the late V. Mathesius. More
than once he stressed the significant part played in good Czech style by the finite
verb form, and pointed out that this style is strikingly averse to complicated nominal
constructions, so frequently found in the good style of English. (50) Moreover,
in his lectures (51) he duly emphasized the important role played in ModE by what
he called complex condensation phenomena. By this term he meant the introduction
into the sentence of a nominal element or phrase enabling that sentence to do without
a subordinate clause the use of which would otherwise be indispensable. As a speci-
men of such a process of complex condensation one may quote the well-known
English proverb Barking dogs rarely bite. Its comparison with an equivalent Czech
proverb Pes, kiery $1ékd, nekouse [ =A dog that barks does not bite] proves that
the English participle acts here as a means of complex condensation, enabling the
sentence to do without a dependent adjective-clause, actually found in the Czech
equivalent of the proverb.

A more detailed examination of English and Czech materials, undertaken from
the indicated angle, may throw some light on the place and importance attaching
to nominal (and also verbal) constructions in English and Czech. An attempt at
an examination of that kind is given below: within the narrow limits of the present
chapter we shall, naturally, often have to confine ourselves to pointing out the
existing problems and to leave their definite solution to further research. (52)

* *
*

A great many instances of complex condensation cases may be found especially
in literary contexts, rather pretentious both from the point of form and contents,
To turn to a specialized context first, in A. L. Morton’s well-known History of
England (53) the following simple sentence can be found:

The French plan, viewed in retrospect, might seem to have been designcd with the purpose

of ensuring a German victory (orig. p. 524).

In the Czech version of the book, on the other hand, the idea is expressed by a
complex sentence:

Francouzsky plin, kdy% jej zkouméme retrospektivng, vypad4, jako by byl urden k zajisténf

vitézstvi Némecka (transl. p. 383).

It will be noted that two nominal constructions of the English sentence have
been replaced in Czech by dependent clauses.

If the above examples are submitted to closer analysis, they will be seen to give
ample justification to Mathesius’ts term of complex condensation. If, that is to say,
a sentence dispenses with a subordinate clause, this undoubtedly results in closer
cohesion of its elements; such cohesion is equivalent to a greater condensity of the
whole sentence structure. The importance of the fact exceeds the limits of theoretical
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linguistics: it involves some consequences for the practice of reading, and listening
to, English contexts. Obviously, in deciphering an English sentence of the above
category the reader’s (or listener’s) attention can and must be concentrated so as
to grasp the sentence as one compact whole, grouped around one single nexus of
subject and predicate. The relations of at least some sentence elements to this
central nexus must necessarily be of rather complex character. (54) Consequently,
the term of complex condensation proves to be a very apt designation of the factor
lying behind the above-mentioned complex character of the English sentence.

-In his lectures Mathesius laid special stress on the part played in English complex
condensation cases by three types of nominal forms derived from verbal bases, viz.
by participles, infinitives and gerunds. (55) Their important role can be assessed,
at least approximately, on concrete language materials by coraparing ModE literary
contexts with the equivalent Czech contexts translating them. We therefore attemp-
ted a comparison of that kind by confronting Chapter XVII of Morton’s book with
the Czech translation of the same chapter (the compared passage takes up pp.
324—344 of the original text, and pp. 383—397 of the Czech translation).

The results of our examination may be summarized as follows: In the English
original were found altogether 168 cases of complex condensation employing the three
word-types enumerated above and rendered by Czech dependent clauses in the
translation. (The word-types will be referred to as means of condensation or, for
short, condensers.) Out of the total number of 168 there were 66 cases using
infinitives, 38 cases employing present participles, further there were 42 instances of
past participles, and 22 instances of gerunds. Contrary to this, the Czech version
presented only 75 cases of complex condensation of ModE dependent clauses of the
original, the ascertained condensers being infinitives ih 33 instances, indefinite
present participles (the “p¥itomné pfechodniky” of Czech grammars) in 8 instances,
definite present participles (“pfiGesti pfitomnd’’) in 18 instances, and definite past
participles (“pfiCesti minula trpna’) in 16 instances; gerunds, as is commonly known,
do not exist in Czech. It should be added that, naturally, the chapter contained also
other condensers than the three types emphasized by Mathesius (e. g. verbal nouns,
adverb-phrases etc.). But even if these other types of condensers are included in our
census, the above-established ratio of 168 : 75 will not be substantially affected:
it will be replaced by that of 199:108, again in favour of English. — It should
be added that the quoted figures are even more convincing in view of the fact
that the Czech translators have often preserved the sentence structure of Morton’s
book with conscientiousness almost bordering on slavish imitation, with the result
that their translation contains more condensers than good and clear Czech style
can absorb. Another translator, possessed of finer feeling for the requirements of
Czech style, would have probably resorted to Czech dependent clauses as equivalents
to English condensers more often than our translators have ventured to do.

So much for our specimen analysis of a specialized context; a priori one might expect
that in narrative prose the difference concerning the use of condensers in ModE
and ModCz will be less pronounced. It will be readily admitted, that is, that conceptual
thinking, lying behind specialized contexts, favours the use of nominal constructions
to a much higher degree than rough-and-ready, more emotionally coloured, and so
necessarily less accurate thinking lying behind narrative prose. In other words, one
would expect to find the ModE narrative prose more verbally-minded than the
above-analysed specialized prose. It is certainly most interesting to find that this
expectation is by no means borne out by concrete language facts. And it is certainly
symptomatic that the said expectation is most bitterly disappointed in comparing
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pieces of English narrative prose with such Czech translations as have been provided
by highly skilled translators, delicately responsive to all grammatical and stylistic
values of both English and Czech. In such translations, that is, English condensers
are most frequently rendered by dependent clauses.

Among the English literary works that may claim to have obtained such 2 high-
ranking translation we want to single out Katherine Mansfield’s story At the
Bay (the Czech version is entitled V zitoce). (56) Our analysis of the first six chapters
of the story (pp. 7—33 of the English original, pp. 326—348 of the Czech translation
disclosed no less than 83 instances of condensers which the translators did not
hesitate to render by finite verb forms. Among the condensers found in the English
text the participial constructions occupy the foremost place. It is fair to state that
also contrary cases have been ascertained in the text, i. e. those in which an English
finite verb form corresponds to a Czech nominal expression. Such contrary cases,
however, are relatively scarce; altogether we ascertained no more than 18 (out of
that number not a single instance was found to employ a Czech indefinite participle
form; there were, of course, some instances of definite participles — 2 present, 2 past
active and 3 past passive).

As already stated, the foremost place among the English condensers employed
in K. Mansfield’s text is occupied by participial constructions. In 41 -cases (that
is to say, in almost one half of the total number of the established condensation
cases) it is the form of the present participle that acts as condenser. It deserves to be
noted that the Czech finite verb form translating the English present participle is
not necessarily brought into a hypotactical relation to the finite verb of the principal
clause, As a matter of fact, the mutual relation of the two finite verb forms is not
infrequently shaped as paratactical. At least one specimen (to which further could be
added) of such notable difference in the structures. of English and Czech wordings
of the same content should be quoted here:

But the cil(c)l sheep-dog, not looking up, waggled past, flinging out his legs from side to side

orig. p. .
Eﬂesitéal;'y ozréﬂcky pes se po ni ani neohléd], plouhal se d4] a motal nohama sem tam (transl.
p. 328).

Clearly, one has to do here with something more deep-reaching than a mere
difference in syntactical forms: what is involved here are two different ways in which
the two languages tackle the realities of the outside world. In Czech one may observe
the tendency to dissociate the reality to be expressed into a seriss of actions or
processes, which may be mutually either co-ordinated or subordinated. In English,
on the other hand, a contrary tendency is at work, viz. one that envisages the
same reality as a single, basic action or process, absorbing all other potential
actions or processes as its elements or concomitant circumstances. A more detailed
examination of the different ways in which English and Czech cope with the task
of framing the sentence might provide a hardly insignificant contribution to the
comparative characterology of these two languages as regards the mutual relations
of language, thought, and reality in the two language communities. Such an
examination, however, would extend far beyond the limits of the present chapter.

The difference of approach to one and the same extra-linguistic reality by the two
language systems discloses another interesting aspect which also calls for some
comment. Even a superficial examination of the Czech version of K. Mansfield’s
story, and even a passing comparison of that version with the English original is
bound to show convincingly that Czech predicative finite verbs have a notable pre-
ponderance over their English opposite numbers not only in regard t¢ number but
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also in regard to significance. In his time, V. Mathesius laid stress on the important
part played in English predication by what he called verbal phrases, i. e. by combina-
tions of verbs of general meaning and nominal elements (nouns, adjectives or adverbs)
that act as qualifiers specifying that general meaning. Such verba] phrases often
express in English what in Czech is denoted by the form of a finite verb alone. (57)
To quote only a few commonly known specimens of such verbal phiases: the English
combination ke got hold_of translates a sole Czech finite verb form zmocnil se; similar
pairs are we are taking a rest — odpolivdme, get ready — pfiprav se! ete. (the list,
needless to say, might be extended indefinitely). The comparison of members of
such word pairs shows unmistakably that what might be called the semantic centre
of gravity within the Czech predication lies in the verbal form; in the English pre-
dication, however, the centre is shifted on to the nominal element

The established difference makes one thing clear, viz. that the Czech finite verb
form is endowed with very strong dynamism. It should be realized that the Czech
finite verb fulfils two important tasks at a time. Apart from containing the semantic
centre of gravity it also serves as an unmatched instrument of predication. Contrary
to this, the English finite verb form appears to be much less dynamic in character.
This is partly due to the above-mentioned frequent shift of the semantic centre
of gravity from the finite verb on to the nominal element of predication, and partly
to the fact that the English finite verb form frequently ceases to be the unmatched
instrument of predication, being often reduced to something that very closely resem-
bles a copula. (58) For this basic difference, too, there is some evidence in our mate-
rial drawn from K. Mansfield’s story. Let us quote at least one of the most typical
cases (for-the benefit of the English reader the Czech finite verb forms with no
adequate English verbal conterparts have been italicized):

And she gave her strange neighing laugh and grimaced av the other women (orig. p. 27).
Zafehlala se jako kiifi-a uSklible se po ostatnich %enéch (transl. p. 342).

The reduced dynamlsm of the ModE finite verb is doubtlessly responsible also
for those cases in which an Enghsh sentence dispenses with the finite verb form
altogether, however vague its meaning might be. The Czech translators again felt
it necessary to provide the sentence with a finite verb:

Black hair, dark blue eyes, red lips, a slow sleepy smile, a fine tennis player, a perfect dancer,

and with it all a mystery (orig. p. 26).

MYl gerné vlasy, tmavomodré oti, rudé rty, usmivel se vlatne a ospale, hrdl dobfe tenis,
skvéle tanéil a p¥i tom vSem vypadal zdhadné (transl. p. 340—341).

The nominal tenor of the English sentence, diametrically opposed to the verbal
sentence tenor typical of Czech, also glimmers through the English sentences using
a mere copula (the Czech equivalents employ finite verbs of full meaning). Such is the
case of the framing clause in the following complex sentence:

Her lack of va,rr{ty, her slang, the way she treated men as though she was one of them, and
the fa.ct that she didn‘t care twopence about her house and called her servant Gladys “Glad-
eyes”, was disgraceful (orig. p. 25).

Nic na sebe nedbala, mlumla nevyblra,ve, k muzum se chovala, jako by k nim patfila, na do-
mécnosti ji ani zbla nezélezelo, své sluZce Elifce fikala Pampeliska — hanba mluvit (transl.
p. 340).

One interesting point attaches to the comparison of the above sentence and its
Czech equivalent. The basic tenor of the English sentence is undoubtedly nominal,
despite the fact that the sentence includes no less than four dependent clauses with
their finite verb forms. Similarly, the basic tenor of the Czech equivalent sentence
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remains verbal, although the sentence is concluded by a verbless nominal predication
(hanba miuvit). It should be added that also the extra-linguistic reality to be expressed
is again worded paratactically in the Czech sentence, being dissociated into a number
of parallel-actions or processes; in the English text, on the other hand, the same
extra-linguistic reality is worded so as to be framed within one principal clause,
modified of course by a number of dependent clauses incorporated into it. Here
again the translators wisely conformed to the well-kmown tendency of Czech, ob-
served in simple narrative style, to favour paratactical sentence structure. But the
problems involved in following paratactical and hypotactical tendencies found in
Czech and English narrative styles would claim a separate treatise and cannot be
developed in the present chapter.

Our tentative conclusion gamed from a passing review of Czech materials obtained
by translating English prose pieces, specialized as well as narrative, amounts to
an ascertainment of totally opposed attitudes to means of complex condensation,
and of equally opposed degrees of dynamism of the finite verb forms in the two
languages. The validity of this conclusion can be tested on materials gained from
the opposite source, viz. from English translations of Czech original prose. To take
up narrative prose first, we undertook a cursory examination of the English version
of K. Capek’s Letters from England. (59)

Although the translator made every “possible effort — justifiable in ‘this case —
to preserve the sentence structure of the original text, so typical for the Czech author’s
individual style, even he could not altogether ignore the nominal tenor of the English
sentence, and not infrequently he had to yield to it. Let us observe, e. g., the con-
densation effected by gerund in the following specimen:

Je ti nékdy azko, jak se citi8 osamély ve stfedu t&chto vlidnych a ochotnych lidi (orig. p. 123).

Sometimes you have a sense of uneasiness at feeling so ]onely in the midst of these kind and

courteous people (transl. p. 174).

The absence of the copula, toe, can be attested: _

- Jejich zamlklost je takov4, ¥e ani nenaddvaji vefejné na vlidu, na vlak nebo na dané; je to

celkem nevesely, uzavieny lid (orig. p. 122).

Their taciturnity is such that they do not even publicly abuse the Government, the trains

or the taxes; on the whole, a joyless and reticent people (transl. p. 173).

As an example of a specialized Czech context translated into English one may
quote here an essay by Dr. Zdenék Wirth, a prominent Czech historian of fine
arts; it analyses the vedute of Prague dating from the period that extends from the
late 15th century down to the present day. (60) As it happens, Dr. Wirth’s Czech
style bas a strongly nominal turn, in conformity with the very special nature of
the theme discussed, and with the elaborate manner in which the author’s arguments
are presented. Despite this, howevér, not a few instances can be found showing
that the style of the Enghsh version of the essay is still more nominal. Here is at
least one of them:

Vysledek, k nému¥ tehdy dospél vy{voj renaissanéni krajiny od stfedovékych tuhych boénich

kulis a vysokého nadhledu, od neumélé perspektivy a jednotného koloritu, d4 se shrnout

asi takto: ... (orig. p. 33).

The results abta,med by the Renaissance development of landscape from stiff laterals and

high view from above, from inartistic perspective and uniformity of colouring, may be sum-
marised thus: ... (transl. p. 37).

The absence of the copula is also evidenced (see the parenthesized passage):

Je-li pfepis pivodni technikou, zvolenou portretistou mésta jako vlastnim interpretem
kresby — je to v nejdokonalej$i formé u Hollara, pak u Pucherny, Prouta a u modernich
nadich grafiki — muZeme jej povaZovati za rovnocenny projev uméleciv -(orig. p. 19).
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If there is an orlgmal copy in the technique chosen by the portraitist cf the town as an
accurate interpretation of the drawing — as in the most complete form with Hollar, Pucherna,
Prout and with our modern graphics — we must consider it of equal value with the work
of the artist (transl. p. 20). (61)

All our materials; taken from both Czech and English sources, thus obviously
point to the conclusion that the very moderate amount of predilection enjoyed by
nominal constructions in-Czech is clearly due to the strong amount of dynamism
present in the Czech finite verb, and, vice versa, that the obviously nominal tenor of
English sentences is causally linked with the greatly reduced dynamism of finite
verb forms in English. (62) The conclusion holds good not only for narrative prose,
the style of which is justly regarded as unmarked, i. e. not burdened by specialized
functions. Even in specialized contexts, whose style — definitely of marked char-
acter—necessarily tends to be more nominal, the above ascertained tendency
favouring nominal expression appears more outspoken in English than in Czech.

* *
*

If this is so, then we find ourselves faced with a problem of historical perspective:
do the different degrees of dynamism, established in ModE and ModCz finite verb
forms, represent a state of things inherited from the earlier stages of the two lan-
guages or have we to do here with a result of some previous processes ascert-
ainable in the course of their respective developments?

A fully satisfactory answer to this question cannot be given, naturally, without
thoroughly investigating the historical evidence to be collected from various stages
of development of the two languages. Needless to say, such investigation is altogether
outside the scope of the present lines. At present hardly more can be done than a ten-
tative ascertainment of some of the main points of the development in the two
languages, and of the general trend the development has so far followed in them.
Our main concern here is naturally the development of English, and therefore its
problems should be discussed first.

Again, even a cursory examination of OE prose texts (the texts of OE poetry,
involving some special problems, cannot be considered hete) appears to reveal that
in the OE period verbal constructions used to play a more important part than they
do in ModE. Dependent clauses, especially the relative ones, were obviously plen-
tiful. Further, the number of condensers in OE was fairly limited: no less than six
condensers known from ModE were non-existent in the old period. There was no
gerund (present or past, active or passive), no past infinitive, and no pre-present
participle (equivalent to-ModE having seen). True, there was the dative absolute
construction but its character was manifestly bookish: it usually translated the Latin
ablative absolute. (63) Thus the only OE condensing element unknown to ModE
was the inflected infinitive (sometimes referred to as the gerundive) which, later
on, became merged with the common infinitive category. — Clearly, the limited
number of condensers in OE seems to endorse the view of the predominantly verbal
tenor of the OE sentence.

One would expect this verbal tenor to stand out with particular clearness in the
comparison of OE texts with their ModE translations. If this expectation is disap-
pointed in most cases, this should be attributed to the serupulous approach to OE
language materials, which seems to be typical of many modern translators. The
result of that approach is a particular aesthetic effect which might be denoted as
primitive monumentality.
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Still, our method of comparing the original text and the translation can assert
itself here, too: it will reveal the predominantly verbal character of OR if it is applied
in proper setting. We have in mind here the achievements of those OE translators
from Latin who were led not by the ambition to keep to the Latin original as closely
as possiblz, but by an earnest desire to transmit to the reader the subject matter
of the original in the most accessible and most intelligible manner. The wording
of such a good OE translation is often consistently verbal, while the Latin original
abounds in nominal constructions. As a specimen of such independent translational
procedure we are quoting here a sentence from the Alfredian translation of the
well-known story of Cadmon, together with the corresponding sentence from Bede’s
Ecclesiastical History, its Latin prototype (both quotations are taken from Mossé,
1. c., p. 241f):

Bede: At ille suscepto negotio abiit et mane rediens, optimo carmine, quod iubebatur, con-
positum (sic!) reddidit.

Alfred: pé hé bé hefde b4 wisan onfongne, ba éode hé him t6 his hise, ond cwém eft on mor-
genne, ond py betstan léope geglenged him ésong and 4geaf paet him beboden wes.

It will be noticed that two Latin nominal constructions were replaced in OE by
dependent clauses characterized by their own finite verbs. Moreover, it is well worth
pointing out that the finite verb forms were resorted to in spite of the presence in
the OE grammatical system of the dative absolute and the present participle; the
two forms obviously stood in a very close relation to the two nominal constructions
of the Latin original, and yet the translator did not ava.l himself of them. This can
hardly be due to a mere chance.

It was only in the course of the future development of English that due pre-requi-
sites came to be established for strengthening the nominal tendencies within the
domain of the English sentence. The most essential of the pre-requisites was undoub-
tedly the rise of new condensers, so typical of Modern English. Thus gerund came to
crystallize as a distinct category by the end of the 14th century, but its differentia-
tion according to tense and voice was deferred until the close of the 16th cen-
tury. (64) Similarly, the rise of the pre-present participle and of the past infinitive
presupposes the establishment of the pre-present tense as a paradigmatic entity
within the verbal system of English. The same must apply, naturally, to the rise
of the passive pre-present participle.

The facts so far considered seem to suggest a plausible hypothesis: the increasing
importance of the part played by condensers in English went most probably hand
in hand with the decreasing dynamism of the English finite verb form (65) (it will
be agreed that our above remarks concerning the state of things in OE have made
the conclusion of the comparatively high dynamism of the OE finite verb form
fairly probable). Further studies will have to test our hypothesis by detailed in-
vestigation into the state of things typical of the EME, ME, and EModE periods (66)
and — which should not be overlooked — to assess the degree of influence exercised
by French and Latin in the process of nominalization of the unmarked English
style in the course of centuries. Some amount of such influence appears to be un-
doubted, (67) but probably it only strengthened and accelerated the operation of
tendencies that had been proper to the language even before it became submitted
to such external influence. (68) It is commonly known, e. g., that the birth of the
pre-present tense, denoted above as a necessary prerequisite for the rise of some of
the condensers, was being prepared by a number of non-paradigmatic ad hoc con-
structions, fairly common in OE. (69)
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Turning now to Czech, we are asking how the dynamism of its finite verb form
appears when viewed from historical perspective.

The answer to the question is suggested by a number of clues. One of them is
provided by what we know about the history of Czech definite participles (‘“‘pfechod-
niky”). Living elements of OCz, in the course of later development they have been
relegated to the sphere of bookish style, (70) and thus have more or less become
signals of the marked stylistic sphere of ModCz. Another clue can be derived from the
fact that Czech has added no item to its inventory of condensers throughout the
course of its history (English, as has been shown above, has greatly enriched its
corresponding inventory); on the contrary, it has lost one item that originally be-
longed to it, viz. the present passive participle. (71) Thus the nominal tendencies in
the Czech sentence, seen in historical perspective, clearly follow a decreasing line.
Obviously, the pre-requisites for a successful operation of such tendencies have by
no means been 1mproved (rather, they have deteriorated) in the course of centuries.
One may suppose, accordingly, that the verbal tendencies in the Czech sentence have
kept their positions intact (or rather, that they bave even strengthened them) in
the course of development. In other words, the dynamism of the ModCz finite verb
form is probably just as strong as it was in 0Cz (and possibly even stronger).

However plausible the above suggestion may appear, it needs verifying because
some facts seem to contradict it. It might be argued, that is, that by the loss of
four of its tenses (aorist, imperfect, pluperfect, and “second” future) Czech has
greatly reduced the dynamism of its finite verb forms. Indeed, it cannot be doubted
that the remaining three tenses preserved in ModCz (present, preterite, and future)
make up a poorer scale for the classification of verbal actions, as far as their setting
in time is concerned, than did the OCz scale comprising seven tense categories.

Still, the objection must be denoted as unfounded. It should be recalled, first
of all, that two of the lost tenses, pluperfect and second future, had periphrastic
forms. From this it follows that in these two tenses the semantic centre of gravity
did not rest in the finite verb form, which acted more or less as a copula, but in the
other element of the periphrasis, which in OCz continued to be regarded as a nominal
form (byl jsem vidél ‘I had seen’, budes vidél ‘you will have seen’). The cancellation
of these two tenses thus did not result in weakening the position of simple finite
verb forms, to which strong dynamism undoubtedly attached. On the contrary, the
cancellation contributed efficiently to a further restriction of the strongholds held
by nominal constructions and by the dynamically weak finite verb forms included
in them. — As for the loss of the other two tenses, aorist and imperfect, one cannot
deny that it really did affect the system of simple finite verb forms. But the semantic
difference between the. two tenses may be said to have concerned rather aspect
phenomena than the setting in time of the action or process predicated, so that
the function of the Czech verb to express that setting in time was in no way affected
by the disappearance of the two tenses from the Czech grammatical system. Needless
to say, the semantic difference formerly covered by the two tenses could be easily
expressed in Czech, from that time on, in terms of differences of verbal aspect.

One should realize here that by the dynamism of the finite verb form is meant
the ability of the finite verb form to express the predicated action or process in its
totality. This totality is not limited to the setting in time of that action or process;
it also includes the quantitative features, i. e. the so-called phenomena of verbal
aspect (Implying, among other things, whether the concerned action or process takes
place once or repeatedly, further its perfective or imperfective character, etc.). And
1t is exactly the richness of simple finite verb forms, standing at the disposal of Czech
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for the purpose of expressing aspect differences, that yields an additional proof of
the high degree of dynamism characteristic of the Czech finite verb.

In English the situation is, of course, altogether different. In the absence of any
system of simple finite verb forms for the expression of aspect differences, the English
grammatical system either takes recourse to periphrases employing various lexi-
cal means (such as used to, came to, would, and the like) or simply charges the
context .of the sentence with the task of brmgmg about the intended shade of
aspect (72) — thus, e. g., the form I saw may have, in various contexts, either the
perfective or the imperfective meaning. Obviously the task of expressing aspect dif-
ferences is shifted here from the finite verb form on to the contextual, 1. e syntag-
matic, factors — a fact testifying again to the reduced degree of dynamism in the
ModE finite verb form, which by itself is unable to express differences of verbal
aspect. — Incidentally, it is sometimes asserted that the OE finite verb was still
able to express such differences, though to a limited extent: it is said to have often
used the prefix ze- to denote perfectivity. (73) If this theory is valid, it might yield
additional support to our theory that the OE finite verb form possessed a higher
amount of dynamism than its ModE counterpart.

Our thesis concerning the strong dynamism of the Czech finite verb form might
be liable to another objection. Drawing all consequences from what has been said
above of the loss of pluperfect and second future in Czech, one might justly point
out that out of the three tense forms left in ModCz only one, the present tense, has
a simple form (e. g. vidim ‘I s2¢’). In the other two tenses, the preterite vidél jsem
‘I saw’ and the future budu vidét ‘I shall see’, the semantic centre of gravity again
appears to have been shifted on to the nominal element (on to the infinitive vidét
or the past active participle vidél, respectively).

One is certainly justified to ask whether the verbal dyna.rmsm if typical of only
one of ModCz tense forms, could be given much prominence in characterizing Czech
finite verb forms. Nevertheless, our formula may be safely upheld. Apart from the
fact that the present tense, being the unmarked, basic element of the tense system,
counts for its most important member, there are some other facts to be considered.

First, as regards the form of the future, it should be recalled that by the side of
the perlphra51s budu vidét, the meaning of which is imperfective, there also exists
a simple perfective form wwvidim, equally applicable to a future action. Further it
is worth recalling that the form budu vidét prevailed, in the -course of development,
over the OCz form budu vida (vida being the form of the indefinite present participle)
whose nominal character was still more conspicuous than that of budu vidét, as the
nominal element vida was bound to agree with the subject of the sentence in gender
and number. Needless to say, the infinitive form vdéf was not subject to concord
regulations and its nominal character was thus less apparent. (74)

The other case, that of the preterite vidél jsem, is even more interesting. In the
3rd person — which, as is generally admitted, presents the case of pure unmarked
predication — the copula has disappeared (sg. on vidél, pl. oni vidéli); not infrequently
the copula is also omitted in the Ist person (jd vidél, my vidéli). Obviously the form
of the active past participle vidél, nominal by descent, has been revaluated in ModCz
into a finite verb form. This theory is borne out by one interesting fact. The negative
element ne-, which in Czech verbs is regularly prefixed to the finite verb form, in
the preterite tense is not joined with the copula, as might be expected and as was
still the case in OCz nejsem vidél, but exactly with the form of the (so-called) par-
ticiple: nevidél jsem. The differentiation of this I-form — now a finite verb form —
according to gender (cf. the forms mase. vidél, fem. vidéla, ntr. vidélo, concording
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with their subjects) is admittedly an isolated phenomenon in the verbal system
of Czech; it is supported by the equally differentiated pronouns ten — ta — to ‘the’,
on —< ong — ono ‘he/shefit’ which often stand in close syntactical relations with the
I-forms. The formal abolishing of gender differences in the plurals of the two pro-
nouns, effected in popular dialects, was matched there by a parallel abolishing of
the differences in the endings of the I-forms. (75)

To turn to English again, it is worth noting that from what has been said above
about the loss of four tense forms in the history of Czech a lesson may be drawn
for the proper understanding of the development that has occured in English and,
generally, of the situation now prevailing in that language. The development of
the tense system in English, if evaluated from the indicated angle, shows convincingly
how fallacious would necessarily be any conclusion establishing a sort of direct
proportion between the increase or decrease in verbal dynamism in a language and
the rise or loss, respectively, of a certain number of paradigmatic tenses that may
be observed in that language. The increase in the number of tenses from two in OE
to six (and possibly twelve, if continuous tenses should be included in the number)
in ModE certainly cannot be taken for a sign of the increased dynamism of English
finite verb forms. As a matter of fact, the newly arisen tenses added nothing what-
ever to that dynamism, because all of them were expressed by periphrastic forms,
and it has been shown earlier in this chapter that in any such form the semantic
centre of gravity rests in the nominal element. Further, it is well known that the
finite auxiliaries found in such tense forms are often omitted, especially in colloquial
and popular speech: Have you got it? > Got it?, I am travelling n wool > Travel-
ling «n wool (especially in introducing oneself, in telegraphic style and the like).
The new tense forms may even be said to have considerably diminished the dyna-
mism of English finite verb forms: it will be easily seen that with the rise of the new
tenses the old simple forms, present and preterite, found themselves reduced to a,mi-
nority in the system which used to be wholly dominated by them.

* *
*

What has been said here so far does not imply, naturally, that English should
be incapable of expressing, if need be, the dynamic character of the predicated
action or process, or, vice versa, that Czech should be unable to word exact coneep-
tual thinking in specialized contexts whose preference for nominal constructions
has often been noted. The aim of the above arguments only was to document the
existence of the two opposed syntactical tendencies, the one being typical of English,
the -other characterizing Czech, and to point out some interesting connections as-
certainable between the two tendencies and some other features of the two lan-
guage systems involved.

It will be of interest to find out what means each of the two language systems
employs if faced with the task of expressing extra-linguistic reality in the style that,
so to speak, runs counter to the tendency typical of the respective language system.
To take up Czech first, the ability of that language to avail itself of rich nominal
inventory in specialized contexts (i. e., in the marked style) has often been pointed
out. (76) Not to mention other categories (such as verbal nouns, some special sorts
of substantives and adjectives), the condensers discussed in the opening paragraphs
of the present paper can be amply made use of. No doubt, the amount of their use
in Czech may lag behind the corresponding amount ascertainable in English; this,
however, detracts nothing from the ability of Czech to express the coneceptual content
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in a satisfactory manner, no matter how high the level of abstraction may be. One
point deserves emphasizing here: the Czech condensers are genuine nouns, in no
way fundamentally different, either in form or in function, from other Czech nouns
belonging to the concerned morphological category (thus, a participle behaves as
any other adjective, a- verbal noun as any other noun of the concerned paradigm,
ete.). (77)

English, when placed in an analogous situation, has to face a different task, viz.
how to give due- prominence to the dynamic character of the action or process to
be depicted in words. With the more or less formal character of its finite verb,
English must look for some other device enabling it to transmit to the listener or
reader some idea of the dynamism and intensity of the predicated action or process
that has to be depicted as vividly as possible. Strange to say, it finds such device
exactly in its own means of condensation which, unlike Czech condensers, are able
(at least to a degree) to express the setting in time of the actions or processes implied
by the condensers used. The differentiation according to time of the English infinitive
and gerund forms, as opposed to the non-differentiated character of the Czech
infinitive and verbal noun forms, can hardly be due to a mere chance. (78) The
effective part played by English condensers in imparting to the English sentence
some amount of dynamism is greatly facilitated by the fact that, thanks to the
reduced importance of the finite verb in English, the attention of the listener or
reader is attracted rather by the condensers than by the more or less formal pred-
icative verb. It should also be noted that after having acquired grammatical features
originally typical only of verbal forms (such as tense and voice) the English conden-
sers, so to speak, necessarily overstep the limits originally imposed on them by their
nominal character (it has been shown above that in Czech such overstepping is
absolutely unthinkable). — It is, of course, true that English condensers provide
only for one part of the tasks performed in Czech by the dynamically potent finite
verb; they inform only of the setting in time of the predicated action or proccss,
but do not give any primary indication as to its quantitative side, i. e, of the phenom-
ena falling. under the heading of verbal aspect. But for all that, even the setting
in time alone is able to impart to the English sentence something of that lively and
vivid character which, by general consent, the Czech sentence acquires from the
presence of its finite verb form.

The eonclusion arrived at in the preceding paragraph is singularly confirmed by
another piece of evidence, gained from the analysis of the materials discussed in the
present chapter. In the Czech original we sometimes find a nominal construction not
containing any noun derived from a verbal basis; still, its English translation is
often worded so as to include a nominal element of that category (such as are usually
found to act as condensers). Two specimens of such translational approach are given
below (both are again drawn from P. Selver’s translation of the Letters from

England):

Jaké 8koda toho krdsného hnoje! (orig. p. 52).

What a pity to waste such splendid manure! (transl. p. 80).

Kdy?% se jednou prednormanskym Brittum po¥edlo postavit ndramné chrémové lodi s dfevénym
stropem, zustali na tom i v gotice, patrné z pravéké konservativnosti (orig. p. 71).

When the ancient Britons had once contrived to build enormous church naves with a wooden
ceiling, they kept to it in Gothic as well, evidently prompted by a primitive conservatism
(transl. p. 95). ’

In the above two quotations no cases of condensation are involved — as a matter
of fact, no Czech finite verb corresponds in them to the supposed condenser in English
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(the infinitive form to waste in the first instance, in the second, the past participle
prompted). The only reason that can justify the emergence of the ascertained nominal
forms in the English translations is obviously an effort to impart a more vivid and
lively character to the English context. — Sometimes such a nominal form can even
oceur in a sentence containing a predicative finite verb, especially when the meaning
of the latter is so vague and general as to demand a complement concretizing its
meaning. The increase of concreteness in the finite verb must clearly result in the
increase-of its dynamism. Thus, a Czech sentence like Pfedseda pokradoval is often
translated into English as The chairman went on to say (the final infinitive form
being a specimen of the concretizing element just referred to).

Thus: the analysed examples appear to endorse our theory that, to some extent
at least, the setting in time observable in ModE condensers is capable of making
up for the distinctly reduced dynamism of ModE finite verb forms.

* *
*

By way of concluding the above arguments, let us add two final remarks which
may be of some importance. ‘

In the first, we should like, once again, to touch the problem of interdependences
between the analytical structure of language and the reduced dynamism of the finite
verb form (together with the preference for nominal constructions) and, vice versa,
between the synthetic language structure and the strong dynamism of the finite
verb form (together with the lack of preference for nominal constructions). From what
has been so far presented in this chapter it seems manifest that such interdependences
do exist. Undoubtedly they do, (79) the connection between the compactness of
the Modern English sentence and the analytical character of the grammatical
structure of ModE is only too obvious. One should be warned, however, against
accepting such interdependénces with uncritical and oversimplifying naivety.
English and Czech seem to represent exceptionally clearcut antipodal types of such
interdependences. In some languages, however, the interdependence is likely to
present a more complicated aspect. In general it may be expected that the style of
specialized contexts will always be characterized by a comparatively high amount
of nominal constructions even in those languages whose finite verb forms display
an imposing degree of dynamism. Russian and Latin seem to be specimens of
languages presenting such a more complicated state of things: the comparatively
strong amount of dynamism of the finite verb appears to be accompanied there by
a surprising predilection for using nominal elements in building up sentences. When
studying concrete languages, one should thus beware of aprioristic conclusions re-
garding the interdependence: a careful examination of the particular language struc-
ture, along with all its complexities, can alone yield a satisfying solution of the
problem. — For the above reasons we refrain from deriving far-reaching typo-
logical conclusions from the results of our analysis, relatively limited in scope,
although we are fully aware of the importance of typological research work done
in this field (see, e. g., V. Skalidka, Problém druhého slovesa [The Problem of the
Additional Verb], Cesky asopis filologicky 1, Prague 1943, pp. 9—14).

The other remark wants to register a number of important contributions devoted
to the problems of the English infinitive and gerund. The author of the papers,
Prof. I. Poldauf, (80) tries to find out the onomatological differences between the
infinitive and the gerund, as well as between these forms on the one hand, and the
dependent clauses on the other. Poldauf’s arguments are full of highly interesting
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observations, and. his onomatological evaluation of the infinitival and gerundial
functions, as well as his assessment of the place occupied by the infinitive and the
gerund in the structure of English and in those of some other languages, are undoub-
tedly sound. Unfortunately, Poldauf does not always pay sufficient attention to the
problems of the sentence (taken as a whole) of which the infinitive (or the gerund)
forms a part, i. e. he sometimes fails to evaluate the condensing function of the
infinitive and the gerund. In our opinion, full justice can only be done to the problem
of the English infinitive and gerund if also their syntactic functions, viz. their ability
to serve as a means of complex condensation, is fully taken into account.

V. THE OPPOSITIONS OF QUANTITY AND QUALITY
IN MODERN ENGLISH VOWELS

In the preceding chapters we hope to have shown how thoroughgoing and manifold
are the consequences of the English analytical drift for the ‘higher’ levels of language,
morphological, syntactical and lexical. Already in Chapter I, however, we called
our readers’ attention to the less obvious fact that also the structure of the phonic
level of language may reflect the influence of the analytical drift because the needs
and wants of the grammatical system affected by that drift may call forth the
necessity of bringing about some kind of phonic change (or, in other situations, of
preventing a change that appears imminent). Instances of such influence will be
discussed here in Chapters V, VI, and VIL.

First of all, we want to treat of a highly interesting structural change permeating
the whole system of English vowels. (81) On the face of it, the issue appears to be
strictly phonematic: it is the problem of the functional hierarchy of quantitative and
qualitative oppositions found in ModE vowels, and therefore it will have to be
tackled by phonematic methods. It will be found, however, that the solution of what
seems to be a purely phonematic problem has again been strongly co-determined by
the needs and wants of the grammatical plane of language.

The peculiar character of quantitative differences of English vowels has always
attracted the attention of linguists and phoneticians alike. Ever since the times of
Henry Sweet and E. A. Meyer it has been commonly admitted that differences in
vowel-length play a much less important part in English (82) than in languages
like Czech, Finnish, Latin or Old Greek. In these languages vowel-length alone is
regarded as essentially responsible for differences like ¢ — ¢:, v — u:, e — e, etc,,
and as solely relevant from the phonematic, functional viewpoint (see inst. like
Czech mile ‘kindly’ — mile ‘a mile’; hole ‘sticks’ — holé ‘bare [ntr.] etc.). If, in ad-
dition to this, the members of such pairs differ also in quality (if, e. g., they par-
ticipate in the difference lax vs. tense), such difference is regarded as concomitant,
secondary, less stable, and therefore phonematically irrelevant. In ModE, on the
other hand, it is exactly the quantitative differences which appear very unstable,
being usually conditioned by the phonematic surroundings of the concerned vowels.
Much more stable are the qualitative differences invariably accompanying them;
for this reason it has become almost generally accepted that from the functional
viewpoint the quantitative differences are not really relevant in ModE .What pho-
nematically matters in it, is (in the opinion of virtually all linguists) the manner
in which the following consonant becomes joined to the preceding vowel; in other
words, there appears to be a correlation of close vs. open contact (83) (Sievers’s
“stark- vs. schwachgeschnittener Akzent”’). Some English phoneticians speak here
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of an opposition of free vs. checked vowels; the free members of the opposition,
such as ¢:, u: (or, more exactly, 17, vu), are regarded as unmarked members of the
correlation, while the checked members, such as 4, u (or rather, 1, u) constitute
their marked counterparts. Similar conditions can be found, e. g., in Mod. German
and Mod. Dutch. (84)

The ascertained ModE state of things is particularly interesting if confronted
with the conditions found in Old English. (85) Admittedly, at that early stage the
English vocalic system was characterized by the presence of a genuinely quantitative
correlation, not unlike that of Czech or Finnish. Any OE long vowel phoneme had
its short counterpart in the system of language, and vice versa. Although some of
the details have not yet been sufficiently cleared, (86) the existence of a quantitative
correlation in OE vowels may be regarded as proved by word-pairs like man ‘man’ —
man ‘crime’, deel ‘dale’ — dél ‘part’, 4s ‘i’ — s ‘ice’, col ‘coal’ — ool ‘cool’, etc. (87)
The fact that the correlative opposition was really one of quantity, and not one
of contact, is also evidenced by the OE syllabic division of the type e-ze, claw-u
and the like; in a language characterized by contact oppositions these words would
have been syl]abmally structured as *ez-¢, *claw-u etc. (88)

The comparison of OE and ModE “long” and “short” vowels from the phonematic
viewpoint reveals that at some moment of the development of English the old,
purely quantitative opposition of vowel phonemes must have become revaluated into
that of contact, typical of ModE. We will attempt to trace here, though in very
rough outlines, the main stages of the phonematic development of our opposition
and, if poss1ble to establish the point at which the above-said important revaluation
took place.

* *
¥*

In examining the oppositions of vowel-length from the functional standpoint
one cannot overlook the close link existing between long vowels and diphthongs.
Both share the function of a syllable-bearer and under certain circumstances both
may provide the basis for the so-called “‘polytony”, i. e. for the occurrence of function-
al oppositions consisting in differences of pitch (such as are, or respectively were,
found in ancient Greek, Serbo-Croatian, Lithuanian etc.). Twenty years ago it was
pointed out by phonematicists (89) that the existence in a given language of polytonic
oppositions is dependent on the presence of bimoric long vowsl-phonemes in that
same language. It has also been shown (90) that the existence of such bimoric vowel-
phonemes is also a necessary pre-requistte for the existence of bimorie, biphonematic
diphtongs. In those languages where the “long” vowels lack bimoric character, the
diphthongs cannot, strictly speaking, be evaluated as bimoric, and their monopho-
nematic interpretation becomes very probable.

The latter kind of situation can be met with in ModE whose ¢- and u-diphthongs
share with ModE “long” vowels their “free” character, and thus also call for an ana-
logous phonematic interpretation: neither ¢:, %:, 2:, a:, 2: nor ei, ai, au, ou can be
evaluated as bimoric entities, and from the functional viewpoint it is most feasible
to regard all of them as monophonemes. (91). The biphonematic interpretations of
the said ModE long vowels and diphthongs, such as have been proposed especially
by American scholars, are at variance both with obvious phonetic facts and with
what is known about the phonematic development of English. (92)

To turn now to OE, the bimoric character of its long vowels and diphthongs is
evidenced by a number of facts. The most interesting of them are the contractions
after the loss of intervocalic -h- (such as *teyan > teohan > téon, *slayan > sleahan >
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> sléan, *sthip > Angl. sip, WS. siehp etc.), (93) and of course the results of the
operation of the so-called West Gmo rhythmical law, demonstrated by word-pairs
like Nom. sg. ziefu — ar, Nom. Acc. pl. fatu — has, pret. nerede — démde etc.
Such facts prove the quantitative equ.lvalence in OE of a long vowel to two short
vowels, — If in addition to this, we examine the OE “long diphthongs” éa, éo, 70
we find that in earliest OE they must have been evaluated as blphonematic and
bimoric groups, consisting of @ + @, e + o, ¢ 4+ o respectively. This is shown by the
fact that the phonic structures of these diphthongs can be deduced from their PGme
sources *au, *eu, *iu by applying to the latter those sound-laws which regularly
govern the, development of the independent short vowels composing such diphthongs
(e. g., *a- in *gu changes into @- in a way perfectly parallel to the development of
*q 1n other positions; *-u behaves in the same way as unstressed -« outside the
diphthongal groups, etc.). (94) For earliest OE, then, the bimoric character of OE
long vowels appears fairly certain, and it must have remained so throughout the OE
period, despite some phonological changes that were due to obliterate it to some
extent.

One such change was the early revaluation of the OE biphonematic diphthongs
éa, &0, 10 (and, of course, of the newly-arisen ie) into monophonemes. As was rightly
realized by A. L Smirnitskiy (1. c. 83), this change was heralded by the failure
of OE éa [= @a] to conform to the sound-law according to which @ was to be
velarized into @ under the influence of a following velar vowel (cf. OE alternations
of the type Gen-sg. dajes ‘of the day’ — NAcc. pl. dazas ‘days’). This sound-
law was often violated in Late OE (and this ultimately resulted in the phonem-
atic split of the Ea:ly OE phonems e/a), but in the Early OE period the
alternation efa was still living, so that its neglect in the diphthong és must have
become reflected in the phonematic relations of OE vowels. Naturally, the phonem-
atic revaluation of OEK éaz into a monophoneme must have been reflected also
physiologically and acoustically: the revaluation was most probably manifested by
the prevalence of the glide originally joining the ‘two component parts of the diph-
thong over the component parts themselves: from then on, the diphthongs were
mainly identified by the zonal extent and the direction of the glide, not by any
exact phonematic identification of their initial and final points. (95) It is alone this
new principle of identification that can account for the use of the digraphs ea, eo,
10, eo (and te) also in those cases where the scribes wanted to put down the “‘short
diphthongs”, due to “breaking” and some other processes. Whatever phonematic
value these “‘short diphthongs” had, the gliding character of their articulation is
hardly open to doubt. (96) Besides, the assumption of an essentially gliding articu-
lation of the diphthong 70 is fairly compatible with its change into éo in West Saxon
and also the ultimate monophthongization of all OE diphthongs on the eve of the
ME period goes much better with the assumption of their gliding, monophonematic
character than with the idea of bimoric and biphonematic diphthongal groups.

The other change that somewhat blured the bimoric character of OE long
vowel phonemes was the well-known lengthening of short OE vowels before the
“lengthening groups of consonants” (e. g. in findan > findan, cild > cild) at the
close of the 8th or at the beginning of the 9th century (see Luick, HG § 268). The re-
sults of the change are of considerable importance for the establishment of mutual
relations binding OE short and long vowel phonemes: they show that each short OE
vowel phoneme had its long, qualitatively identical counterpart in the system. On
the other hand, the change undoubtedly contributed to the undermining of the cor-
relation of vocalic quantity in English by diminishing the number of word-positions
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in which the correlation could be utilized (or, in phonematic terms, by reducing the
functional load of that correlation). Even if in some instances the results of the change
were restored by analogy (so that in LME word-pairs can be found in which the op-
position of quantity is relevant also before the lengthening groups, cp. wind sb. —
wind vb.), the extent of the reduction cannot be underrated, the more so that from
the beginning of the 11th century a complementary process was taking place, viz.
the shortening of long vowels before non-lengthening groups of consonants — see,
e. g., fedde > fedde, twentiz > twentiz, dist > dust, ete. (cp. Luick, HG § 352).

It will have been noted that, but for the occasional interference of analogy, the
two processes would have resulted in entirely eliminating quantitative oppositions
in those English vowels which were followed by any group of consonants closing
the syllable. For all such interference, however, enough margin was left throughout
the OE period for the assertion of the quantitative correlation of vowels — opposi-
tions like man — man, del — dél, is —is, col.— ¢él, quoted above, persisted virtu-
ally unaffected. And it may be safely stated that this quantitative opposition contin-
ued to be based on the bimoric conception of the long vowel, because all through
the OE period no conclusive evidence can be given of its replacement by some other

conception.

* *
3*

A glance at the Early ME vocalic system of East Midlands (by about 1200) reveals
that no basic change can be registered in the quantitative opposition of English
vowels. The quantitative correlation still persisted and again no conclusive evidence
can be given for the change of its bimoric conception. A large number of important
shifts had undoubtedly occurred. In East Midlands of 1200 the correlative partners
were no longer the descendants of the OE vowels ® — &, 0 — 6,¢ — €, ¢ — 1, u — 4,
but the EME vowels a — @, ¢ — g, and possibly also 4 — ¢, and w — g, (97) while
the vowels o, 1, 4% had no correlative counterparts. The correlation, however, persisted
despite the narrowing of its scope. Soon after 1200 the vitality of the correlation
was demonstrated by the change of @ > g which, though abolishing the correlative
pair @ — @, provided another, that of 0 — g, symmetrical with e — z, and therefore
structurally very significant.

In the first half of the 13th century the scope of the correlation was still more
narrowed in view of the lengthening of short a, e, o in open stressed syllables (see,
e. g., maken > mdken, speken > spgken, hopen > hppen). This change amounted to
virtual neutralization of quantitative oppositions in open stressed syllables. Never-
thelcss, it never did away with the correlation of quantity altogether, as there
was still left a number of word-positions in which the correlation could assert itself
(see word pairs like on — gn, el — gl etc., red — rgd, beste — beste, bot — bpt etc.).
The number of such word-pairs was to increase considerably after the ultimate loss
of the final unstressed -e [=2] in the 14th century. This change called forth pairs
like met — met, pop — pgp, or — §r ete., which meant a marked reinforcement of
our correlation in the latter half of ME, — Incidentally, at that time the scope of
our correlation was widened through the acquiring by the long d-vowel of phone-
matic status; this led to the emergence of word-pairs like kat — hat, mad — mad
etc. — up to then the d-vowel, due to the lengthening of @ in stressed open

syllables, had ‘been a mere a].lophone of the short a-phoneme.

The point that needs particular stressing in this connection is that there never was
a period in OE or EME in which the correlation of quantity might have been non-
existent, as was mistakenly supposed by A. Martinet. (98) In his opinion, 12th
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century English achieved what he calls isochrony, i. e. the state of things resulting
from the elimination of vocalic quantity as a phonematic feature. In Martinet’s
opinion the only exception to the rule of isochrony was the preservation in ME of
the pairs + — 7 and u — #. He believes that exactly the isolated position of i and % in
an otherwise entirely isochronic system of vowel phonemes was to give an impetus
to the diphthongization of the vowels, and so to the well-known “Great Vowel
Shift” (op. cit:, p. 2563). Our above analysis, however, reveals that the two vocalic
pairs were by no means the only exceptions to isochrony in English. As a matter
or fact, there had always been a number of pairs of phonemes which could function,
at least in some positious, by virtue of their quantitative oppositions alone.

It is true, the existence of a tendency drifting towards isochrony since the OE
.period cannot be denied, but it never achieved its aim: the forces propping the
correlation were strong enough to preserve it, though on a narrowed scale. Besides,
it should be pointed out that the very pairs of vowels quoted by Martinet as the
sole bearers of the quantitative correlation left in ME had in fact.ceased to be really
correlative in the territory of Midlands, while other pairs of vowels, overlooked by
Martinet (such as e — g, a — &, later replaced by o — p), did preserve their correlative
partnership all over the territory.

The existence of the quantitative correlation of vowels in EME can thus be taken
for proved. Was the opposition involved in it reallv one of himorie vs. monomeoric
character? It appears that this question can be answ>-~l i the affirmative. Evidence
for this assertion can be drawn from the so-calle.i uew ME - and u-diphthongs,
going back to OE tautosyllabic groups “vowel + 3, w or 3 (later > w)”. As is well
known, shortenings took place in the first diphthongal elements of those new di-
phthongs which had arisen from OE groups “long vowel + 3 or w” (e. g. ez > ke,
snaw < snou and the like, ep. Luick, HG § 373). These shortenings can best be
accounted for on the assumption that EME diphthongs were bimoric groups in which
each of the two component parts counted for one mora (and one only, because tri-
moric diphthongs never existed in English). As one of the moras had to be allotted
to the second component, going back to the OE consonantal z or w, only one mora
was left for the first diphthongal component. Ii the latter was originally a long, i. e.
bimoric vowel, it had to “‘give up’ one of its moras, in other words, to become short-
éned. It should be stressed that this kind of shortenlng ocoured in all EME diphthon-
gal combinations, irrespective of the quality of the long vowel (see, e. g., twézen >
> twet-en, growan > grow-en etc.). The universality of the process testifies to the
universal vahdlty of the bimoric nature of ME diphthongs. Besides, it should be
recalled that such bimoric diphthongs co-existed in the language with long vowel
phonemes with which they shared not only the function of syllable bearers but also
some prosodic and rhythmical functions. This co-existence can be taken as a further
proof of the bimoric character of EME long vowel phonemes, to which the short
vowel phonemes were then obviously opposed as monomoric.

Moreover, in the new EME diphthongs clear tendency stands out to identify
their component parts with independent short vowels coexisting with them in the
language. This tendency sometimes leads to results worthy of notice. In the diph-
thongs ¢t, eu, ou there were difficulties with the identification of the first component
parts as no independent short vowels ¢, ¢ existed in the ME system of vocalic pho-
nemes. It was undoubtedly for this reason that the three diphthongs were soon (in the
latter half of the 13th century) to be replaced by i, #u and 4, respectively. Obviously,
in all these cases the components ¢ nd ¢ were superseded by those items of the
short (monomoric) vocalic inventory which were qualitatively closest to them, i.e.
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by ¢ and u respectively. In other words, the monophthongization of e > 7 and
pu > 4 should be interpreted, respectively, as er > % > 7 and gu > uu > 4. Our
thesis concerning the bimoric character of EME vowels is thus obtaining fresh
support.

II)n deciding beween the monophonematic and biphonematic evaluation of a dipb-
thong the above-noted identification (or lack of identification) of diphthongal
component parts with short, independent phonemes of the language plays a major
part. (99) This holds good for the study not only of present-day languages but also
of their historical development. Therefore, the criterion of identification could not
be ignored by scholars inquiring into the phonematic nature of diphthongs in Early
English. It led, e. g., A. I. Smirnitskiy (L. c., p. 84f) to the ¢onclusion that our
EME diphthongs must be interpreted as monophonemes. He argued that EME
a in dates, lawe, although placed in an open syllable, was not lengthened into &; from
this he deduced the monophonematic character of EME as, au, and ana.logously of
all other EME dipth~nes of the involved category.

This conclusion, however, is not convincing, because — apart from some chrono-
logical difficulties — the position of @ in dates, lawe cannot be identified with that
of a in, say, lady, maken. The difference lies in the nature of the phoneme intervening
between thé a-vowel of the stressed syllable and the unstressed vowel of the syllable
that follows. In daies, lawe the intervening phoneme was a monomoric vowel, united
with the preceding stressed vowel into a bimoric (and biphonematic) diphthong, and
only after this diphthong was placed the limit of the syllable. As the bimoric diph-
thongs at, au acted as syllable bearers, equivalent to long vowel phonemes, no
lengthening could occur, because no additional mora can be added to a bimoric
group. Opposed to this, in lady, maken the syllable limit still lay between a and the
following simple consonant. (100) Here the monomoric syllable bearer could be, and
actually was, lengthened, because the adding of another mora was there technically
feasible. Still, even though the a- in bimoric a2, au could not be lengthened, its mora
safely guaranted the preservation of its independent phonematic status within
such diphthongs (and the same must have applied to other diphthongs of the ME

eriod).

F Obviously, the criterion of parallel development is only of value if applied to
comparable contexts. For the same reason, one cannot endorse Smirnitskiy’s argu-
ment deducing the monophonematic value of ME diphthongs from the merger of a
number of such diphthongs (such were the mergers of ¢ and e, of ew and #u, etc.). As
was shown above, however, such mergers were due to the very opposite cause, viz.
to the bimoric and biphonematic character of the diphthongs concerned. There is,
in fact, only one change which apparently does not fit into the scheme outlined here,
viz. the relatively early change of ¢ > a¢ (as in wei > way, retn < rain etc., see
Luick, HG § 408). We will discuss this change later on; here we only want to point
out that, apart from this single change, (101) the application of the-criterion of
parallel development also confirms our evaluation of EME diphthongs as bimoric and
biphonematic.

Instances of parallel development of first diphthongal component parts and of
independent short vowels corresponding to them can occasionally be detected in
later history of English. Karl Luick registers the changes of the diphthongs ¢i and
u7, known to have taken place between the 16th and 18th centuries, as the latest
instances of the kind (HG § 544). He shows, e. g., that until the middle of the 18th
century u-in u¢ was developing along the same lines as the short, independent ME
«, so that by the indicated time-limit us duly became o¢. It was only after that date
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that the ModE spelling pronunciatian s prevailed (see, e. g. ME juint > 18th cent.
jaint > ModE joint; cp. Luick, HG § 544). (102) — On the other hand, the EModE
development of ME dlphthongs ai, au, ou, tu reveals that from about 1500 they lack
such parallelism. According to Luick’s theory — a fairly probable one — the first
three diphthongs extended the duration of their first components at the expense
of the second, which were ultimately boynd to disappear (in the latter half of the
17th century). Luick also points out that the development of the lengthened first
components of az, gu followed the same lines as that of the original ME long vowels
@, § (while the development of au followed a more complicated: pattern, see Luick’s
HG § 514ff). (103) If Luick’s theory is valid we must conclude that on the eve of the
EModE period our three diphthongs ceased to be evaluated as biphonematic groups
and, in view of their later monophthongization, must have been regarded as mono-
phonematic entities. Until their monophthongization, they probably constituted
gliding diphthongs.

Our arguments of the preceding paragraphs reveal that the full revaluation of ME
i- and u-diphthongs into monophonemes cannot have been completed so early as
is sometimes supposed. But it 1s equally certain that the first steps towards such
revaluation must have been taken relatively early, at the time when ENIE ¢f passed
into @i (i. e., at about the close of the 13th century), and that instances pointing to
the abandonment of the above-discussed parallel development were to become more
numerous by about 1500. Since, however, instances of such parallelism had not
entirely died down by that time, and were even to emerge or persist by the middle
of the 18th century, one conclusion seems inescapable. Throughout the indicated
period there appears to have gone on a fight between two opposed phonematic con-
ceptions of diphthongs, the old one, biphonematic and bimoric, which manifested
itself in cases of parallel development, and the new one, monophonema.tlc and in-
creasingly “ameoric” (i. e., no longer classifying vowels and diphthongs according to
the number of moras contained by them), evidenced by lack of such development.
In the long run, the fight (which most propably took the form of differences in
dialects of the older and the younger generations) became decided in favour of the

monophonematic conception.
* *

*

One of the factors that contributed to the victory of the monophonematic and
amoric conception shall have our closer attention. It was the inability of the ME
diphthongs to become dissociated, in the spoken context, into their component parts.
The OE relations of the type dez — de-3es were repla.ced by the ME relations of the
type dai — dai-os, and finally, das — dai-z. The shift of the syllabic limit, responsible
for this change, was placed by K. Luick far back into the EME period. If his inference
is correct, this shift may have been the earliest step taken in the new direction. —
With the ultimate dropping of the unstressed final -e in the middle of the 14th cen-
tury the old biphonematic and bimoric conception of English diphthongs suffered
a severe blow. Nevertheless, it persisted by tradition as long as there existed indepen-
dent short vowels with which the diphthongal component parts could be identified.
Behind the scene, however, conditions were being prepared for a definite shift of
balance in favour of the monophonematic, amoric conception. Perhaps the most
important part was played here by the re-arrangement of mutual relations of English
short and long vowel phonemes.

It will be recalled that in OE each short vowel phoneme had its corresponding
long counterpart. In the EME period, however, some sound changes were to disturb
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this correspondence. Among other things, there was the early 13th century lowering
of short ¢ and o, which qualitatively differentiated them from g and g, their former
counterparts (see Luick, HG §378). Somewhat later occurred a corresponding
lowering of ¢ and u; according to Luick (HG § 380) it took place in the 14th century
south of the Humber while in Northumbrian it must have been accomplished by
the end of the 13th century, because Nth. ¢ and « participated in the process of
lengthening of short vowels in open syllables (i > &, # > §). Some scholars, such as
H. C. Wyld (104) and B. Trnka (105), believe that south of the Humber the ar-
ticulation of ¢ and % of open syllables were also lengthened into ¢ and 3 respectively.
The scarcity of ModE evidence for this change is explained away by Wyld as due
to analogical levelling. To this should be added B. Trnka’s observation that, among
other things, the ME short stem vowels in forms like sick, must, going back to EME
sek, moste, are best explained by the early shortening of their stem vowels g, § into
what were their relatively closest short counterparts.

Whatever may have been the date on which the short vowels 4,  were lowered
sufficiently to become correlative partners of ¢ or, respectively, 4, one thing may
be taken for granted: as early as in the 12th century the articulations of € and o
must already have been lowered too much to be acceptable as outcomes of the
shortening of EME ¢ or, respectively, 9. This is also shown by the 13th century
lengthenings of e > g, 0 > p, which clearly prove the establishment of a correlative
relation between the members of these pairs. As a result of these correlative regrou-
pings, ¢ and § must bave tended to enter new correlative partnerships, preferably
with ¢ and, respectively, u, which were qualitatively best fitted to become the short
counterparts of the former long vowel phonemes, the more so that the quality of
the latter pair, ¢ and u, cannot have remained unaffected by the earlier lowering of
e and o, their closest neighbours in the system of short vowels. As a result of these
changes, by the early part of the 13th century the Midland and Southern long vowe]
phonemes 7 and 4 had become excluded from the correlation of quantity. This fact
was duly stressed by B. Trnka (l. c., p. 164) who also acutely realized that this
exclusion of 7, 4, leadmg to their dehthonglza.tlon, was In fact the ultimate motive
of the well-known “Great Vowel Shift”. To this we want to add that the isolation
of 7 and @ had its say also in the above-established fight of the two conceptions of
diphthongs in ME.

There can be no doukt that the new LME diphthongs 12 and vu, going back to @
and, respectively, 4, must have constituted glide vowels, functionally evaluated as
monophonematic wholes. The validity of this assumption is proved by the subsequent
development of these diphthongs (into ei > st > at or, respectively, ou > au > au)
which was anything but parallel to the development of the independent phonemes
that might have been considered as potential candidates for the phonematic identi-
fication with the supposed components of the new diphthongs. It can be safely
assumed that the new diphthongs substantially contributed to the shifting of
balance in. favour of the monophonematic conception of English ¢--and u-diphthongs.
Indeed, it appears that in EModE the only two remaining diphthongs of the old,
biphonematic type were the descendants of ME ¢ and ¢z, both. confined to words of
foreign provenance (such as puint, joy, toy) or of emotional colouring (boy, ahoy).
The replacement of us by ¢1, alluded to above, left gé as the sole surviving specimen
of the old diphthongal type among the English ¢- and u-diphthongs. Its survival may
be satisfactorily explained by the signal-like character of ¢¢ in foreign and emotionally
colowred words, referred to above. (106)

The gliding ¢- and «-diphthongs were to experience a noteworthy expansion in the
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further history of English, as will be realized from the fact that they have replaced
all ME long vowels — the only really long monophthongal vowels of the Southern
British standard, a:, 2:, o:, were to arise from other sources during the former half
of ModE. — It remains to be noted that the EModE abundance of gliding, mono-
phonematic 4- and «-diphthongs, coupled with virtual absence of the former type
of biphonematie, bimoric - and «-diphthongs, and with the scarcity of long mono-
phthongal vowel phonemes, could not but lead to the amoric evaluation of “long”
vowel phonemes of ModE. As a result of this, the two distinctly present groups of
English vowel phonemes, the short and the long (including the diphthongs), had
to be evaluated on a basis of some other correlating principle. The best means that
could be employed was the opposition of contact referred to above. (107)

* ¥*
*

Here a question naturally emerges, when and how the new correlating principle
became introduced into English. The time of the introduction can be estimated
quite unambiguously: the opposition of contact must have co-existed with the
opposition of monomoric vs. bimoric quantity, the former being a concomitant
phonic feature of the latter. It took some time before the opposition of contact
acquired the status of the mark of correlation. This important change must have
taken place simultaneously with the victory of the amoric and monophonematic
conception of English diphthongs, i. e. soon after the beginning of the EModE
period. Less easy to answer is the question of how and when contact differences
emerged in English &s purely phonetic facts, prior to their becoming functionally
relevant.

One thing is clear: the acquiring by English short vowels of close contact with the
following consonants implies the shifting of syllable limits, such as gla-des > glad-es,
li-fap > liv-eth,ste-de > sted-e etc. This shift appears to have been analogous to the
above-mentioned shift of da-ies > dai-as, which, according to Luick, took place in the
former half of the 12th century. On the other hand, the shift in instances like gla-des
cannot have taken place before the lengthening of short vowels in open syllables had
been accomplished, because close contagt is incompatible with an open vowel. This
means that the terminus a quo for the establishment of contact opposition as a
phonetic phenomenon must have beeri the middle of the 13th century, at least south
of the Humber. (108) The date of the terminus ad quem, in its turn, is supplied by
the ultimate loss of the final unstressed -e¢ after the consonant entering the contact,
i. e., for Southeast Midlands, roughly the middle of the 14th century (ef. Luick,
HG § 473, Horn-Lehnert, LL § 305). Although, for a time, the contact opposition
was merely a concomitant feature of the still existing correlation of quantity
(a monomoric vs. a bimoric vowel), there can be no doubt that the presence of the
contact opposition, though only concomitant, had its share in the ultimate abolish-
ment of the quantitative correlation of vowels in English: In other words, the existence
of the contact opposition meant for the language system a new possibility of poten-
tial development,-a possibility held in reserve to be made use of in case of emergency.
As has been shown above, such a case was really to ococur at the beginning of the
EModE period.

* *
*

The last question to be considered in this connection isthat of the motive respons-
ible for the shift of syllable limits in the EME period. That motive, we believe, 1s not
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very far to seek: it was again closely connected with the distinct drift of the English
language system from the synthetic type of grammatical structure, still characte-
ristic of OE, to that of the analytical structure, to be fully acquired by English
in its EMod period. It will be noted, that is, that in a considerable part of the English
vocabulary the shifting of syllable limits amounted to a phonetic underlining of
grammatical limits separating the stem from the suffixes or endings (see instance
bike dai-ss, drink-est, drink-ap[-os, giv-ing, giv-on etc.). In other words, the shifting
cof syllable limits has contributed to what A. Martinet aptly calls “la concentration
de Penergie sur les parties lexicales du mot”; (109) this concentration is typical of
Modern West European languages with admittedly analytical structures of grammat-
ical systems. The underlining of morphematic limits is the more remarkable that
it concerns mainly short words of domestic origin, belonging to the most representa-
tive stratum of the English vocabulary, to its innermost core, common to all speakers
of the language.

In this connection, a question might be raised why the phonetic underlining of grammatical
limits was not effected in all words that used to be characterized in ME by a vacillation
of short and long stem vowels. It is well known, that is, that in a fairly large number of words
it was the long, not the short vowel, that came to be generalized (see, e. g., dale, tame, yoke etc.).
Although it is hardly possible to give a definite answer to this question, one fact emerges with
sufficient clearness: A wholesale generalization of short stem vowels would have resulted in
a complete dismissal from such words of the correlation of contact. This would have meant
a serious impoverishment of the phonematic inventory of English, because this correlation
was found most useful in building up word and sentence contexts. It appears thus that the
interests of the grammatical plane found themselves to be contradictory to those of the phonic
plane, and that the matter could only be settled by a sort of compromise.

Another point appears to be worthy of notice. The number of instances in which the long
stem vowel became shortened is not confined to words like black, glad, lock, and the like,
in which the long and short vowels orlglnally used to vacillate. Undoubtedly, words like book,
dead, head, red etc. should also be considered in this connection. As is well known, the shortening
of long stem vowels in these and similar words has never been satisfactorily explained. It does
not seem improbable that the shortening of their stem vowels may, too, reveal a tendency to
phonetically underline the grammatical limits existing between the stem and the suffix (see,
e. g., book-ing, dead-en, head-ing, redd-en and the like). It is certainly remarkable that most
of such shortenings did not take place until the 15th and 16th centuries — at that time, as has
been shown above, the opposition of contact had come to be firmly rooted in the phonic plane
of English, if not as a phonematic, then certainly as a phonetic fact.

Our analysis of the development of the quantitative correlation of English vowels
appears to have disclosed, once again, a highly interesting specimen of the inter-
dependence of the planes composing the system of language, and particularly of the
influence exercised on the structure of the phonic plane by the structural needs of
the grammatical plane. Obviously, the existence of the correlation of contact in
ModE vowels is one of the most remarkable less familiar aspects of the analytical
trend of English.

VI. THE OPPOSITIONS OF VOICE AND TENSION
IN MODERN ENGLISH PAIRED CONSONANTS

In our last two chapters we want to comment on two interesting instances of the
traces the analytical drift has left in the system of ModE consonants. (110) The
operation of the drift to be discussed in the present chapter shows positive inter-
ference of the analytical drift in that system. The interference-is reflected in what
is traditionally denoted as the opposition of voice in paired consonants of the type
d—b,t—d, s —2 and the like. A comparison of the said opposition in English
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with an analogous opposition found in some Slavonic languages (éspecially Czech,
Slovak, and Russian) will reveal some interesti.ng differences which appear to be
due to the differences ascertainable in the “higher’” levels of the concerned linguages.

First of all, some comment is necessary on the phonematic status of the above-
noted opposition in the examined languages. While there has always been full agree-
ment that in the Slavonic languages one has to do with the genuine functional
oppositions of “voiceless vs. voiced” character (or, to use the terms of the Prague
group, with “the correlation of voice”) (111), students of the phonematic structure
of English have recently (112) arrived at the conclusion that oppositions of English
consonantal pairs like p —b, ¢t —d, k—g, f — v, §— 2z, and the like, must be
functionally evaluated as “tense vs. lax” (or, in Prague terms, as cases of the
correlation of tension; in historical grammars, this opposition is usually referred
to by the terms “fortis vs. lenis”). This qualification is borne out by the well-
known fact that the opposition of the tension is much more stable in the arti-
culatory and acoustic make-up of concrete English contexts than the oppostion of
voice. As was shown in detail by D. Jones and other phoneticians, (113) the latter
opposition often becomes more or less neutralized in word-final, and sometimes even
in word-initial, positions, while the opposition of tension regularly persists unimpaired.
Differences of voiceless vs. voiced character in-the examined English consonantal
pairs are evaluated only as concomitant (or, redundant) features that certainly help
to identify the concerned phonemes but are not essential for their phonematic
classification.

What has so far been said about the state of things in ModE becomes even more
interesting if confronted with the situation prevailing in OE. The reconstruction of
the OE phonematic situation in the concerned points is comparatively easy, in view
of the relative consistency of the OE spelling, based mostly on regular correspond-
ence of phonemes and graphemes. (114) As is well known, already in Early OE
words like ploz, burz, containing an etymological -3, were often spelled as pléh, burh.
Such spellings clearly indicate a devoicing of the originally voiced fricatives; the
same kind of devoicing is evidenced by spellings like lrf, hldf, with -f going back to
an earlier voiced fricative -5. It should be noted that the devoicing had occurred in
those word-positions in which the energy of articulation must have been perceptibly
weakened. And it is exactly the occurrence of the changes of 3 > %, b > f in such
word-positions that may be regarded as evidence for the thesis that the relations
of 3 — h, b — f and the like must have been &valuated as oppositions of voice, not
as those of tension. Where the actual opposition of tension is involved, the difference
of the opposed sounds in word-final positions is usually preserved (i. e. no neutrali-
sation occurs), and if any change does take place in such word-positions characterized
by the weakening of articulatory energy, it is the change of a tense fricative into
its lax counterpart, such as f > v, s > z, etc. Recently, this has been convincingly
shown by W. Horn and M. Lehnert in their treatment of English phonological
development in unstressed words and final syllables (“‘druckschwache Warter und
Endsilben”) since the Early ME period. (115)

Analogous evidence of the .presence of voice correlation in OE consonants is
furnished by occasional Early OE spellings like lamp, héafut, kyninc, standing for
regular lamb, héafod, cyning. (116) The change of the voiced explosive into its
voiceless counterpart occurred mainly in unstressed syllables and in those stressed
gyllables in which the final consonant was separated from the stressed vowel by
an intervening ! or nasal. Clearly, the change again occurred in word-positions
characterized by markedly weakened articulatory energy. — The fact that in

-
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other OE monosyllables final -b, -d, -g are not recorded as -p, -£, -k, respectively,
is attributed by Luick to their supposed phonetic qualities -b, —d -g 'which in his
opinion continued to be phonematically identified with the respective voiced sounds
b, d, g, found in other positions. This theory, however, does not sound particularly
convincing, especially in view of the undoubted changes of -3 > -k, and -b > -f. It
appears more probable that the OE writings in -b, -d, -g are due to morphematic
analogy, so well known from the written systems of modern Slavonic languages
(such as Czech, Slovak, Russian, etc.). This explanation might be supported by the
notorious tendency of the OE spelling not to change the graphical make-up of the
morpheme even though its phonetic (and sometimes also phonematic) structure
might be altered, cp. hlaf — klafas, ris — risan, wez — wezas etc.

So much for the state of things in OE. Since, as has been shown above, the func-
tional opposition of ModE consonants like p — b, f — v etc. is one of tension, one is
faced with the problem of how and why the revaluation of the opposition of voice
into that of tension can have taken place. K. Luick, too, though he did not realize
the problem in its full complexity, was struck by the contradiction existing between
the ModE forms like field, wind on the one hand, and the corresponding occasional
OE (and regional ME) forms ending in -¢ on the other. In other words, Luick did
not overlook the fact that in a great majority of instances (and especially in the
East Midlands whose dialects were to become the basis of the Southern British norm
of ModE) the word-final voiceless lenis, whose existence in OE he took for granted,
not only failed to be replaced by a voiceless fortis, occasionally evidenced by some
OE writings, but that this supposed voiceless lenis sound was evidently to give way
to a voiced (or at least partially voiced) lenis. Luick tried to account for this surpris-
ing fact by a number of partial explanations, the most important of which was his
suggestion of levelling due to analogy, especially operating in such sandhi situations
in which the supposed lenes had preserved their voiced character (,,die stimmlose
Lenis war durch Ausgleich wieder beseitigt worden,‘ HG §713).

Luick’s explanation is obviously too mechanical; in our opinion, the real motives
of the process undoubtedly lay deeper. They can only be detected by taking into
consideration the conditions prevailing in the entire system of English during the
critical period. It is.only by keeping to this principle that one can hope to establish
a theory covering all involved facts.

In his well-known compendium of djachronistic phonematics, (117) A. Martinet
rightly insists on the presence in any language of two opposed forces the co-opera-
tion of which can more or less account for the development of language. One of these
two forces is the necessity to satisfy all communicative and expressive needs and
wants of the given language community, while the other one may be denoted as
inertia, 1. e. an effort to reduce to the lowest possible limit any bodily or mental
activity connected with speaking. It appears that the co-operation of these two
tendencies may suggest an adequate solution of our problem. There can be no doubt
that the devoicing of paired consonants in word-final positions (such as seems to
have been typical of OE) is one of the ways in which the factor of inertia asserts
itself in many languages: by its assimilative character it certainly contributes to
what is commonly called “economy of articulation”. But the factor of inertia in
Martinet’s conception can only assert itdelf if its operation does not endanger the
basic function of language, And since this basic function of language can be defined
as that of acting as a means of communication and expression, the operation-of the
factor of inertia is necessarily controlled by the communicative and expresswe
function of language.

Such control is especially essential in those cases in which the impending sound
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change may considerably restrict the functional load of some particular phonematic
opposition. And this is exactly what is due to happen in the event of the devoicing
of paired consonants in word-final positions. This change is bound to lead to the
neutralization of the opposition of voice in such positions, and so to increase the
number of homonyms in the lexical plane of the concerned language, and possibly,
somehow to affect its grammatical plane as well. In the concrete gase of English,
the devoicing of its voiced paired consonant phonemes threatened not only to make
homonymous the members of word pairs like back — bag, let — led, cap — cab, ete.,
but also to wipe away the phonematic signals of the categorical distinction of nouns
likel use, house, belief on the one hand and verbs like use, house, believe on the other.
If, in addition to this, one realizes that in English contexts the majority of words
are monosyllables among which the percentage of homonyms (118) is always the
highest, it will become apparent that the increase of homonyms called forth by the
devoicing of word-final paired consonants might indeed render the main task of the
English language, i. e. mutual communication and expression, markedly more dif-
ficult than before the devoicing.

To this it might be objected that the difficulties caused by the numerical increase
of homonyms should not be overestimated; it has been generally admitted by lin-
guists that sentence context may, and generally does, make up for the ambiguousness
of meaning in homonymous words. In principle this is undoubtedly true, but it should
be kept in mind that the ModE sentence context is burdened by a relatively high
number not only of stylistic, but mainly of grammatical functions. It is utilized
for the signalling of morphological and syntactical categories in words which, except
for their positions in the sentence context, are entirely homonymous. Thus, it is
commonly known that a word like while can function either as a substantive or as
a verb, or even.as a conjunction, according as it is placed in this or other position
within the sentence. Or, a word-group like this day may be morphologically evaluated
as a nominative case in some sentence situations, but as an accusative case in others;
syntactically, only its position in the sentence may decide whether it stands for
a subject, an object, an attribute or an adverbial. Obviously, the English sentence
context has already been burdened by a considerable number of tasks, and therefore
one can easily understand that any further addition to this number may have been
found unfeasible. In other words, it appears probable that the devoicing of word-
final paired consonants was not found particularly compatible with the communic-
ative and expressive function of the English language seen as a structural whole,
1. e. as a system of systems.

*

Here it must be recalled that in some languages the devoicing of word-final paired
consonants is tolerated, although it also increases the number of homonyms. Such
is the case of Slavonic languages like Czech, Slovak or Russian, in which the opposi-
tion of voice in the paired consonants has been phonematically neutralized in word-
final (and in some other) positions, as is shown by word pairs like Czech (and also
Slovak and Russian) plod ‘fruit’ — plot ‘fence’, Cz. vez ‘take by carriage (imp.)’ —
ves ‘village’, Slk. wied ‘of sciences (gen. pl.)’ — wviet ‘of sentences’, Russ. bog ‘god’ —
bok ‘side’ etc. — Members of each of these pairs end in one and the same phoneme,
1. e., respectively, in -¢, -s, -t and -k. (119) If it is asked why the devoicing of such
final consonants was tolerated in these languages, one is naturally led to suppose
that, unlike in English, the process of devoicing in Czech, Slovak and Russian must
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have been fairly compatible with the laws obtaining in the grammatical and lexical
planes of these languages.

A closer examinsation of the conditions typical of Czech, Slovak, and Russian
reveals that such an assumption may be regarded as fully justified. It will be readily
admitted that in these three languages the sentence context is mueh less burdened
than in English. As a rule, it is not charged with the function of distinguishing
word-categories (which in Slavonic languages are regularly characterized by special
suffixes andfor sets of inflexional endings); in most cases, it does not distinguish
declension cases either, these being again mostly differentiated by inflexional end-
ings. Last but not least, since the positions of sentence elements within the sentences
of Slavonic languages are demonstrably much less fixed than in English, the Slavonic
word-orders may also be regarded as relatively free from acting as main signals
of syntactic values. All these facts considered, the word-orders of Czech, Slovak,
and Russian appear to have been fairly well capable of taking on an additional
function, that of distinguishing a certain number of new homonymous word pairs,
due to the devoicing of word-final paired consonants.

It should be added that the Slavonic word-orders had no special difficulty in
performing this new task, inasmuch as the numbers of homonyms added to the
concerned languages through the discussed process of devoicing had been relatively
low, certainly much lower than the analogous number that might have been added
to English. This may be safely inferred from the well-known circumstance that the
contexts of the Slavonic languages contain a considerably lower percentage of mono-
syllables than the English contexts (see above Note 118). As the number of homo-
nyms is regularly the largest among monosyllables, it will be found obvious that
Slavonic languages are.much less exposed to homonymy than English, and therefore
can easily afford a certain rise in its percentage.

* *
*

Let us now turn again to the phonematic development of English, faced .with
the above-described situation. As it did not appear feasible to increase the number
of homonyms in English, and so to overburden the English context beyond its
functional capacity, it was necessary for the functional oppositions of the type p — b,
t —d, { — v, and the like, to remain preserved. Such preservation, however, could
not be effected by maintaining (or, perhaps, by restoring) the voiced pronunciation
of b, d, v etc. The English articulatory habits, noted for slackness and general lack
of muscular exertion, were averse to such integral restoration of the differences of
voice in word-final positions, in which the force of inertia had been making itself
felt very strongly since the OE period (one should recall the OE and EME devoicings
referred to above). Under such circumstances the best, and perhaps the only possible
manner in which the concerned type of opposition could be maintained consisted in
its revaluation: the correlation of voice came to be revaluated into that of tension.

The process involved in the revaluation can be specified as follows: differences
of voice, which by themselves were no longer functionally dependable (at least in
some important word-positions), were relegated to the status of concomitant (or,
redundant) features, while differences of tension, much less susceptible to being sup-
pressed by the influence of phonic environment, were promoted to the rank of phonem-
atically essential features, i. e. — to use the terminology of classical phonology —
to function as a new mark of correlation. This new hierarchy of the two features,
tension and voice, is convincingly proved by some observations made by phone-
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ticians of English. Here belongs the (at least partial) devoicing of ModE paired
consonants in word-initial positions. It is true that the process of devoicing in such
positions may have been, too, indicated by the operation of the factor of inertia.
But one should not overlook the remarkable fact that the functional importance of
opositions like p-/b-, t-/d-, k-/g-, etc. is preserved even in those cases where the op-
position of voice has been fully replaced by that of tension (see, e. g., Torsuev, 1. ¢.).
This fact furnishes clear and convincing evidance of the new hierarchy.

To sum up, the real motives of the functional revaluation of the opposition of
voice into that of tension was the incompatibility of the above-discussed process of
devoicing with the structural situation of English envisaged as a system of systems.
As regards the analogical levelling, considered by Luick to have beén the main
source of the voiced character of the ModE final consonants in .words like wind,
field, one can admit the operation of such levelling, but certainly not as a motive
of the revaluating change, bnt merely as an instrument that helped to carry it
through. (120)

The last question to be answered in this connection is at what time the discussed
revaluation may bave taken place. All that has been said here so far seems to indicate
that the critical period must have been about the close of the 14th century. At that
time the dialect of Southeast Midlands (on which the Southern British standard was
to become principally based) (121) had lost its vowels of unstressed syllables. This
change not only raised the problem of the devoicing of paired consonants which
had beeome word-final through that loss, but at the same time also introduced
a high percentage of new monosyllables into actual English contexts. At that time,
too, thé suffixes and endings originally distinguishing nouns and verbs had become
lost with the result that, from then on, these two grammatical categories (and others
as well) could be identified with the help of the sentence context alone; analogous
comment could be made on the distinction of declension cases. Finally, at that time
foundations were laid for the fixation of word-order, so typical of ModE. (122)

* *
*

Our survey of the circumstances connected with the revaluation of the English correlation
of voice may also throw some interesting light on the development of the three Slavonic languages
under our consideration (and probably of some of the others as well). There can hardly be any
doubt that the above-described English historical situation that raised the problem of the de-
voicing of final paired consonants had an interesting parallel in an historical situation ascertainable
in the development of our three (or more) Slavonic languages. Just as in English the need of de-
voicing arose after the loss of vowels in unstressed syllables, so in Czech, Slovak, and Russian
analogous need could only emerge after the loss of unstressed semivowels =+, b (the ‘“weak yers”,
as they are conventionally called in Slavonic linguistics), see e. g., PrimSlav. *plods > CzSlkRuss
plod ‘fruit’.

It is worth pointing out that in Slavonic languages the ‘‘weak yers” disappeared also in some
other, non-final positions, with the result that the paired consonants, originally separated by
them, became assimilated (see, e. g., PrimSlav. *sude > Russ. zde(s’). (123) The interesting point
is that in OldCz. manuscripts words of this type are often recorded in writing as if no assimila-
tion had taken place: sde ‘here’, dchoF (> dvchorv) ‘polecat’, ete. On the basis of such writings
it is usually taken for granted thai the concerned groups of consonants really remained unassimil-
ated for some time, possibly up to the end of the 13th century. (124) On purely physiological
grounds, however, the existence of unassimilated consonant groups, though not impossible, does
not seem particularly probable. (125) If the assumption of an immediate assimilation of voice
after the loss of ‘““weak yers’ is correct, then the OCz writings of the type sde, dchof may reflect
not the differences of voice but those of tension. In other words, in sde the letter s may refer to
a voided, but fortis consonant, while the letter d in dchof may represent a voiceless lenis. If this
was so, the spellings may be interpreted as reflecting the following historical situation: After
the loss of “weak yers”, Czech (and most probably also Slovak, Russian, and perhaps other
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Slavonic languages as well) was faced with the possibility of preserving the differences of phone-
matic pairs like p — b, ¢ — d, f — v in neutralizing positions at the cost of the functional
revaluation of the voice correlation in consonants into that of tension. The subsequent history
of Czech, Slovak,.and Russian reveals that this possibility, so amply utilized in the phonematic
development of English, was never resorted to. The cause of the different directions taken by the
development in English and in the discussed Slavonic languages was suggested above — it
appears to have been grounded in structural dlfferences of the examined languages, envisaged
as systems of systems.

The two above-discussed kinds of solution, the IEnglish and the Slavonic, must
not be regarded as the only methods apphcable to the situation described. It is
true, of course, that what has been presented here as the Slavonic type of solution
will necessarily have its parallels in many Slavofiic idioms (i. e., languages and dia-
lects), while the English type will more or less appeal to at least some of the Germanic
idioms. The Slavonic parallels will be easily accounted for by close structural re-
lationship of most of the Slavonic idioms; similarly, the various Germanic idioms
reveal some important analogies to the English structural pattern, though the re-
lationship is definitely less striking than in the Slavonic case. There are, however, other
methods that can be applied in the situation of the discussed type. Let us point
out here at least the French solution, which prevented the increase of homonyms
by propping up the opposition of voice by way of emphasizing the voiced articulation
of word-final paired consonants. (126) This solution was made feasible by some spe-
cific features of French, especially by the rising pattern of the French word and
sentence rhythm as well as of the French articulatory effort in actual utterances.
It is this rising pattern that enables French speakers to apply the energy of arti-
culation indispensable for the genuinely voiced articulation of a word-final paired
consonant. Here the French pattern of articulation strikingly differs from the cor-
responding patterns of both English and Czech (and most of the other Slavonic
languages), in which the word-final consonant is particularly subject to the operation
of the tendency of inertia referred to above.

Another remark may not be wholly devoid of interest. A remote parallel to the
French solution can also be met with among the varieties of Czech. It is, among
other things, the case of a dialect in Northeastern Bohemia, noted by a number of
Czech scholars. (127) In this dialect words containing a final voiced paired consonant,
such as dub ‘oak’, vid ‘see!” are pronounced with genuine voiced -b, -d, to which is
added a voiced off-glide, so that the pronunciation of such words is described as
“almost dissyllabic”, viz. duba, vids (see Frinta, 1. ¢.).

There is one point in which the dialectal solution of the given problem is particu-
larly noteworthy. It shows how oppositions of voice can be preserved in word-final
positions even in such idioms as lack the rising pattern of word and sentence rthythm
(and of the articulatory effort) which has been singled out here as typical of French.
The method applied in such idioms consists in the addition of another syllable (or,
quasi-syllable), which will bring the concerned words in harmony with the falling
pattern of word and sentence rhythm (and of articulatory energy), so typical of Czech.
It should be noted that the off-glide -3, in spite of its “almost syllabic” character,
obviously lacks phonematic status. It is, of course, an item of syntactic phone-
matics, 1. e., it acts as a signal of word-limits within the sentence. (This functional
evalution of -2 is corroborated by the fact that, following the rule of the association
of contrasts, such -2 is also added to words ending in a voiceless paired consonant —
Frinta, 1. c., registers a pronunciation or the type suka!) Undoubtedly, more detailed
examination of these and analogous dialectal facts might bring new interesting ma-
terials throwing still more light on our problem. (128)
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The above very sketchy outline could do no more than point out very briefly
another case of interdependence ascertainable between the phonic and the “higher”
language planes. The present writer’s intention was to make a special point of showing
in this chapter that even the features of consonant phonemes should not be simply
dismissed as purely acoustico-physiological phenomena of an entirely mechanical
order. In reality, they, too, are intimately connected with the higher planes of lan-
guage.

Besides, the above lines may be hoped to have revealed another thing with suf-
ficient clearness: the fact that the different treatment of the oppositions of voice
and tension in English and Czech paired consonants is closely linked with, and
obviously due to, differences in the structural make-up of the two language systems,
one of them essentially analytical, the other prevalently synthetic. In other words,
the phonematic fact that the mark of correlation of ModE paired consonants is
tension, not voice, must also be entered into the list of less familiar aspects of the
analytical trend of English.

VII. THE ECLIPSE OF THE MODERN ENGLISH NEUTRAL
CONSONANT

The present chapter, the last in the series, will discuss yet another instance of in-
fluence exercised upon the English consonantal system by the analytical drift of
English. Unlike the instance discussed, in the preceding chapter, the instance to
be analysed here will reveal a case of what may be called negative interference in
the phonic plane by the needs and wants of the “‘higher” planes of language. It
will be seen, that is to say, that the situation in the grammatical structure of English
at a given moment was such as not to demand a certain change in the phonic plane,
while in an analogous Czech (and also Slovak, Ukrainian and Upper Sorabian)
situation the change was effected because the situation of the grammatical structures
of these languages was such as to necessitate that change.

The changes are concerned with the neutral consonant phoneme (129) of ModE
and with its analogues in Czech, Slovak, Ukrainian, and Upper Sorabian, i. e. with
the phoneme %. The ModE h-sound implementing it differs from its Slavonic opposite
numbers by its voicelessness (the Czech, Slovak, Ukrainian and Upper Sorabian
h-sounds being voiced), but the origin of all these laryngal consonants may be denoted
as parallel: they all go back to velar fricatives — voiceless y or voiced v, as the case
may be—, from which they primarily arose through assimilation to the neighbouring
vowel or vowels. The assimilatory process was undoubtedly called forth by the fact
that in regard to articulation a laryngal fricative resembles a neighbouring vowel
more closely than does a velar fricative: as a matter of fact, the English (and, for
that matter, the German) voiceless initial - has often been described by phoneticians
as a voiceless beginning of the following vocalic articulation (so that, e. g., ModE
[ha : {] might also be transcribed as [aa: t]. (130)

This close articulatory kinship of the English » and the neighbouring vowel re-
sulted in the well-known early contractions of the type Prehist. OE *fokan > O fon
and, later on, in the ever-increasing tendency to discard the k/y-phoneme of English
altogether. (131) Compared to this, the Slavonic A-phonemes show no sign of any
tendency aimed at their abolishment. The fact is the more striking, since a voiced
h-sound might be regarded as particularly susceptible to assimilation by, and con-
sequently to absorption into, the neighbouring vowel. A closer inquiry into the
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causes of this stability reveals an interesting result: during the articulation of the
Czech k-sound the shape of the glottis becomes particularly adjusted — it is characte-
rized by a specific position of both the vocal chords and the cartilages. (132) Obvi-
ously, it is exactly this particular shaping of the glottis which safeguards the Czech
(and most probably also the Slovak, Ukrainian, and Upper Sorabian) %-sound against
mechanical assimilation by, arid consequently absorption into, its vocalic neighbour-
hood, while the absence of such particular shaping must have essentially contribu-
ted to the above-mentioned contractions, amounting to the ultimate loss of the inter-
voealic A-sound in English (and in some other Germanic languages).

* *
*

The above-ascertained facts raise another question, viz. that of the motivation
of the specific shaping of the glottis in' the articulation of the h-phoneme in Czech
(and most probably in the other enumerated Slavonic languages). In our opinion,
this problem can be satisfactorily tackled by taking into consideration the above-
noted fact of mutual interrelation and interdependence of the planes of language.
If the problem of, e. g., the Czech phoneme A4 is viewed from this angle, it cannot
be overlooked how deeply rooted that phoneme has become in the morphological
system of Czech. This will be realized from the fact that Czech morphological opposi-
tions of the types Nom. vray ‘murderer’ — Gen. vraha, Nom. nehet ‘finger-nail’ —
Gen. neytw, Nom. stuha ‘ribbon’ — Gen. pl. stuy, are perfectly equivalent to the
oppositions of the respective types Nom. krap ‘crab’ — Gen. kraba, Nom. drobet
‘morcel’ — Gen. droptu, Nom. huba ‘mouth’ (vulg.) — Gen. pl. Aup. If, owing to
asgimilation and consequent absorption, the intervocalic -k- should have become
dropped, the resulting forms *vraa > *vrd, *neet < nét, *stua < *stva (?) would have
stood out as most inorganic exceptions within their morphological paradigms, the
more 80 that the grammatical system of Czech is still very firmly based on synthetical
lines, which have been preserved in it virtually intact for a long series of centu-
ries. (133)

It appears, thus, that the rise of the peculiar articulation of the Czech A-sound
may have been motivated by the underlying tendency to preserve a clear phonematic
make-up of the words containing intervocalic &’s, so that any danger of obscuring
the paradigmatic classification of such words might be forestalled. It remains to
be noted that what has been said here about the Czech morphological situation is
also applicable to thdt of the other Slavonic languages enumerated above, as their
grammatical systems, too, have preserved their synthetical structures up to the present
period. Consequently, a theory appears justified that the preservation of the inter-
vocalic -A- in those languages was prompted by the same motive as in Czech.

The validity of the above-outlined theory is borne out by the situation in Old
English, where, as already stated, the intervocalic, voiceless A-sound became fully
assimilated by, and finally absorbed into, its vocalic neighboruhood. Obviously, in
OE the phoneme k (more exactly, %/x) had not taken such a firm root as its opposite
number had in Czech; this might explain the realization of contractions like *seohan >
séon, *eohes > éos, *scohes > scis, and the like. Still, one should account for the
fact that forms like weorpan, dazes, stanes etc., paradigmatically closely alied to
*seohan, *eohes, *scohes, etc., apparently did not intervene to preserve the phonematic
make-up of the forms containing the intervocalic -A-.

The explanation of that fact, in our opinion, is not very difficult to find. Although
the OE grammatical system was still essentially synthetic (its thorough reshapement

61



on analytical lines was to be effected only in the Middle English period), its synthetic
character had already been perceptibly weakened in a number of points. Historians
of English (134) have pointed 6ut that as early as in OFE, the soil was being prepared
for the ensuing victory of the analytical principle. Already in' OE, grammatical
relations were being increasingly expressed by means of auxiliary WOI‘d.S the syn-
cretism of the OE declension types resulted in underlining the importance of the
stem at the expense of the inflexional endings, which again had to cede many of
their functions to less vulnerable auxiliary expressions. Under such circumstances
the impoverishment of this or that paradigm by one or two items not only could
not be prevented by the pressure of the old morphological system, but was rather in
full agreement with the disintegrating forces already at work in it. It was clearly
for this reason that no tendency towards any articulatory differentiation from its
vocalic vicinity can be discovered in the development of 4 in English.

* *
*

It appears, therefpre, that both in English and in Czech (and, for that matter,
in a number of other Slavonic languages) a highly interesting interdependence can
be ascertained between the development of the phoneme % (or, £/y).and the develop-
ment of the corresponding morphological system. This fact in itself is most signi-
ficant: it endorses our thesis proposed above in Chapter I (p. 11) asserting the exist-
ence of instances in which the morphological plane of language can affect the struc-
ture of the phonic plane of that same language. But our evidence goes even further
than this. If, that is to say, the above-established interdependences prove true,
then the impact of the morphological system of language is reflected not only in
the phonematic structure of the phonic plane, but even in the phonetic implemen-
tation of that structure. In other words, the needs of the morphological system
can obviously decide how some ¢f the sounds implementing the crucial phonemes
should be articulated. Although in English this impact is effected only negatively
(while in the Slavonic languages we find its decidedly positive operation), there can
be po doubt that we are faced here with one of the most striking of the unfamiliar
aspects of the analytical trend of English: the very weak structural position of the
ModE h-phoneme is, at least to a considerable degree, ultimately due to the thorough-
going reshaping of the English morphological system on analytical lines.

By way of concluding our examination pursued in the above seven chapters, we
believe to have given some evidence not only of the mutual interdependence linking
various planes of language, but also of the necessity of regarding the analytical
trend of English not as a purely morphological affair but rather as a principle which,
though manifested mainly on the grammatical level, affects all planes of language
and whose operation, from time to time, may even become felt in the phonic plane.
The validity of our conclusions appears to be corroborated by our ascertainment of
parallel (but, of course, opposite) interdependence usually found in Czech, a language
of prevalently synthetic grammatical structure. There 1s little doubt that research
in other languages, if undertaken from a viewpoint analogous to that of ours, might
yield results not devoid of interest. ‘
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NOTES

(1) See, e. g., the explanation of the term analytical presented by the Concise Oz/ord Diction-
ary of Current English* (Oxford 1951): “‘using separate words instead of inflexions”. Slmlla.rl‘y
synthesis is defined there as “preference of composition & inflection to use of prepositions etc.

(2) Cf., e. g, A. I. Smirnitskiy, Drevne-angliyskiy yazyk [The Old Englwh Language),
Moscow 1955 p. 212.

(3) The fact of replacement (typical especially of American English) was duly pom,ted oub
and penetratingly commented upon by G. Kirchner, Die zehn Hauptverben des Englischen tm
Britischen und Amerikanischen (Halle 1952 reviewed by J. Vachek in Deutsche Literatur-
zeitung 76, 1955, col, 432ff).

4). This does not mean, of course, that synthetic language means do not exist in ModE along-
side of analytical ones; it only means that the former are no longer productive in ModE. On the
mutual relation of the two kinds of means in ModE see B. Trnka’s valuable paper Analygis and
Synthesis in English, English Studies (Amsterdam), 10, 1927, pp. 138 —144. — Some comment
on the process leading from synthesis to analysis in English may be found in P. Sgall’s paper
K vyvoji deklinace substantiv v anglilting [On the Development of the Declension of Nouns in English],
Studie a price linguistické 1 (Prague 1954), pp. 162—170, and in his monograph Vivoj fleze
v indoevropskych jozycich, zejména v &Sting a v tmghd’tmé’ [The Development of Inflexion in
Indo-European Languages, especially in Czech and English], Prague 1958. Sgall's approach to
the problenr is one of historical typologist’s; viewing the process in its broad outlines, he neces-
sarily loses sight of interdependence of facts belonging to various language planes (it will be
seen that exactly this interdependence is our main concern in the present treatise).

(6) Cf. I. Poldauf’s Mluvnice soulasné anglittiny II [Grammar of Present-Day English],
Prague 1958, p. 137; B. Trnka, Rozbor nynéjét spisovné anglittiny [An Analysis of Present Day
Standard English], Prague 1954, pp. 25f. For a detailed discussion of the problem (and of the
analytical structure of English grammar in general) see G. Weber, Der Bau der englischen Sprache
(Palaestra 192, Leipzig 1934), critical rejoinder by O. Jespersen in Literaturblatt f. germ. u.
rom. Phil. 56, 1935, pp. 161—163.

(6) One of the problems of the ModE system of declension cases, that of the so-called Pos-
sessive Case, will be discussed further below (Chapter III).

(7) The term was used by V. V. Vinogradov in one of his lectures held in Prague in 1957
(the lecture was reviewed by K. Horélek in Slovo a slovesnost 18, 1957, p. 98).

(8) This fact was duly emphasized in the Soviet linguistic discussion of 1950 (see Soviet Li-
terature 1950, No. 9, p. 14).

(9) This detracts nothing from the importance of the “written language” which, though
a secondary, derived norm of language, performs importent cultural functions and tends towards
a relatively high degree of autonomy (see J. Vachek, Some Remarks on Writing and Phonetic
Transcription, Acta Linguistica 5, 1945—1949, pp. 86— 93, and especially the same author’s
Two Chapters on Written English, Brno Stud.les in English 1 (Prague 1959), pp. 7—38).

(10) Some of the ideas of the Prague group were aptly summarized by B. Trnka et al. in the
paper Prague Structural Linguistics, Philologica Pragensia 1, 1958, pp. 33—40 (for the Russian
version of the paper, K diskussii po voprosam strukturalizma, see Voprosy yazykoznaniya 6, 1957,
No. 3, pp. 44—52). — See also J. Vachek’s Dictionnaire de linguistique de I’Ecole de Prague
(Utrecht Anvers 1960).

(11) The present chapter is an enlarged version of our lecture delivered at the Cambridge
University on 26 February 1959.

(12) H. Sweet, Elementarbuch des gesprochenen Englisch (Oxford 1885).

(13) F.Mikus, En murge du Siziéme Congrés International des Linguistes, Miscelinea homenaje
& André Martmet vol. I (Tenerife 1957), pp. 159—221.

(14) L. Tesniére, Synthétisme et analytisme, Chaustena. Guilelmo Mathesio quinquagenario..
oblata (Prague 1932), pp. 62—64.

(15) See J. Vachek’s papers referred to above, Note 9.

(16) The existence of such signals was duly pon{ted out in the discussion of a number of lin-
guists and phoneticians (L. Bloomfield, D. Jones, V. Mathesius, P. Passy and others) concerned
with the phonetic independence of the word; see Le Maitre Phonétique 1931 —1932.

(17) See L. Bloomfield, Language (New York 1933), esp. p. 178ff.

(18) L. R. Palmer, An Iniroduction to Modern Linguistics (London 1936), esp. p. 78f.

(19) See V. Mathesius’s Czech paper O potencidlnosti jevii jazykovich [On the potential char-
acter of language phenomena), Véstnik Krélovské Seské spolednosti nauk 1911,

(210) C. E. Bazell, Historical Sources of Structural Units, MiscelAnea homenaje a A. Martinet,
pp. 19—29.
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(21) As we are concerned here with quotational compounds as & living, productive type of
English word-formation, we leave aside a small number of instances of technical terms charac-
terized by archaic syntagmatic flavour, such as the forget-me-not (Cz. pomnénka, Russ. nezabudka).

(22) Cf. D. Jones, Everyman’s English Pronouncing Dictionary'?, London 1956, pp. 261, 447.

(23) 1t is fair to point out that a small number of genuine quotational compounds can be
found in Czech surnames, originally nicknames, such as Skoédopole (‘Spring-in-the-field'), Osolsobé
(‘Sprinkle-with-salt-for-you’) etc. Such surnames are regularly inflected (see, e. g., the datives
Skoddopolovi, Osolsobovi) and take on the feminine endings commonly used in Czech for denoting
women (pant Skot¢dopolovd, pant Osolsobovd ‘Mrs. 8., Mrs. 0."). This peculiar facuv can be accoun-
ted for by the well-known specific character of proper names, which, being used for the purpose
of identifying certain individuals, become exempted from the common semantic and formal
links tying up the corresponding appelatives to some objects of extra.linguistic reality (cf,,
among others, Allan H. Gardiner. Theory of Proper Names, Oxford 1954; P. Trost, Zur Theorie
des Eigennamens, Omagiu lui I. Tordan, Bucaresti 1958, pp. 867—869; V. Blanar, Pozndmky
k morfematickej Struktire slova [ Notes on the morphematic structure of the word], Recueil Linguistique
de Bratislava 1, 1948, pp. 179—189, with a detailed summary in French; cf. also F. Travniéek,
Viastni substantiva [Proper Nouns), Sbornik praci filos. fakulty Brnénské university A6
{Brno 1958), pp. 5—9, with summaries in Russian and French). This being so, the- language
user does not apply to the proper names the strict formal grammatical rules valid for the
appelative word-stock of the language. ' . .

(24) More comment on some aspects of the problem of Czech quotational compounds may
be found in our paper K.otdzce tzv. citdtovych sloZenin v éedtiné [On the Problem of the so-called
Quotational Compounds in Czech], Slovo a slovesnost (Prague) 21, 1960, pp. 110—117.

(25) See, e. g., O. Jespersen, A Modern English Grammar on Historical Principles 8, London
1946, pp. 282ff.; B. A. Ilyish, Sovremennyy angliyskiy yazyk®, Moscow 1948, pp. 99 f.

(26) In his paper quoted above, Note 4, B. Trnka duly stresses what he calls the ‘sentence
feeling’ of the English speaker. The term implies that the English speaker is accustomed to
concentrate his attention upon sentences taken as wholes, not upon separate words composing
those sentences (as happens commonly in Czech and presumably in other synthetic languages).

(27) On this point, see here below (Chapter III).

(28) The troubles entailed by the attempts to dissociate blendings into traditional ‘“‘mor-
phemes” have recently been admitted by Fred W. Householder, Jr, On Linguistic Primes,
Word 15, 1959, pp. 231—239 (see esp. pp. 237—238). )

(29) On the difference between native and non-native elements of the word-stock, examined
from the synchronistic point-of-view, see V. Mathesius, Zur synchronischen Analyse fremden
Sprachguts, Englische Studien 70, 1935, pp. 21 —35.

(30) The instances bezvolky ‘unintentionally’ (< bezdéky + nevolky) and hrizlivy ‘awe-inspi-
ring’ (< hkrizny + straslivy), quoted by V. Smilauer, Twofent slov [Word Formation], Hovery
o &eském jazyce (Praha 1940), p. 112, do not disprove our above statement. First, both these
words are literary expressions which have never entered the common language; second, in each
of the two instances the resulting blend does not show any essential semantic difference from
its two source words (which, in their turn, are again virtually synonymous). Under these cir-
cumstances the isolated instances of Czech blends are rather a stylistic than a semantic affair.

(81) This chapter is an enlarged and thoroughly revised version of our paper Notes on the
English Possessive Case, Casopis pro modern! filologii — supplement Philologica 7, 1955, pp.
11-15.

(32) See B. A. Ilyish, Sovremennyy angliyskiy yazyk?, pp. 99f.; W._S. Allen, Living English
Structure (London 1947), pp. 171.

(33) It will be of some interest to note that a similar conclusion was arrived at by H. E. Pal-
mer, Grammar of Spoken English (Cambridge 1924), p. 36, where, however, the problem was
not envisaged (as it was by Ilyish) in the due historical perspective.

(34) The high degree of independence characteristic of the ModE possessive final ’s (as opposed
to the dependent status of the ModE inflexional ending -s found in the plural of nouns) is also
clearly revealed by the opposition of the forms wife’s — wives, in which the alternation -f/v-
has replaced the earlier phonematic uniformity, presenting -»- in both forms. (Cf. I. Poldauf,
Srovndvdni s matefStinow pfi védeckém studiu jazyki [A Comparison with the Mother Tongue in
the Scientific Study of Languages], Sbornik Vysokeé Skoly pedagogické v Olomouci 1 (Praha 1954),

. 54.
P (35) See O. Jespersen, A4 Modern English Grammar 6, pp. 325, 336, 489. — It will have been
observed that, should Ilyish’s evaluation of ModE ’s become acoepted, one would have no
other choice but to evaluate the suffixes -ish, -igm, etc., in analogous manner. This, of course,
would be contrary to obvious facts.

64



(36) Instances of the ’s-form found in expressions denoting time, measure, weight, and value
(such as one minute’s walk, half a mile’s distance, one shilling’s worth of stamps) do not contradict
the above statement; in them, the ’s-form is clearly no longer a matter of grammar but rather
& purely phraseological and idiomatic affair.

(37) With the exception, of course, of those surviving in the idiomatic turns referred to above
(see Note 36).

(38) O. Jespersen, Essentials of English Grammar® (London 1946), p. 139. — Jespersen’s
qualification of such ‘‘set phrases” as coumpounds is, however, clearly unjustified, in view of
the possibility in English of word groups like schoolboys’ Sunday clothes, girls’ intimate friendship,
etc., in which parts of the supposed compounds are separated by an inserted word element.
Only in the third instance, a lovers’ guarrel, the elements hold together more tightly in the sin-
gular but again they can be separated from one another in the plural:lovers’ passionate quarrels.
It will be certainly admitted that no English compounds exhibit such formal difference between
the singular and the plural. — On the problem of compounds see V. Mathesius, Obsahovy
rozbor soulasné anglittiny na zdkladé obecnd jazykozpytném [A Functional Analysis of Contem-
porary English on a general linguistic basis], Prague 1961.

(39) In this connection it may be of use to quote an interesting remark by G. O. Curme
(A Grammar of the Englisk Language 111, Boston 1931, p. 83): “We often feel the classifying ge-
nitive that precedes its governing noun as an a,d]ectxve, as one can see by the fact that the
precedmg adjective modifies the governing noun, not the genitive: obvious printer’s (or printers’)
errors.’ Curme, however, failed to derive further consequences from his clever observation.

(40) E. Kruisinga, A Handbook of Present Day Englisk", I1/2 (Groningen 1932), pp. 5 note,
8, 39, 60, and especially 87ff.

(41) There can be no doubt that the absence of number in the above cases might explain the
interesting fact pointed out by Jespersen (Essentials, p. 138f.), viz. that ““the genitive plural
of those words in which it is not distinct from the genitive singular is used very seldom indeed”,
80 that phrases like the husbands of my aunts, the jewels of our friends, etc. are preferred to
wordings like my aunts’ husbands, our friends’ 7ewel.s ete.

(42) For detailed discussion of the general character of these changes see G. Weber’s book
referred to above in Note 5.

(43) It is commonly taken for granted that ‘‘the of-combination has so far prevailed that
there are very few cases where a genitive [i. e.,, Possessive Form, J. V.] cannot be replaced by
it” (0. Jespersen, Essentials, p. 43). For all that, there exists a fine semantic difference between
the ’s-form and the of-construction; it was ably formulated by E. G. Rappoport, Poslelog ’s
¢ predlog of kak oformiteli attributivnykh otnosheniy v angliyskom yazyke [The Postposition s
and the Preposition of as Bearers of Attributive Relations in English] (Inostrannye yazyki v shkole
1950, No. 1, pp. 32ff): the ’s-form expresses indissoluble unity of the governed and governing
nouns, whereas the periphrastic form is regularly devoid of such meaning. — A useful survey of
the situations in which each of the two forms is particularly preferred may be found in R. W.
Zandvoort, op. c., p. 92.

(44) The preterite forms methought and meseemed can hardly be used as arguments invalidating
the above interpretation: both of them are even more archaic than the present tense forms
methinks and meseems, and therefore can be regarded as virtually non-existent in ModE lin-
guistic consciousness.

(45) For more details about that revaluation and about some other features of the absolute
possessives see J. Vachek, K problematice deskyjch posesivnich adjektiv [On the Problems of Czech
Possessive Adjectives], Studie a price linguistické 1 (= B. Havranek volume, Prague 1954),
pp- 171—189. ’

(46) It is worth pointing out that B. A. Ilyish, despite his clever observations, stopped
short of the conclusion that the ModE Possessive Form no longer belongs to the nominal paradigm.
His treatment of the problem clearly shows that in his opinion the forms ending in ’s still enjoy
the status of a case — as a matter of fact, it is exactly this supposition that enables Ilylsh to
regard 's as equivalent to the preposltlonal of, and consequently to evaluate the final 's as
a formally independent auxiliary word (see above, p. 24).

(47) More details of this progressive abolition can be found in our paper referred to above,
Note 45. .

(48) The present chapter is a thoroughly revised version of our earlier paper entitled Some
Thoughts on the so-called Complex Condensation in Modern English, Shornik praci filosofické
fakulty Brnénské university A 3, 1955, pp. 63 — 77.

(49) G. O. Curme, 4 Gra,mmar of the Enylish Language II1 (Boston 1931), p. 22. >

{50) See, o. g., his treatise Reé a sloh [Speech and Style] in the volume Cteni o jazyce a poesii
1 (Prague 1942), pp. 11ff,, and his paper O nomindinich tendencich v slovesné predikaci novo-
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anglické [On Nominal Tendencies in ModE Verbal Predication], Sbornfk filologicky 4 (Prague
1913), pp. 3251 _

(61) Their main ideas were summarized in V. Mathesius ’s posthumously published book
QObsahovy rozbor (see above, Note 38).

(62) Some of the involved problems are tackled in the papers of J. Firbas and J. Hladky,
included in the present volume.

(53) A. L. Morton, A People’s History of England (London 1948). Translated into Czech
under the title Déjiny Anglie (Prague 1950) by Sirka Novakové and Dr Radovan Tesaf.

(64) And thus, they may not always be easy to grasp; yet the involved difficulty is outweighed
by the fact that the reader’s (or listener’s) attention need not be scattered on a greater number
of nexuses of potential dependent clauses.

(55) Cf. his Obsahovy rozbor (see above Note 38). On the problem of condensers found in
Modern Czech see his treatise Reé a sloh (cp. above Note 50), pp. 87 — 9.

(66) Katherine Mansfield, The Garden Party and other stories (Leipzig-Albatross 1941).
Translated into Czech under the title Zahradni slavnost (Prague 1952) by H. Skoumalové and
Aloys Skoumal.

(67) See V. Mathesius, Nebojte se angliétiny! [Don’t be afraid of English], Prague 1936, p. 70 f.

(58) This idea is further developed in J. Firbas’ paper included in the present volume and
in his other papers quoted therein.

(59) Karel Capek, Anglické listy (23rd ed., Prague 1947). Translated into English under the
title Letters from England (London 1947) by P. Selver.

(60) Zdenék Wirth, Praha v obrazech péti stolet! (Prague 1932). Translated into English under
the title Prague in Pictures of Five Centuries (Prague 1933) by F. P. Marchant.

(61) Slight inaccuracies of the translations are not noted here if they do not interfere with
the issues discussed in this chapter. ]

(62) In another of his papers entitled Obecny zdpor v anglitting a v &estiné [ Universal Negation
tn English and Czech) (provided with & detailed English summary), Prague 1947, the present
writer pointed out that also the problem of the so-called double negation in Czech negative sen-
tences expressing universal statements (opposed to single negation in English sentences of ana-
logous kind) can be successfully tackled if all consequences are derived from the unequal amount
of dynamism characterizing the finite verb form in the two languages. The small amount of
dynamism, typical of ModE finite verb forms, is also amply evidenced by the materials collected
in G. Kirchner's book Die zehn Hauptverben (see above, Note 3). — It should perhaps be
added that the reduced amount of dynamism of ModE finite verbs is compensated for by
the increased amount of dynamism of ModE nouns (and especially adjectives, cp. V. Mathesius,
Obsahovy rozbor, Note 38). — The fact that we are stressing the dynamism of ModE finite
verb forms makes clear that in our analysis we are primarily concerned with the verb as an
instrument of predication, not with the verb as a lexical unit.

(63) See, €. g., F. Mossé, Manuel de Uanglais de moyen dge I (Paris 1945), p. 141.

(64) Cf. B. Trnka, On the Syntax of the English Verb from Caxton to Dryden (Prague 1¢30),
pPp. 82f. :

(65) The degree to which the dynamism of the finite verb has sunk in ModE is strikingly
revealed by G. O. Curme (L c., p. 22) who believes that the preference for nominal predications
in ModE should be attributed to “a tendency to more concrete forms of expression”. In his
opinion, “a noun seems nearer to popular feeling than the more abstract verb”. If Curme is
right, then the ModE finite verb form hes completely lost all dynamism, and the relation of noun
and verb has been altogether revaluated; the former opposition of entities of static vs. dynamic
order (such as is still manifest in Czech) is believed to have been replaced by the opposition of
entities of concrete vs. abstract character. It seems rather doubtful, however, whether the process
may have reached the advanced stage Curme seems to take for granted.

(66) The first tentative analysis of the kind was undertaken by a young Brno Anglicist
0. Tiché in her thesis in which she compared the instances of complex condensation found in
the synoptical gospels of the Authorized Version and in the modernized texts of the same gospels
contained in the ModE translation provided by Dr. Moffat. The results of her examination,
mentioned in J. Hladky‘s paper, confirm our above hypothesis.

(67) See B. Trnka’s remarks on the influence of Old French on the rise of the English gerundial
form (1. c., p. 92), as well as on the rise of the absolute participial construction which,in his opinion,
was modelled on analogous Old French and Letin phrases (l. c., p. 88).

(68) Cf. the theses of V. N. Yartseva (in her paper O vnutrennikh zakonakh razvitiya yazyka
v svete trudov 1. V. -Stalina po yazykoznaniyu [On Inner Laws of Language Development in the
Light of J. V. Stalin’s Linguistic Papers], Izv. AN SSSR, otd. lit i yaz., 11, Moscow 1952, pp.
193ff) to the effect that only such structural features or elements are taken over from a foreign
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languge ““as do not contradict the structure of the language taking them over, or — more exactly —
as become easily incorporated into the grammatical system of that language” (see p. 195).

(69) See F. Mossé, 1. c., p. 150. )

(70) See J. V. Belka, O prechodniku v soudasné beletrii [On the Indefinite Participle in Con-
temporary Czech Fiction), Na3e fe& 25 (Prague 1941), pp. 129ff.

(71) The extant remnants of the category, like védomy ‘conscious’, vidomy ‘seen’, have been
revaluated into isolated adjectives.

(72) It is hardly necessary to explain why we do not mention the categories of Continuous
and Simple Tenses in this connection: the difference of the actual vs. non-actual processes or
actions which is denoted by them does not fall under the heading of aspect in McodE.

(73) Cf. F. Mossé, L. c., p. 148. — Some scholars, however, are opposed to this view (see,
e. g., H. Pilch, Das ae. Prifiz ze-, Anglia 71, Tiibingen 1953, pp. 12¢ff.).

(74) Incidentally, there may be some connection beween the less apparent nominal character
of the Czech infinitive and the fact that of all Czech condensers the infinitive appears to be most
popular. — The historical development of the syntactical function of the Czech infinitive was
commented upon by F. Travnitek, K pfedmétnému infinitivu [On Objectival Infinitive], Nake
fed 38 (Prague 1954), pp. 71

(75) For these and some other reasons, F. Kope&ny goes so far as to assert the synthetic
character of the Czech preterite tense form (see his paper Povaha deského preterita [The Nature
of the Czech Preterite], Nase fe¢ 34 (Prague 1950), pp. 85—89.

(76) See especislly B. Havranelk’s paper Ukoly spisovného jazyka a jeho kultura [The Func-
tions of the Standard Language and its Culture], contained in the volume Praisky linguisticky
krouzek, Spisovné teStina a kultura jazyka [Prague Linguistic Circle, Standard Czech and the
Culture of Language], Prague 1932, pp. 32ff. (see esp. p. 49); also V. Mathesius, Red a sloh
(esp. p. 55).

(77) Cf. V. Mathesius, Nebojte se anglictiny, p. T4f.

(78) The only Czech condenser showing differentiation in time, the participle, is gradually
acquiring a bookish tint-in ModCz (see above, Note 70); its eclipse is also documented by the
loss of the present passive participle, also commented above (see Note 71).

(79) The nominal tendencies of French were discussed by H. Mannhart in Zeitschrift fiir
neuere Sprachen 1944, pp. 103ff. (see brief notice by V. Smilauer in Cesky &asopis filologicky 3
(Prague 1945), p. 171. .

(80) I. Poldauf, Infinitiv v anglittiné [The Infinitive in English] (with a detailed summary
in English), Casopis pro moderni filologii 36 (Prague 1954), pp. 9—23; Same, O konkurenci
infinitivu @ gerundu v anglidting [On the Rivalry between the Infinitive and the Gerund in English]
(again with an English summary), CMF 37, 1955, pp. 203—223; Same, D& v infinitivu [Action
in the Infinitive, Slovo a slovesnost 20, 1959, pp. 183—202. — Another important treatise on
problems of complex condensation was written by J. Nosek, N&kolik pozndmek k polovétnym
vazbdm v angliéting XVII. stoleti [Some Remarks concerning Semi-Sentence Constructions in
17th Century English] (with a detailed summary in English), Acta universitatis Carolinae,
Prague 1954, vol. 7, pp. 23 — 26. Dr. Nosek gives an acute analysis of (especially) infinitival and
participial constructions of EModE, without, however, confronting them with any non-English
equivalents, and thus does not face the problems pointed out in the present chapter.

(81) The main ideas of the present chapter were outlined in our paper Notes on the Quantitative
Correlation of Vowels in the Phonematic Development of English, Mélanges F. Mossé (Paris 1959),
pp. 437—449, of which the present wording is a thoroughly revised and enlarged version.

(82) If not otherwise stated, this term refers to the Southern British standard.

(83) These very apt terms are used in Jenue Linguarum 1 (‘s-Gravengahe 1956), p. 24; N. S.
Trubetzkoy, Grundzige der Phonologie (Prague 1939) speaks of “‘Silbenschnittgegensitze”.
Oddly enough, in Preliminaries to Speech Analysis (Cambridge, Mass., 1952), Jakobson-Fant-
Halle interpret the Eiiglish long vowels as geminates (4, uu, 93) or as groups cd a vowel + 2
(a3, 03), see p. 43f. This evaluation is obviously inadequate, overlooking the opposition- of
contact. — A different opinion of the ModE vocalic opposition was voiced, most recently, by
M. Rensky, Funkce slabiky v jazykovém systému [The Function of the Syllable in the System of
Language] Slovo a slovesnost 21, 1960, pp. 86—95. He is rather inclined to a different
phonematic evaluation of ModE vocalic oppositions, suggesting the possibility of interpret-
ing them as implementations of a correlation of vocalic tension (lax vs. tense). It seems, how-
ever, that from the purely phonetic viewpoint the opposition of tension is less stable and, esa
consequence, less functionally relevant, than the opposition of contact.

(84) Cp. N. 8. Trubetzkoy, Die phonologischen Grundlagen der sogenannten “‘Quantitit”
in den verschiedenen Sprachen, in Scritti in-onore di A. Trombetti (Milano 1936), pp. 156—176,
esp. 165f.; see also his Grudzige, p. 176.
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(85) By this we mean the West Saxon standard, described by H. Sweet, F. Mossé and others.

(86) Such as the phonematic status of OE a/e, of the “‘short diphthongs” ea, eo, 1o, ie etc.
Cp., e. g., A. I. Smirnitskiy, Voprosy fonologii v istorii angliyskogo yazyka [Phonematic Pro-
blems in the History of English], in Vestnik Moskovskogo universiteta 1946, pp. 81—90, esp.
81ff.

(87) For more instances see B. Trnka, Some Remarks on the Phonological Structure of English,
Xenia Pragensia (Prague 1929), pp. 357 —364, esp. p. 360. )

(88) See K. Luick, Historische Grammatik der englischen Spracke, Leipzig 1914 —40, § 372.

(89) Travaux du Cercle Linguistique de Prague 4, 1931, pp. 164 —182.

(90) See Mélanges J. v. Ginneken (Paris 1937), pp. 25—33; although this view is opposed
by Trubetzkoy (see Grundzige, p. 137), it appears fully endorsed by concrete facts.

(91) See J. Vachek, Uber die phonologische Interpretation der Diphthonge mit besonderer Be-
riicksichtigung des Englischen, Facultas philosophica univ. Carolinae Pragensis 33 (Prague 1933),
pp. 87—170. .

(92) See, among others, G. L. Trager — B. Bloch, The Syllabic Phonemes in English, Lan-
guage 17, 1941, pp. 223—246; G. L. Trager — H. L. Smith, Jr, An Outline of English Structure
(Norman, Okla. 1951); the authors of Janua Linguarum 1, see above, Note 83; most recently
M. Adamus in Germanica Wratislaviensia IT, Wroc/aw 1959. — To this cf. J. Vachek’s analysis
quoted above in Note 91 and his paper Yaleskd Skola a strukturalistickd fonologie [The Yale Group
‘and the Structuralist Phonematics], Slovo a slovesnost 11, 1949, pp. 36—42. — The findings of
P. Menzerath, Der Diphthong (Bonn-Berlin 1941), summarized in his statement “dafl ein
Diphthong aus nur zwei Vokalen und aus sonst nichts besteht” (p. 9) cannot invalidate our
thesis either, Menzerath’s main argument is based on microtomy of sound traces in talking
films, Thud, e. g., by gradually eliminating the beginning and end of the sound trace of Modern
German [ai] he tries to prove the non-existence of the glide joining the two component parts
of the diphthong. He indeed finds that even the most radically reduced sound trace, if turned
into sound, is still identified by the listener as a diphthong, not as a glide. But the argument is
not convincing: any member of a given community aporoaches the phonic facts to which he is
listening with a pre-established system of phonic values, known to him from his own language. Any
phonic fact that deviates from this pre-established system is adapted to this system by overlooking
the differences that may exist between that phonic fact and the norm. Menzerath himself admits
this when he gives an account of his experiment in which the synthetic diphthong [ea] was inter-
preted by the listeners as [ja). Seen in this light, the first of the two above-mentioned Menzerath’s
experiments may even serve as argument for the existence of monophonematic gliding diph-
thongs in German (and, analogously, in English). If, that is to say, a relatively very short medium
section of the sound trace of that diphthong, left after the elimination of the initial and final
components of the latter, proved sufficient for the idéntification of the diphtong, this fact may
centainly be regarded as evidence to the effect that what matters most in such diphthongs is
not the quality of their component parts but rather the exvent of the difference ascertainable
between the component parts (or, in traditional terms, the direction and the zonal extent of
the monophonematically evaluated ‘gliding diphthong’). For it is exactly in this medium
section of the concerned sound trace that this most essential quality of the monophonematic
diphthong must obtain the most obvious prominence. ’

(93) Cp. K. Luick, HG §§ 242ff., 304. — For a phonematic analysis of the English contrac-
tion of vowels after the loss of -k- see J. Vachek, On the Interplay of Quantitative and Qualitative
Aspects of Phonemic Development, Zeitschrift f. Angl. u. Amer. (Berlin) 5, 1957, pp. 5—28
(esp. pp. 25f.) . B

(94) See K. Luick, HG § 119, and especially A. I. Smirnitskiy (see above Note 86). — The
change of PrimGme *ai > OE 4, contradictory to the above scheme, had its specific phonematic
motivation, of. Y. Krupatkin, On the Development of Germanic ai in Anglo-Frisian, Philo-
logica (supplement to the Casopis pro moderni filologii, Prague) 9, 1957, pp. 49—50. The back-
ground, however, of oppositions like ¢ -— 7, w — 4, e — € etc. makes the bimoric character of
OE @ abundantly clear.

(95) In other words, the OE “‘long diphthongs” became gliding diphthongs (*“Bewegungs-
diphthonge”, to use the term coined in our paper of 1933, quoted above, Note 91).

(96) An able survey of opinions and problems involved is presented by R. Quirk — S. M.
Kuhn, Some Recent I'nterpretations of Old English Digraph Spellings, Language 29, 1953, pp.
143—156. (See also Language 31, 1955, pp. 390—401.) — It should also be noted that an
assumption of a non-gliding character of OE short diphthongs would necesearily imply the highly
improbable assumption of semi-moric vowel phonemes (the assumption would be necessitated
by the unquestionably monomoric character of the ‘“short diphthongs” of OE).

(97) Although in Southeast Midlands ¢ and » were not lengthened into # and § respectively,
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they were subject to such lengthening in Northeast Midlands (see H. Kurath’s paper quoted
below, Note 121). — Besides, the correlative partnership of ¢+ — &, and « — § looks probable
in the light of some shortening processes (to be discussed here below).

(98) A. Martinet, Kconomie des changements phonétiques (Berne 1955), pp. 248fF.

(99) The importance of this criterion for the study of phonematic development was em-
phasized by J. Vachek (see his treatise quoted above, Note 91, esp. pp. 153ff.) and J. Ruzicka,
Zum Problem der Diphthonge, Linguistica Slovaca 4—6, 1946 —1948, pp. 23 — 38.

(100) See K. Luick, HG § 372,

(101) And apart from the territorially restricted dialectal change of ¢u > au, the importance
of which upon the development of McdE was relatively slight.

(102) See also W. Horn — M. Lehnert, Laut und Leben [further quoted as LL), Berlin 1954,
§ 185. — It should be asked, however, why the influence of spelling managed to assert itself.
In our opinion, this happened because the diphthong ¢i was felt as synchronically foreign, and
therefore eminently fitted to serve as a signal cmphasizing the foreign character of the words
originally containing i (cp. V. Mathesius, Zur synchronischen Analyse fremden Sprachguts,
quoted above, Note 29, and R. E. Zachrisson, Notes on the Pronunciation of Greek v and French
ot in Loan-Words, Neusprachliche Studien, Marburg a. d. Lahn 1925, pp. 141—150).

(103) The development of ME 7u was less complicated: originally a falling diphthong, it pas-
sed over into a rising one (¢% > ju), which, in its turn, changed into ju: by the first half of the
18th century.

(104) H. C. Wyld, A Short History of English® (London 1937), p. 128.

(105) B. Trnka, Fonologickd pozndmka k posunutl dlouhyjch samohldsek v pozdni stfedni an-
glittind [A Phonematic Remark on the Great Vowel Shift of Late ME), Casopis pro mcderni filo-
logii 29, 19468, pp. 162—165.; for the English version of the paper see Mélanges F. Mossé,
(Paris 1959), pp. 433—436.

(106) For a more detailed comment on this and other issues see J. Vachek’s treatise quoted
above, Note 91. It should be added that some phoneticians regard 9¢ as a gliding diphthong
(e. g., D. Jones, An Outline of English Phonetics®, Cambridge 1956, § 437f.). — It appears, however,
that in view of the considerable qualitative difference of its begining and end, the ModE 9i can
hardly claim the status of a gliding diphthong. And even if oi possessed this status, one could-
hardly deduce from this any conclusion, concerning its phonematic value. Clearly, a mono-
phonematic evaluation of 92 seems highly improbable not only on account of the qualitative gap
existing between its initial and final stages, but also on account of its structural isolation among
the ModE - and u-diphthongs which do nct include any opposite number to 9i (a kind of *eu).
All this appears to speak rather for a biphonematic evaluation of ModE o:.

(107) The existence in the Southern British standard of biphonematic “centring” diphthongs
13, €2, u2, (and, possibly, 92) does not contradict our above argument. Their -2 was originally
a mere transitory sound linking the preceding long vowel to the following consonant -7, so that
phonematically 2 was included in the vowel phoneme which it linked to this -r. After the loss
of -r in the 17th century the sound 2 actually obtained phonematic status, and so the centring
diphthongs became biphonematic. But they could not be evaluated as bimoric because by that
time the evaluation in terms of moras had ceased to exist in English. (See also J. Vachek, Pho-
nemic Remarks on the ‘Short Mized Vowel’ of Modern English, Sbornik praci filosofické fakulty
brnénské university A 4, 1956, pp. 81—92, on the tendency directed at the elimination of
centring diphthongs from ModE).

(108) The earlier date of the syllable shift in cases like dai-es, as opposed to the later date of
the shift in cases like glad-es, is easily explained by a close phonetic relationship of a vowel and
the following ¢ (or ). Thus groups like ai, au tend to become amalgamated into closer wholes
more readily than groups consisting of a vowel | consonant. Moreover, the latter type of group
lacks bimoric character and so lends itself less easily to amalgamation,.

(109) A. Martinet, Economae, p. 170. .

(110) The two chapters constitute revised and enlarged versions of parts of our paper entifled
Notes on the Development of Language Seen as a System of Systems (Sbornik praci filosofické fa-
kulty brnénské university A 6, 1958, pp. 94—106); a brief account of Chapter VI was read at
the Eighth International Congress of Linguists (see its Proceedings, Oslo 1958, p. 418—419),
and at the Lomonosov University in Moscow (in May 1958).

(111) See, e. g., N. S. Trubetzkoy, Grundziige, p. 139ff.

(112) See, e. g., Prelimgnaries to Speech Analysis, Cambridge (Mass.) 1952, pp. 364f.

(113) Cf., e. g., D. Jones, An Outline of English Phonetics® (Cambridge 1956), §§ 373, 789 ot
pass.; also G. P. Torsuev, Obuchenic angliyskomu proiznosheniyu® (Moscow 1956), esp. p. 110f.

(114) Problems of the OE spelling are discussed in the second part of J. Vachek’s paper
Two Chapters... (see above, Note 9).
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(115) W. Horn — M. Lehnert, LL §441. — Incidentally, it should be recalled that also
the Prim. Gme voicings of the type f >b, s > z eto. (popularly known as changes covered by
Verner’s Law) seem to suggest that the correlation characterizing the PrimGme consonants was
one of tension, not voice. Recently, I. D. Andreev voiced the opinion that already in Late IE
the opposition of stop consonants must have been one of tension, not voice (see his paper Period-
1zaciya istorii indoevropeyskogo prayazyke [The Establishing of Periods of Primitive Indo-Europe-
an], Voprosy yazykoznaniya 1957, No 2, pp. 3—18). But his theory, although ingeniously worked
out, is hardly compatible with the situation in PrimGme (and, to a lesser degree, in Armenian).

(118) See K. Luick, HG, §653. It is hardly necessary to add that the mutual relation
of the OE consonants p—b, {—d, k—¢g was not analogous to that of f—b, s—z, ete.: in the
former couples one had to do with separate phonemes, in the latter with variants of one
and the same phoneme. .

(117) André Martinet, Kconomie, esp. p. 94.

(118) In ModE contexts the percentage of monosyllables usually ranges from 80 to 80 per
cent. according to the contents and style of the concerned context (the corresponding figures
for Czech oscillate between 30 and 40 per cent). — On homonymy in English see, e. g., B. Trnka,
Bemerkungen zur Homonymie, Travaux du CLP 4, pp. 152—156.

(119) Cf. Olaf Broch, Slavische Phonetik (Heidelberg 1911), § 199.

(120) What actually happened in that levelling was the functional revaluation of the word-
final voiceless lenis, which had arisen from the voiced lenis after the loss of ME vowels of un-
stressed syllables, not into a voiceless fortis (as had occured in Czech, Slovak, and Russian) but
into a lenis admitting of a concomitant voiced articulation, preserved in some sandhi situations.

(121) See-Hans Kurath’s important observations in his paper The loss of long consonants
and thefrise of voiced fricatives in Middle English, Language 32, 1956, pp. 435—445 (esp.
pp. 442f.) '

(122) It may be of use to recall here that in OE, still characterized by the opposition of voice, (1)
the monosyllables were in the minority, although the prevalence of polysyllables was not so out-
spoken there as in Modern Slavonic languages (see J. Kramsky, Prispfvek k fonologické statis-
tice staré a nové anglidtiny [A Contribution to Phonematic Statistics of Old and Modern English],
Clasopis pro moderni filologii 28, 1942, pp. 376 —384); (2) grammatical categories, and sometimes
also declension cases, were regularly distinguished by specific sets of suffixes and inflexional
endings; and (3) the word-order was much less fixed than it was to become in the later periods
of the development of English.

(123) Cf. O. Broch, Slav. Pkon., § 197.

(124) See Jan Gebauer, Historickd mluvnice jazyka leského 1 (Prague-Vienna 1894), p. 325;
Bohuslev Havréanek, Neasimilované pdrové souhlisky zn&lé a neznflé v staré leting[Non-as-
simalated Voiced and Voiceless Paired Consonants in Old Czech], Slovansky sbornfk vénovany
F. Pastrnkovi (Prague 1923), pp. 102—T11.

(125) This fact was duly noted by W. Vondrak, Vergleichende slavische Grammatik?, Got-
tingen 1924, p. 462f.

(128) Otto Jespersen states expressly, as early as 1904: “‘Am ausgeprigtesten findet sich
der Stimmklang bei [b, d, g] im Franzésischen..,” (Lehrbuch der Phonetik, Leipzig-Berlin 1904,
§ 103); see also D. Jones, Outline®, § 577.

(127) Jan Gebauer, Hist. mluvn. I, p. 325; A. Frinta, Novoleskd vyslovnost [ Modern Czech
Pronunciation], Prague 1909, p. 83; B. Havranek, Ceskoslovenské vlastivéda 3, Jazyk, p. 141.
It should be added that F. Barto$, Dialektologie moravskd [Dialects of Moravia], Brno 1886 —
1895, registers this type of pronunciation as fairly common in wide regions of Moravia (esp. in
its south-eastern and western parts).

(128) The above-mentioned Czech dialectal development does not contradict our theory as-
serting that the structural situation in the Czech language system envisaged as a structural
whole admits of a rise in new homonyms, and is therefore not opposed to neutralizations of the
opposition of voice in word-final positions. The contradiction is only a seeming one: we said
expressly that the Czech structural situation admits the rise of new homonyms, not that it
enforces it. The structure of thelanguage, as we take it, isessentially a regulative factor in language
development. In other words, all that the structure of language can do #& to exercise the right
of control. L. e., it can prevent the realization of changes which might be contrary to the interest
of its structure (this very fact obviously happened in English), but it does not necessarily further
the realization of those changes which, though they might be in agreement with its tendencies,
are not vitally essential to its functioning. For this reason, one can hardly be surprised to find
in the domain of Slavonic langnage communities isolated specimens of what has been termed
here the French solution of our problem (such specimens may also exist in some West Ukrainian
and in some Serbian dialects, cf. O. Broch, SI. Phon., § 54).
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(129) Cf. Proceedings of the Third International Congress of Phonetic Sciences (Ghent 1938),
P- 40: “Un phonéme laryngal fonctionne come consonne neutre. La position des organes pour..
[ce phonéme].. est & peu prds celle du repos,”

(130) See, e. g., D. Jones, Outline®, §§ 777 —778.

(131) The operation of this tendency is followed in detail in another of our papers (J. Vachek,
Foném hfy ve vipvoji anglittiny [The Phoneme h[y in the Development of English], Sbornik filos.
fakulty brn&nské university A 1, 1952, pp. 121—135). Among other things, we pointed out in
it that from the functional viewpoint the sounds % and y were mutually complementary and
therefore constituted allophones of one and the same phoneme; the conclusion we arrived at
was that the beginnings of the process discarding this phoneme reach far back into the past.
Already in the earliest history of English this tendency is reflected by some changes, the most
striking of which is exactly the above-mentioned loss of the intervocalic & (apart from *féhan >
> fon, see also *eahu > éa, *seohan > séon, etc.), which goes back to the very beginning of the
English literary tradition. This loss distinetly reduced the number of word-positions in which
the phoneme %/y could occur: from then on, it could be found medially before consonants only
(as in pohte, hiehra, etc.). When, in the later stages of its development, the phoneme %/y became
abolished in additional word-positions, its functional load came be limited very palpably. As
a consequence, the phoneme began to be regarded as an unsufficiently exploited — one might
almost say, sumptuous — item of the phonematio system of English. In the paper referred to
we tried to show in some detail that in ME and ModE this irregular, unsteady status of the
phoneme h/y led to further changes, resulting in the abolishment of its palatal allophone y’
{from the end of the 14th century onwards) and ultimately of its velar allophone y as well (starting
from the 15th century). As a result of this, in present-day English the only remnant of the
formerly so fraquent phoneme is the initial prevocalic -, while in most of the popular dialects the
abolition of the k-phoneme is virtually complete. — For comment on a number of general aspects
of the tendency, see our paper On the Interplay..., quoted above, Note 93. (In the same paper
a brief account may be found of an analogous, though less efficient, tendency operating in
German,)

(132) The phonetio fact that by the side of the voiceless h-sound also a voiced h exists
(sometimes as an allophone of the voiceless k) wasstressed by E. A. Meyer many years ago, v.
his paper Stimmbhaftes H, Die neueren Sprachen 8, 1900—1901, pp. 261 —263. The problem of how
the voiced h of Czech is articulated was dealt with, after the pioneering work by Purkinje and
Czermak, by B. Hala and B. Honty, La cinématographie des cordes vocales d Uaide du stroboscope
et de la grande vitesse, Otolaryngologia Slavica 3, 1931, pp. 1—13 (esp. p. 10).

(133) On the morphological type of Czéch see also V. Skalitka, Vyvoj feské deklinace [The
Development of Declension in Czech], Prague 1936.

(134) See, e. g., A. C. Baugh, 4 History of the English Language (London 1952), p. 205.
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SOUHRN
Nekteré ménd znfmé strinky anglické analyti®nosti

I, Nékolik pozndmek o novoanglické analytiénosts

Analyti¢nost neni zélesitosti jen morfologickou, ale projevuje se i v jinych jazykovych planech,
Nade pojednéni chee ukédzat na.nékteré méné znamé striénky a souvislosti novoanglické ana.
lytinosti. K jejich poznani vede pojiméni jazyka jako systému systémi. Z takového pojeti jazyka
plyne, %e zména v jednom jazykovém planu mu%e mit dasledky i pro strukturu pland ostatnich.
V kapitole 2.—4. se hovofi o nékterych diusledcich novoanglické analytiénosti ve ,,vyssich*
jezykovych plinech (morfologickém, syntaktickém a lexikélnim), v kapitole 5.—7. je pak fed
o zvla3té zajimavych piipadech, v kterych anglickd analyti¢nost pusobi na strukturu planu zvu-
kového, jejz proméiiuje tak, aby lépe odpovidal potfebim této analytiénosti.

II1. Povaha slova v nové angliétiné

Problém slova nejlépe feki upravens definice V. Mathesiuse. Slovo je podle ni dsek zvukového
proudu Fedi, ktery odkazuje na ndjaky korelit v mimojazykové skuteénosti a ktery je jako celek
oddélitelny od jinych takovych dseky, af uz se toto vzéjemné oddélovéni déje vyménou jejich
mist ve vét® nebo vsunutim n&jakého daldiho tseku téhof druhu. Je viak tfeba akceptovat
i tezi C. E. Bozella, podle ni% shoda s vlastnim slovnim vzorcem daného jazyka je jakoby ko-
nednou upravou slovni definice v tomto jazyce, Upravou, ke které se pfistupuje poté, kdyx
bylo vyhovéno obecnym podminkém, které pro uznini slovniho statu plati ve viech jazycich.

V kapitole se podrobné ukazuje, %e charakter takovych konednych Gprav je v tésném vztahu
k strukturnim osobitostem toho kterého jazyka a zvlaitd s celkovym rdzem jeho gramatické
stavby. Dovozuje se to podrobnym srovnavanim eskych (a z&sti i ruskych) kontexti s kontexty
anglickymi. Ze srovnéni vyplyva, %e v angli¢ting, jejiZ mluvnicka stavba je v podstaté analyticka,
je proti &eting a rudting, jazykam pfevaing syntetickym, zna¥né oslabena mez, které slovo jako
gramatickou kategorii oddé&luje od souslovi (s tim je spojena podrobn&jsi analyza tzv. citdtovych
kompozit v angliting, de¥tind a zd4sti i v rustind) a ¥e obdobné oslabeni lze v anglitingé konsta-
tovat i pro mez odde&lujici od sebe slovo a vétu, popf. slovo a morfém, hlavné afix. Konednd
se rozborem slovotvorného a pojmenovévaciho postupu zndmého pod terminem ‘‘blending
ukazuje, %e se anglittina od &eltiny a rustiny 1isf i tim, Ze forméalni a sémantické kontury vyzna-
tujici slova jako lexikdln{ celky odd&lujici je v lexiku od sebe navzéjem vystupuji v ni s mensi
vyraznosti a jasnosti ne% v obou slovanskych jazycich.

Budou se tedy diferen&ni definice slova v anglitting a v e$tiné (popi. ruiting) od sebe dosti
znaéng lisit. V angli¢tiné bude tieba tuto definici formulovat pruZnéji, zpisobem méné apo-
diktickym a vice tolerujicim ne% v &elting a v rusting. Jedtd zavaindjsi je pro nés oviem jiny
zdvér, plynouci z této kapitoly: rozdilné povaha slova v anglitting a v testin& (popk. rultind)
vyplyva ze zésadni rozdflnosti gramatickych struktur analytické a syntetické.

1I1. Novoanglickyj ,,pfiviastiiovact pdd‘

Novoanglicky tzv. privlastiiovaci pad, z historického hlediska jediny zbytek staroanglické
syntetické deklinace, nelze ani po strance forméalni ani po strdnce vyznamové dnes jiz hodnotit
jako skute®ny deklinani pad. Podrobnym rozborem se dovozuje, Ze v dnedni anglitting, jejix
mluvnick4 soustava je v podstaté analytické, je,,posesivni péd‘ postupné prehodnocovan v po-
sesivn{ tvar povahy adjektivni, i kdy% prirozené tento proces neni jesté zdaleka ukonden. (Ukazuje
se také, e zakonleni posesivniho tvaru —’s nelze dnes uZ pokladat za paddovou koncovku, ale
spiSe za odvozovaci pfiponu.) Pfitom zast4vé novoanglicky posesivni tvar stdle v blizkosti sub-
stantivnfho paradigmatu, a to ji% proto, Zze ve vét8ing ptipadi lze jeho vyznam vyjadtit i vazbou
8 of, jeji% pkisludnest k onomu paradigmatu lze stézi popirat.

Zajimavou &eskou paralelou k anglickému posesivnimu tvaru je nafedni jihozdpadni ustrnulé
posesivum typu tatinkovo, maminéine (uzivané ve viech rodech a phdech a v obou ¢&islech).
Z hlediska &eské syntetické mluvnické soustavy plati dnes toto ustrnulé posesivum téméf jiZ
ze druhotvar genitivniho padu zékladniho substantiva (tatfnek, maninka). Mezi anglickym po-
sesiviim tvarem typu father’s a feskym néfednim ustrnulym posesivem typu fatinkovo je véak
zésadni rozdil v tom, %e anglicky tvar.se dostal na své misto v gramatické soustavé anglické
pusobenim sfly odstfedivé, kdeZto &eské nhfedni ustrnulé posesivum naopak zaujalo své misto
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v eské gramatické soustavé pisobenim tendence dostfedivé. I dnedni vnitini dynemike anglické-
ho tvaru je odstfedivd, dynamika korespondujiciho tvaru &eského pak odstiediva.

Je zase tfeba zvl145t& upozornit na to, %e rozdil v hodnoceni a dynamidnosti obou tvari je
opét dén rozdilem v zésadni analytitnosti mluvnické soustavy anglické a zésadni syntetitnosti
mluvnické soustavy feské.

1V. Kompakinost novoanglické véty

0Od véty teské se vEta anglick4 lidi zv143t& vyrazng vétsi mérou tzv. komplexnich kondenzaci.
Timto terminem rozumime s V. Mathesiusem takové uZiti jmenného prvku nebo jmenné vazby,
které ndetii jinak nutnou vétu vedlejif. Jako kondenzaéni prostfedky (kondenzory) slou%i zvl4sts
Zasto jmenné tvary od slovesného zakladu (v anglitting zv143té participia, gerundy a infinitivy),
v &estin& infinitivy, participia a podstatnid jména slovesni). Srovnéni korespondujicich kontexti
anglickych a oskych jasn& ukazuje, Ze v anglidting je obliba kondenzori znatelné vét3f neZ
v &efiting. S tim patrné souvisi i skutednost, Ze ¢eské verbum finitum m4 zfetelné vyssi déjovou
dynemi¢nost nez verbum finitum anglické.

Pii historickém pohledu zji¥tujeme, #e v prab&hu vyvoje edtiny poget kondenzora poklesl,
kde%to v anglitind pozoruhodné vzrostl; ukazuje se také, %e d&jové dynamitnost anglického
slovesa od doby staré do nové zfetelnd poklesla, kdeZto Zeské urdité sloveso v prubéhu svého
vyvoje na dynamidnosti spife ziskalo.

Z konstatovaného stavu véci ovSem nijak neplyne neschopnost anglidtiny vyjéidrit dyna-
mi¢nost d&je viibec nebo neschopnost ¢estiny formulovat pojmové mysleni, svou podstatou vysoce
jmenné. Oba jazyky si tu dovedou vypomoci: ¢eftina riznymi kategoriemi jmennych vyrazi,
anglittina pak tasovou a slovesn& rodovou rozrizn&nosti svych kondenzoru.

Neni pochyby o tom, Ze existuje zavislost mezi syntetitnosti mluvnické stavby, malou oblibou
kondenzort a znatnou d&jovou dynami¥nosti verba finita, a naopak mezi analytiénosti mluvnické
stavby, velkou oblibou kondenzori a utlumenou d&jovosti finitniho tvaru. Nelze oviem pojimat
tyto zavislosti mechanicky: v jednotlivych jazycich miZe jit o spojitosti spletitéjsi, vyZadujict
bedlivého zietele k specifitnostem piisludné jazykové soustavy. ’

V. Protiklady kvantitativni a kvalitativni u novoanglickych samohldsek

Podle nizoru dnes vcelku obecného nejsou novoanglické samohldsky od sebe odliSovany
korelaci kvantity, ale korelaci kontaktu (nékdy oznafovanou jako korelace slabiéného fezu).
Naproti tomu v staré anglittiné byla plné rozvinuta ryze kvantitativni samohléskové korelace,
zaloZen4 na protikladu dvojmorévosti proti jednomorovosti. Tato korelace se plné uplatiuje
i v pozdni staré anglitting; v dob& rané stfedoanglické se v disledku raznych hlaskovych zmén
znalné omezuje funk&ni zatiZeni staré korelace, ale ona sama jako instituce trvé déle. Morové po-
jiméni kvantity je v té dobé jesté dosvéddovano paralelnim vyvojem prvych dvojhlaskovych
sloZek a samostatnych kratkych samohlisek, jeZ se s témito slozkami kvalitativné shoduji.

KdyZ se zdsada paralelniho vyvoje zadiné porusovat (prvy zdva?ny doklad takového poru-
Seni je zména rstia. ¢/ > ai), znamené to prvé poditky nového, amorového hodnoceni dvojhlasek
a pak i dlouhych samohl4sek. Nicméné s novym hodnocenim koexistovalo a% do doby rané novo-
anglické tradi¢ni morové pojimani samohlaskové délky; oboji pojeti spolu po celou dobu st¥edo-
anglickou nepochybné bojovalo o konedné vitézstvi, Rozhodnuti ve prespéch pojeti amorového
padlo v rané nové anglitting, kdy bylo amorové hodnoceni vydatné posileno vznikem novych
amorovych dvojhlasek v pribéhu zmény znimé pod nizvem ‘‘Great Vowel Shift”’, jejit potitek
spad4 do konce doby stfedoanglické. Staré, morové hodnoceni samohliskové délky bylo v té
dobd uf znadné oslabeno stfedoanglickym z&nikem-posttonickych redukovanych samohlasek
8 joitd difvéjiim piesunem slabikové meze v piipadech j. de-3es > dai-2s atp.

Protiklad kontaktu nahradil protiklad kvantity po strance fonologické podatkem doby rand
novoanglické. Foneticky oviem existoval jiz dffve jako pravodni rys kvantitativntho protikladu
(stal se jim n&kdy mezi pol. 13. a pol. 14. stoleti). Nas tu zvldsté zajimé skutednost, Ze vznik
nového hodnocenf samohliskovych protikladu je tésné spjat s postupujici analyti®nosti anglioké
gramatické soustavy (prospival této analytizaci tim, Ze zietelndji zdirazfioval meze oddélujfef
kkmen od ohybaci pripany).

V1. Protiklady znélosti a napjatosti u novoanglickych pdrovych souhldsek

Jiny zajimavy pfipad vlivu, jejz vykondvé analytizace anglické mluvnické stavby na struk-
turu zvukového planu, poskytuje srovmédni anglickych & &eskych parovych fonémi obvykle
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oznadovanych jako zndlé, resp. neznélé. (j. p — b, ¢t — d, s — zatp.), Zatimeco v &estind (a obdobnd
i v slovensting, rusting apod.) byly na konci slov parové znélé souhlisky v disledku neutralizdce
vystiidiny neznélymi, byly v angliétiné protiklady tohoto typu v takovych poloh4ch zacho-
viny, a to za cenu piehodnoceni protikladu zn&lostniho v napjatostni. Rozdilny vyvoj tu byl
zase din potfebami ,,vyssich* pland piislunych jazykd. V kapitole se podrobné dovozuje, Ze
z anglické analyti¢nosti vyplyvajici pfetizenost anglického kontextu, zastdvajiciho jiz Fadu
gramatickych funkei, nedovolovala jeho dalsi zatiZeni, ke kterému by bylo doslo vznikem novych
homonymnich slovnich dvojic. Naproti tomu pfi pomérné malém funk&nim zatiZeni Seskych
(slovenskych, ruskych atd.) vétnych kontexti, pfirozené vyplyvajicim ze syntetiénosti mluvnické
stavby v téchto jazycich, bylo jejich povéfeni dalsimi tkoly zcela dobfe inosné.

Teorie zde formulovans muZe vrhnout nové svétlo i na tzv. neasimilované st&. souhléskové
skupiny, j. v slovech sde, dchof. Neni vyloudeno, %e takové zpiasoby psani svédéi o prechodném
stavu, ktery se projevil v dobé, kdy &estina byla postavena pfed moZnost pfehodnotit znélostni
souhlaskovy protiklad v napjatostni. Tzv. definitivni asimilace (s vysledkem zde, tchof) by pak
znamenala definitivni utvrzeni znélostniho protikladu v &estiné.

VI1I. Zanikdint novoanglické neutrdlnt souhbldsky

Pri postupné likvidaci novoanglické neutrélni souhlésky & hral velmi duleitou dlohu jejf
zénik v poloze mezisamohlaskové (nezndlé & se tu asimilovalo k svému samohlaskovému okoli
a bylo jim nakonec pohlceno). Zajimavé je, %e teské — a stejnd i slovenské, ukrajinské a horno-
lufické — zn&lé b v obdobné situaci nebylo asimilovano, tim ménd pak pohlceno svym samo-
hliskovym okolim, a¥ by jeho zn&lost takové zmén& byla zvlasté pfizniva.

Duvod rizného vyvoje anglického a slovanského je patrnd v vom, %e slovanské & je mnohem
pevnédji zakofendno v dusledné syntetické tvaroslovné soustavé slovanské, neZ bylo 2 doby staro-
anglické, v ni% ke zm&nam intervokalického % dochézelo. Snaha zachovat &eské (a asi vibec
slovanské) & vedla patrné také k jeho specifické artikulaci, jeZ toto % zabezpetuje pfed mecha-
nickou asimilaci ze strany jeho samohléskového okoli. V angliéting takové snahy nebylo, protoZe
tu syntetické stavba mluvnické soustavy jevila u% jisté sklony k analytiZnosti (je% pak v dob&
sttedoanglické ovlddla pole iplng). Ukazuje se tedy, Ze i tu je riznost hldskového vyvoje tésné
spjata s rozdily v gramatickych strukturdch srovnévanych jazyki. Iy
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PE3IOME
HexoTopble MeHee M3BECTHBIE CTOPOHBI AHINIMICKOTO AHAMHTHIMA

1. Heckoavko aamenanull no nogody aH2aulickoz0 aHaiumusma

ARasuTHIM — 3TO HE TOJBLKO Aes0 Mopdonornm, 160 OH OTPaKAeTCA M B IPYTAX IVIAaHAX
azmKa. I[lpeanaraemMoe mcciefoBadWe CTaBHT cefe mesbi0 YKa3aTh HEKOTODHIE MeHee M3-
BECTHEI® CTOPOHH W CBA3W HOBOAHIIMACKOro aHanuTHaMa. VX mosHaHMe JOCTHraeTcA TaKHM
00pa3oM, YTO FI3LIK MOHMMAeTCHA KaK cucTeMa cucTeM. M3 momo6Horo NOHMMAaHMA A3KIKA
BHITGKAaeT, 9TO M3MeHeHMe B ONHOM IIaHe A3LIKA MOMKeT MOBJeYs 3a coboif IociencTBRA
TaK)Ke B CTPYKType OpPYTEX IulaHoB. B riapax 2—4 pedb MAeT 0 HeKOTODAIX TOCJIEACTBHAX
HOBOAHIJIMACKOrO AHAJMTM3MA B , BLICLIMX‘‘ ASHKOBHIX IJIaHaX (MOPPOTOrmuecKOM, CHH-
TAKCHIECKOM M JIeKCUYecKOM), B IyIaBaX 5—7 paccMaTpMBAIOTCA OCOOeHHO HHTepecHLIe
ciyuam, KOrja AaHIVIMACKNAN aEaJNTA3M BO3leHcTBYeT Ha CTPYKTYPY 3BYKOBOro IJIaHa,
npeo6pa3yd ero TakmM oGpasoM, WTOOK! TOT JIy9mIeé COOTBETCTBOBAJI MOTPEGHOCTAM 3TOTO
4HATATA3MA.

11, Xaparxmep cao6a 6 HO80AMH2AUTCKOM A3BIKE

IIpo6iema cyoBa iiydime Beero [OCTUTHYTA B YTOYHEHHOM ompenenenun B. Maresuyca.
CornacHO 3TOMY ONpEIeJIeHMIO CJIOBO NPEJCTABJIAET OTPe30K 3BYKOBOrO IIOTOKA PpeyH,
HampaB/IeHHLIH Ha KaKOH-IMG0 KOPPeJAT BO BHEA3KKOBOH JeHCTBUTEILHOCTH M OTAeJIMMbIH
Kak Iesioe OT JIpyrAX mofoGHEIX OTPEe3KOB, MYCTH 3TO B3aMMHOe OTHeJICHHe HPOHCXOAAT 3a
cueT 0OMeHa EX MECTOIOJIOMHCHUAMU B NIPONJIOMKEHIE MM JKe 38 CUeT BCTABJICHMA KaKOIo-
HAOYOs [JanbHBECIIEr0 OTpe3Ka Toro e poga. Heob6xommmo, oJHAKO, CHATATHCA TAKIKe
¢ monokenueM L. 3. Basess o ToM, 4ro coBnagenne ¢ coGcTBeHHON PopMynoll cymHOCTR
CJI0Ba B JaHHOM fI3KKe ABJIAETCA CBOETO pONA KOHEYHOH ajanTanmell onpefesieHHA CJOBa
B COOTBETCTBYIINEM A3KIKe, afalTalldeil, KOTOPad AeJaeTcA HOCie TOro, KaK ORI YloBie-
TBOPEHR! 00LIWe YC/IOBUSA, MMeIONIHe IJjid NpPH3HAHAA CTATYTa CJIOBA CH/AY NPAMEHHTEJIHLHO
KO BCEM A3LIKaM. ‘

B rnape nogpo6HO 06BACHAETCS, YTO XapAKTeDP TAKMX KOHEYHHIX aJANTAlA# HaXOLRTCH
B TeCHO} CBA3M CO CTPYKTYPHAIMH 0COGSHHOCTAMM TOTO WM APYTOro s3hiKa, B YaCTHOCTH KO
¢ o0mM XxapaKTepoM ero rpaMMaTHYecKoro cTposa. OGOCHOBLIBAaeTCA 9TO MyTeM JeTaJbHOrO
COMOCTABJeHAA YeUICKAX (4acThI0 M PYCCKMX) KOHTEKCTOB ¢ AHIVIMHCKAMY KOHTEKCTaMHM.
3 comocraBneHMs ABCTBYET, 4YTO B aHIVIMACKOM A3IKe, FPAMMAaTHYeCKMA CTPOH KOTOPOI'o
ABIIAETCA, B CYNHOCTH, AHAJATAYECKMM, B OTJIAYME OT YeMICKOrO M PYCCKOTO M3LIKOB,
OpeAMyNIeCTBeHHO CUHTEeTHYECKNX, B 3HAYMTEJILHOH CTENeHNM CTUpaeTcH IpaHb, OTHEJA0-
maf CJI0B0 — KaK IPAMMAaTHYeCKYI0 KaTeTOpHI0 — OT CJIOBOCOYeTAHHA (C ITHM CBA3aH
6osee MogpOGHEI aHAJIA3 T. H. MATATHEIX KOMIIO3UTOB B AHIVIAMCKOM, JeLICKOM M OTHACTH
TaKiKe B PYCCKOM), I UTO AHAJIOTHYHO® CTApAHMe I'PaHM B AHIVIMACKOM fA3BIKe MOMKHO Ha-
6mogaTh TaK:Ke MeKIY CJIOBOM M HOpe[UIO:KeHWeM, DBEeHT. MeXAY CJIOBOM M MopdeMoH,
rnaBEEIM ofpaszom addmrcoM. HakxoHen, Ha OCHOBAHWM aHAIN3A CJIOBOO6PA30BATENIHHOTO
Y HOMWHATABHOIO NpMeMa, M3BECTHOTO IIOJ TePMUHOM ,,GieHOMHr'‘, ycTaHABINBAeTCH, 4YTO
AHTTIMACKAMA A3KK OTJIMYAeTCA OT YElICKOro M PYCCKOr0 TakKe TeM, 4TO (OPMaJIbHEE H ce-
MaHTAYeCKNe OYePTaHUsA, BHAEIAIINC CJI0BA KaK JICKCHYECKHe TesIhe M OTHesIAlmue HX
B JIeKCHKe APYI OT Apyra, BRICTYIAIOT B HeM MeHee APKO I OTIET/INBO, YeM B OOOMX CIaBAH-
CKHEX A3EIKAX. :

Cnemopare/ibHO, afanTupoBanHne u xnddepeannanbasie TePUHANAEA CJI0BA B aHIITHHACKOM
H YeUICKOM (IBEHT. PYCCKOM) A3HKAX B JOBOJLHO 3HAYHTeNbHOH Mepe 6ymyT oTimuaThes
apyr or pgpyra. [IpuMeHOTeNbHO K AHrIMHACKOMY, HasBaHHYK AePmHEOWIO Hago Gyaer
cgopnynnponau Goslee ynpyro m MeHee aNONMKTAYECKH, 4eM B UeIICKOM H PYCCKOM, C y4e-
TOM cnenndmKM aHIVIAACKOrO A3kKa. Eme BakHee, KOHeUHO, ANA HAC JPYrod BHIBOJ,
BEITEKAIOMME M3 5TON TJIaBH: PA3jIEYHAsA NPUPOAA CJIOBa B AHIVIAACKOM ¥ JeMCKOM (3BEHT .
pyccKoM) ofyc/10B/eBa MPHHOANMATLANM OT/IMIEeM I'DAMMATAYECKAX CTPYKTYP, AHAJIHATH-
9eCKOK M CAHTeTHIECKOA.

III. Hosoareauiickuil ,,npumancamesvrsiii nade**

Hopoamrnmiickuii T. H. NpATAKATENLHLIA Mafe:X, ¢ HCTOPHYECKOH TOYKM 3PEHMA eIUH-
CTBEeHHHIi OCTATOK [pePHEAHNIMACKOI'O CHHTOTMYECKOr0 CKJIOHEHHA, B HACTOMee BpeMA HHA
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¢ $opMaILHOBE, HM CO CMEICJIOBOH CTODOHREI HEJIB3A PaclUeHMEATh KaK (JaKTHYeCKUH HeHJIN-
HalMOHHEH papes. [Ipy moMomw moapoGHoro pasbopa fmemaercd 3akiIO4eHME O TOM, 9TO
B COBpPeMEHHOM aHIVIMACKOM A3hIKe, PAMMATHYeCKHI CTPOE KOTOPOI'O B CYLIHOCTHE aHAJIMTH-
4ecKuil, ,,MPUTAKATEJbHRIE Majc'’ NOCTeNeHHO MepecUeHuBaeTcd B MOCCECCHBEYIO (opMy
alEKTBHOTO XapaKTepa, HECMOTPA HA TO YTO ITOT IPOIeCC, eCTeCTBEHHO, JalleKo el He
sapepmien. (OTMedaeTcH TaKMe, 9TO OKOHUaHHMEe IIOCCECCHBHOM (OpPMEI 'S MOMKHO Temeph
CUMTATh yKe He HAJeKHRIM OKOHYaHMeM, a CKopee mpouasomammMm cyddurcom.) Ipunrom
HOBOAHIJIMACKAA MOCCECCHBHAA (opMa BCe BDEMA OCTAeTCA B ONM30CTH MAPAZWMIMEL CY-
NIECTBUTEJILHEIX, XO0TA ORI ysKe MOTOMY, 4YTO B GOJILIIMHCTBE CilydyaeB ec 3HaueHHUe MOMKeT
BLIDAMKATECA M MOCPeicTBOM 060poTa ¢ mpejyoroM of, OpHHEAAJEKHOCTE KOTOPOro K YKa3aH-
HOJl TapajfurMe He BLI3RIBAaeT HOKAKMX COMHEHMI.

WHrepecHylo 4HemiCKylo mapainienb SHITIMECKONR IoccecCHBHOH (OpMHL mpejcTaBiser
JmajileKTHOe Hem3MeHAeMoOe NMPUTsKaTesIbHOe MpuJsaratesikHoe Thna tatinkovo, maminéino
(ymorpebGaaoleecsa Bo BceX pojax M najieskax, n B o6oux uncnax). C ToYKkn 3peHns YenmICKOR
CHHTETAYECKOH I'DaMMaTH4eCKOH CUCTEMH MOJ00HHE HeusMeHseMEe NPUTHAMKATe IbHRe NpH-
JlaraTteJibHEIE BOCIPHHNUMAIOTCA 0UTH KaK Pa3HOBHIHOCTE POIHTELHOIO Najieyka OCHOBHOIO
cymecTBuTesbHOro (tatinek, maminka). OnHAKO MeMIy aHITIMACKONM MOCCeCCHBHOA dopMoit
runa™father’s m vellcKMM AMAJIEeKTHRM 3aCTLIBIUAM ITOCCECCHPHEIM IIpHJAraTesIbHEIM TRINA
tatinkovo mMeeTcAa DPHMHOWNHAJIBLHOe Pa3iyuMe B TOM, UTO aHIVIMACKas ¢opMa momaja Ha
€cBOe MEecTO B I'pDaMMaTHuecKod aHIVIMHCKON cucTeMe IOX AEACTBHCM LEeHTPoOeKHOH CHJIEH,
B TO BpeMA KaK dYelliCKaA AAJIEKTHAA Heu3MeHAeMaA IocceccuBHaA GOpMa 3aHAJIA CBOE
MEeCTO B YeIICKOH IpaMMaTIYecKOH CHCTeMe TI0] AeCTBHEM NEeHTPOCTPeMUTeILHOR TeHIeHLIU.
Taxme HEIHeIUHAA BHYTPEHEAA AUHAMHEKA AHIVIEACKOR ¢opMil ARnsercA HeHTpobexHoR,
AYHAMUKA #e COOTBETCTBYIOMeHR wermcKo# (GOPMLI — 1I€HTPOCTPEMM TeILHOIL.

OnATh TaKu cegyeT OTMETHTR, UTO Pa3anuyune B ONeHKe I AWHaMmKo o6eux ¢opM BEIIBAHO
pasymuyeM Mexy NPUHIUNAAIBHEIM aHAJIUTM3MOM AHIJIMHACKOTO I'PAMMaTHYeCKOro CTPOA
¥ NPVHINNNAJILEEM CUHTETH3MOM YeIICKOI0 rPpaMMaTHYecKOTO CTPOH.

1V. Komnaxmuocmdv Hosoanzauliickozo npediomcernun

OTr dyemcKoro IpeayiOKeHNA AaHTIMHACKOE NpeqiioKeHne OCOOEHHO ADKO OTIMYaeTcH
6osbImeii cTeneHbl0 T. H. KOMIUIEKCHHX kKoHAeHcanwii. [Tog aTMM TepMHMHOM MBI NOHMMAaeM,
Beaen 3a B, MaresuycoM, Takoe ymorpebjieHue MMEHHOrO 3jIeMeHTA NJIM MMeHHOro obopora
B IpefesiaX mpeyiodeHNdA, KOTOpoe 3aMemlaeT COOTBeTCTBYONee MPAATOYHOE IPeIONKeHHe.
B xavecTBe KOHIEHCAIMOHHLIX CPEACTB (KOHJEHCATOPOB) 0cOGEHHO 9YACTO MCHOJB3YIOTCHA
nmeHHHble (OPME! IJIATOJILHEIX OCHOB (B aHIVIMACKOM A3EIKE, IVIABHKIM 00pa3oM, NEQUHATHB,
NPNYacTUA M TePYHAWi, B 9elICKOM ¢ MHPAHUTHB, NPUIACTHA W OTTIArojbHOE CyMecTBA-
TensHOEe). ConocraBiieHMe COOTBETCTBYIONIMX aHIJIMMCKAX ¥ UEMCKWX KOHTEKCTOB HArJIAQHO
BCKPEIBAGT HECOMHEHHO 6osibIIee TATOTeHAE K yNoTpe6IeBNI0 KOHAEHCATOPOB B AHTJTHIICKOM.
B oTIIMIAe OT uemickoro. C aTMM pasanymeM 0OOMX A3KIKOB CTOMT B CBA3M, NO-BHANMOMY, TO
0o6CTOATENIBLCTRO, YTO 9YemCHKAsa oIpelejieHHad TiaroibHAS ¢QopMa obsiajaeT oOTUETIABO
6oJiee BEICOKOH AMHAMAYHOCTLIO NeHCTBUA, HEKeJIM aHTIUHCKAA.

Hcropmyeckoe pa3BaTHe 000MX A3BHIKOB NMOKA3KBAET, UTO B UelICKOM f3EIKe, B Xo/ie ero
Pa3BUTHUA, YHACJIEHHOCTh KOHASHCATOPOB MOHMKANACh, B TO BpeMA KakK B aHIVIMACKOM A3RIKe
3aMeTHEIM 06pasoM Bo3pacTasa; OKa3LIBAETCH, Jajiee, YTO AWHAMUYHOCTHL AeMCTBMA, BHIpA-
HMAOMAACA AHTIMECKUM TaJ'0;I0M, ¢ JipeBHEr0 BpPeMeHN IO HacTOAMmee ABHO NMOHM3WIACH,
MEy TeM KaK [MHAMUTHOCTH YeIUCKON ONpelesIeHHON IyIaronbHOoM OPMHEl CKOpee yBejd-
YAIach.

13 ycTaHOBJIEHHOrO LOJIOMEHUs [eJJ, KOHEYHO, OTHIOJL He BHITEKaeT HecIlocoGHOCTH
AHIVIMMCKOTO A3KIKA BHIPAKATh AMHAMHYUHOCTE JEHCTBUsA BOOOIe, MIIM ¥Ke HeNpPHIOJHOCTD
YEUICKOTO A3LIKA 1A (OPMYJIMPOBKMN IOHATHAHOIO MEIIUIEHWs, B BLICIIEH CTENCHM HOMH-
HaJIBHOI'O IO cBoeMy cymectBy. O0a A3nKa pacmosiaraioT ocOORIMH CpelCTBaMH: HeIUCKH
AI3LIK MCIONBL3YyeT Pa3jINYHbe KATErOPUE MMeHHMLX BRIpAaXKeHNH, AHIVIDHCKHHA e UCIIOJb-
3yeT BDEMEHHOE H 3aJI0TOBOe pa3HooOpa3me CBOMX KOHAEHCATOPOB.

Her comBenusa, 9TO CymecTBYET OOpefelleHHAas B3aMOCBA3b, ¢ OJHOM CTOPOHKE!, MEMKIY
CHHTETH3MOM IPaMMaTH4YeCKOI'0 CTPOA, PeJKAM ynoTpebiieHreM KOHJEGHCATOPOB M 3HATNTEIb-
HOH J(MBAMMYHOCTLIO NeHCTBUA, NpUCYINed ONpejesieHHON IyiaroanHoi ¢opMe, a, ¢ Opyrokt
CTOPOHEI, M€AY aHAJNTH3MOM I'DAMMATHYECKOTO CTPOA, BechbMa YacThM yunoTpeGieHmeM
KOH/IEHCATOPOB U ocjafiAeHHANM 3HAYEHNEM JelCTBUA B Onpe/elieHHO IIaroJbpHON (gopMe.
9TH B3aMMOCBA3M, OHHAKO, HeJib3Ad BOCHPMHMMATH MEXAHMYECKW: B OTACJBLHEIX A3RIKAX
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HepeKo mMeloTcA Goslee C/IOKHEI® CBA3H, KOTODEIe BCerfa cjefyeT PacCMAaTPHEBATE C TINA-
TeJILHBIM y9eTOM cnennduKy NaHHOA A3LIKOBOH. CHCTEMEI.

V. Koauuecmeenmovle u KauecmeeHHie npomugonoaoHHocMu HOB0AH2AUUCKUY ZJI;QCHMI

CornacHo mo9Tr O0LIENPUHATOMY B HaCTOAINEe BPeMA MEEHUIO, HOBOAHIJIMHACKAE TVIACHEI®
OT/IMYAlOTCA JIPYr’ OT ApYra He B HOPsAlKe KOJMYeCTBEHHOH KOPPEJAONHE, a KOPpeJAnun
xoHTaKTa (0003HavalomencA, MHOTA, B BOAe KODPEJALNM cJIOroBoro npenena). Hamporns,
B JPeBHEAHIJIMICKOM A3LIKE CYMIECTBOBAJA HOJHOCTEIO pasBUTad, YACTO KOJHYECTBEHHAR
HKOppeJAiud IV1acCHKX, OCHOBAHHASA HA HPOTHBOMQJIOKHOCTH JIBYMOPHOCTH M OJHOMOPHOCTH.
TakaA KOPPETANUA MOJTHOCTHIO NPOABIAETCA TaKie B MO3NHUM NEpPNoj| ApeBHEAHIIRACKOro
A3LIKA; B PaHHNY CPeJHeAHIVIMICKMA IIepHOH, B pe3yJabTaTe pa3TUYHEIX (OHETHYECKUAX
W3MeHeHNii, 3HAaYMTeJIbHO OrpaEmdIMBaeTca (YHKINOHANBLHASA DPOJIb [JPEBHeH KOppeJAInmn,
OIHAKO caMa mo ceGe oHa MPOJO/IKaeT CYIMecTBOBAThH KaK A3kIKomoe JauHoe. MopHoe Boc-
NpPAEAMAaHMe KOJMYeCTBa JJIACHRIX B TO BPeMA 3acBH/JETE/]bCTBOBAHO eIle Iapaliiie/IbERIM
pasBUTHEM HEPBEIX TUPTOHIMYECKUX KOMMOHEHTOB W CAMOCTOATENIbHEIX KPATKAX IVIACHAIX,
KOTODHIE B KayeCTBEHHOM OTHOHICHMI COBIANAKT C 9THMU KOMIOOHEHTAMH.

Ilocne Toro ‘Hak OPMHIUN MapajuIeIbHOT0 PA3BATHA HadnHAeT HApYINATHCA (IEePBEIM
Cepbe3HLIM [OKAa3aTedsCTBOM MOJOGHOTNO0 HApYMIEHWs ABHNOCH paHHE-CPeXHEeaHTITIMHACKOe
W3MeHeHne ei > ai), To 3T0 03HavaeT HAYATKM HOBOH, aMOPHOH ONEHKN AMPTOHTOB H BIO-
CJIeICTBAM JajKe MONIMX IyacHuX. TeM He MeHee HAPAY ¢ HOBOH OIEHKOM COCYIMECTBOBAJIO,
BIUIOTh [0 pAaHHEro HOBOAHIVIMACKOIO Nepuoja, TPAaAMUUOHHOe MODHOE BOCIPHHVMAHNE
AOJITOTHI TJIACHKIX; T4 M JIpPyl'ad OLEHKA Ha BceM NMPOTAKEHHN CPeAHeaHIVIMHACKOro mepuoaa
Haxofmmach B Gopebe 3a KoHeuHyw mnofeny. PelmeHne B DONB3Y aMOPHOLO BOCIHPHATHH
3aBepIIWJIOCH JIMIIL B PAaHAeM HOBOAHTJIMICKOM A3bIKe, KOIJla aMOpHaA OUeHKa NOJy4Yuia
3HAYMTeJIbHOe NOJKpelvieHue ~ 6arofapA BO3AMKHOBEHMI0 HOBHIX AMOPHHIX JM(TOHrOB,
P Pe3yJbTaTe M3MEHEH NS, M3BCCTHOI'O N0 HassanmeM ,, Great Vowel Shift‘‘, mawaso xoroporo
OTHOCHUTCA K KOHIY CpeJHeaHIMIMiiCKoro mepuoxa. [[peBHAs, MOpHAA ONEHKA JOJTOTLI IVIac-
HEIX K TOMY BpeMeHM OpijIa ViKe 3HAUIMTeIbHO OcjlabiieHa B CHUIY CpefHEeaHIVIMHACKOHW yTpaTei
MOCTTOHWUECKUX Pe[yNHPOBAHHLIX IVIACHHX W B CHY IpPeuIecTBOBABILIEro cIBAI'a CJIOTOBOTO
mpenesia B cay4yaax Trma de-zes — dai-es u 1. m.

IIpoTBONONIOKHOCTL KOHTAKTa 3aMEeHMJIA NPOTUBONOJOKHOCTE KOJIMYecTBa ¢ OHOMOTH-
YecKONl CTOPOHH B Hauajie PAHHCTO HOBOAHIJINMACKOrO mepuofa. (DOHETMYECKH, KOHEYHO,
OHA CYINeCTBOBAJIA y:Ke paHblle, B BHAE COMYTCTBYIIIEH UePTH KOJMIeCTBEHHOM NMPOTHBO-
IOJIO}KHOCTH (Ta NMOABMJIACH KOIMA-TO B OTPE3Ke MeMAy IojIoBMHOE 13-ro M mosjoBHMHAOM
14-ro pekos). OcobLiii mATepec JUIA HAC HPeACTaBAAeT TOT AKT, UTO BO3HMKHOBEHME HOBOM
OLIEHKM IIPOTMBONOJIOMKHOCTe# IVIACHLIX CTOMT B TeCHOH B3aWMOCBA3M C IPOABHIABIIUMCA
AHAJIUTA3MOM AHIVIMACKOTO T'paMMATMYeCKOTO CTPOA (3Ta HOBAA ONEHKA CIIOCOOCTBOBAJA
QHAJIATH3MY TeM, 9T0 Gosee OTYETJIMBO NOJYCPKMBAJIA TPaHb, OTAEJSIIONIYI0 OCHOBY CJ0OBa
ot duieKenn).

VI. Ilpornusonoioncrocmu no 860HKOCIMU U HANPANCENILOCIMU Y HOBOAN2AUILCKUT
RAPHBIT COSAACHDIE

Nroii mATCpEeCHLIA CJTy4all BIMAHWA, OKA3RIBAEMOr0 CO-CTOPOHL AHAJINTH3MA aHIVITACKOro
TPaMMATHUECKOI'O CTPOSI HA CTPYKTYPY 3BYKOBOTO IJIAHA, JACT CONMOCTABJIeHUe aHIIMHCKAX
W VemICKWX MapHeIX (OHeM, HA3LBAGMAX OOKMHO 3BOHKMMI IJIM IiyXuMu (Kak-To m — 0,
T-— O, C-— 3 UT N). MesKIy TeM Kak B YeIICKOM (¢ aHAIOIWsSMU B CJIOBAI[KOM, PYCCKOM
7 Op.) NApHLIE 3BOHKME COLJIACHLIE B KOHIE CJIOB B CHJY HeHTPAIM3ALM CMEHWIHCH IJy-
XEMH, B 8HIVIMIACKOM H3BIKEe ITDOTUBOIIOJIOMKHOCTM MOAOOHOTO THIA B TAKAX IIOJIOMKCHMAX
COXPAHANNCH, 34 CUCT NICPEOLCHKH HPOTHBOMOJIOKHOCTY 10 3BOHKOCTH B IIPOTABOIIOJIOKHOCTD
0 HanmpsyKeHHOCTH. PaannyHoe pasBMTHe 3jlech, B CDOK ovepejs, o6yclOBIMBAJIOCH MO-
Tpe6HOCTAMY BBHICINMX IJIAHOB COOTBETCTBYIOLINX #3LIKOB. BB ry1ane obcToATeIbHO O0BACHART-
€A, UTO Neperpy3Ka aHIJIMICKOro KOHTEKCTa IPC/ITIKEHNA PANOM rpaMMaTHyec KX (YRR
He I103BOJIANIA eT0 JaJibHeilIleil Harpy3Kky, KOTOpPAaA NPOM30miIa Onl B pe3yIbTaTe BOSHIKHO+
BeHUA HOBEIX OMOHUMMYHLIX cJOBecHHX map. C npyroii CTOPOHEI, OTHOCHTeRHO Mallaf
$yBKIHOHAIRHAH HAI'DY3KA YEMICKUX (CIIOBANKMX, PYCCKUX U T. X.) KOHTOKCTOB, €CTECTBEHHO
BEITEKAIOMad M3 CAHTEeTH3MA TPaMMATAYeCKOI'0 CTPOA 3TUX H3KIKOB, CO3/aBaJjIa NPeIHOCKITKH
AJIA OCBOGHWA MMM ellle AOIIOJIHUTEeJBHLIX QyHKIUH.

BrickasaHHAA 3[leCh TeOPHA MOKeT OPO;IUTH HOBHIA CBeT TAKMKe HA T. H. HEACCHMMEJINDO-
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BaHHEE JDEBHEYEINCKHEEe COYeTAaHWA COIMVIACHEIX, Hamp. B cjobax sde, dchof. He mckmouena
BO3MOKHOCTB, 9TO TAKAE HANMCAHNA OTPAKAIOT IePeXOXHOEe COCTOAHES, CIIOKABIICRCH K TOMY
BpeMeHH, KOT/la YelCKAA A3KK OBLI MocTapjIeH Iepefl BOSMOMHOCTLIO TePeONeHKHE NPOTABO-
NOJIOMKHOCTH COIVIACHRIX IO 3BOHKOCTE B IPOTHBONOJOMHOCTE IO HAanpamenHoctm. T. H.
OKOHYATeNIbHAA acCCHMMIANMA (¢ pe3yabTaToM zde, tchof) osmavasa GhI, COrIacHO BRICKA3aH-
HOMY, OKOHUATE/IbHOe 3aKpelVIeHne B YemICKOM A3KIKe HPOTHBOMOJIOKHOCTM IO 3BOHKOCTH.

VII. IIpoyecc ympamet Ho80aM2AULCK020 HEUMPAAbHO20 CO2AACIH0Z0

Ilpm IOLTEeNOHHON . IMKBAATIAN HOBOAHTIMHCKOro HeHATPAJbPHOI'0 COIVIACHOTO BEChMa
Ba;KHYIO POJIb MIpAajio ero najieEue B MHTeDBOKAJMYECKOM IoJIOeHEE (rayxoe h moasep-
raioch ACCHMMJIANIAA CO CBOMM BOKAJIEYECKHM COCEJACTBOM, M B KOHI® KOHIOB OhJIO IO-
raomerso nM). IloxkasaTesnbHO, 9ITO YelllcKoe — M NOAO0HO TaKMe CJIOBANKOe, YKPamHCKO®
H BepXHeJYKNIKoe — 3BOHKOe h B aHAJIOTHYHOM IOJIOKEHNHA He ACCHMHJIEPOBAJIOCH, M TéM
MeHee TOTJIOMAJIOCh CBOMM BOKAJIMIECKHAM COCENCTBOM, XOTA ero 3BOHKOCTE ocobemno 6iaro-
OpAATCTBOBaja ORI TaKOMY W3aMeHeHMIO.

IlpuumBa pasiMYHOIO PA3BHTHA B AHIVIMMCKOM ¥ CJIAaBAHCKMX A3HIKAX 3aKJII0YAeTCH,
Mo-BHAXMOMY, B TOM, 4YTO CJIaBAHCKOe h ropasjgo cunbpHee 3aKpelJieHO B LOCJIeOBAaTEIEHO
cHATETHIeCKOR MOPQOIIOrAYecKo# CIaBAHCKOR cACTeMe, 9eM h JjpeBHeaATTHACKOrO IepHosa,
K KOTOPOMY ¥ OTHOCSTCA WM3MeHeHWA EHTepBOKajgmdecKoro h. CrpemsieEMe COXpaHWThL dell-
cKoe (i, BepOATHO, BooOme ciaBAHCKoe) h Biekso 3a coboif, 0ueBHIHO, TaK:Ke ero cuenugu-
9eCKYI0 apTAKYJIANAI, o0ecneynpalon(yio 3T0 h 0T MeXaHMYeCKO# ACCHMMIANAM CO CTOPOHEI
BOKAJIEYIeCKOr0 COCeACTBAa. B aHrIMACKOM s3nKe DOXo6HOTO CTpeMIIeHNA He ORUTO, TaK Kak
CUHTeTHYECKNH CTPOil rpaMMaTHIeCKOH CHCTEMEl YiKe B TO BpeMa o0HApY)KHBaJI onpefieseH -
HEIe TeHAeBIONN K aHAJATE3MY (KOTOPEIA MO3fHee, B CPeJHeAHTIMACKNY NMePHON, NOTHOCTHIO
pacupocTparmica). OKa3nBaeTcs, CJefOBaTesbHO, YTO M 37ech paajuune (QOHETHIECKOro
Pa3BATHA TECHO CBA3AHO C PA3JIMUMAME I'PaMMaTHYeCKUX CTPYKTYD CPaBHEBaeMHIX A3LIKOB.

Ilepesen P. Mpasex
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