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5% [V AT I WS i THEREM ) &0 S TEAREMERI L T %, X SHEYHio
S —5R) DEEICERD & S 5l hH %,

WEEIRE L LBICTDRRIC L > ToA L 2R TH B D, SFHICHEN DL NE T2,
ZHUSHIET 2RI D H DT, HY EHEARIIMIEICRTL, KDEETHS, LIN>T, T
DG UIE U, BHEREARD 5 W IHRES iR e VWb s @,

YEDT LIS EORETLZETERWVEATDERTHS D, HamTiEdbA T D e
EAMERICHBRSZINZ L5 LS, BREARLTINERIE TGS TN A L BEETEN
BEZEZFVNSE LWV T EICEL TE—REERED, HEOFEOISH &% E/hEhHi
RIEOHBENEIHHEL) @ LIET T 77 (1909-1996) MEHL TV B ., Hhe
ORESDMEHEIC L BRANRWEENE D5 TH B, BLATS LIEEEBIOZ I C
15 DFEZN - ISR RMDOLREDKEN TV BRIZTIEDN, T7A\TD [7IN\%
IREEFEI @ ZIEUH L LTT I VEARICODW TORN IR H > TlE. ZD%
ICH % SRR m D HiTe T Ui ——F e RN . DS iR Cf a2 i U 5 T L OFi
‘BTLIEW BREDRESIE, &< EEF o TXWVIFEHMbE N TV 3,

Z5 Ui, AIEAS—D—ART IV bl (1895-1984) 07 7 N7 D4k
BRI SBYE - HEEEE TS F vy - Ay a (1919-2015) © O HROHE T
. @FRRC B, TIONERD THEE] OBESE —RICERT S T L OREEZ BIEHN 5

1 TH—FATT ¢ AP &R0 7T —8]) ALRHEFRD . KFEKRE a7 « 73)bx U XL
etk 20 O hERE. 19824, 351 H LUF T7—¥) L),

BHE - ERER - THPR— TSRS 6 &« 1REEMm) =&, 1996 45, 1153 H,

Josef Vachek, The Linguistic School of Prague (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1966), p.8.
Josef Vachek, Lingvisticky slovnik Prazské skoly (Prague: Karolinum, 2005).

Petr Cermak, Claudio Poeta, and Jan Cermak, Prazsky lingvisticky krouzek v dokumentech (Prague:
Academia, 2012), pp. 351, 355, 356.
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THICR R a3, TINERICEBT 2WEEREHR TS C EAREEAFH & LT, THi%
BTLICEREENDEET ST & O 2L, IIREEL LTI INSHEET— 7LD
BEBELATET 4 L—L - XTI (1982-1945) vy - ¥ a7V (1896-1982)
— 1920 FICV LT MARZFHIHO—BE LTF 2 AATT7FTICED, ITVTAD
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FetEZAlA 5 LS, 7EWZFDO LT, MEEENRGE 2 L SN 7 —2oa 7
J/EDOEa— )L - RA w2V a7 (1893-1971) L FIBEEFEFOREZY Y « LA
Va7 AF— (1891-1975) DOHEREBILEROMRICNZ LS L& ES ., SHEEOREBA.
RREEE, K2, 78 SCPHEROMRE LS ULEN D, BEEFRE VWS HEIEZHEEGLT
Wiz kb E, TIONGEET— I IVORERKEMEDEN S,

Tl CTHELTBERVLDIR, NRDBELZAN LG X 2 o, TIWEESH
B BEREEOBERCORESE YT, KA 4V a3 TRLAY 3 T AF—5 D SN
FHICOWVWTRELGHLETWENT ETH DS, L s, Fxyal@3Yardy rahiniz3 558
FHEOT Lo TV 5,

LU, XTI RADEE, KEBEOFEIROMZEN SEERER SGRE WO Bz Lz L
WO XL, BHBEOTHICZOXEREIBELENTVEDIIH L, FxaBFEZEOYITY
ViR, LAY T TV U ZALOHLAIIE LT, T INEROFIEHERAN & Bh >
TWLFNEERTE > TSN TV L, #h 5 5 A FFEMEBROE—O A NE o Tz,
SR LFRES) (1960) ICBWVWTRKEMICER LT NI YTV VD 6 BRENEN, HIEF
FBICODWTOETIVEH I b5 e, Zifi7 7 X M b A nRER RO e A
filrEn, FRITIRARVASNTWIEN ST LAY 3 7 AT —E4DOMRERZBEORET LS I
TolzDb, HDZ S LI L BEAGRTIEENET T,

Filevazyrews ESNEmEE. =354 - by a4 (1890-1938) & &
HICHHE TR M E M L2209 SEBRICEBI 2EREEEICE IO ST, BiEER

BRI
I

6 FrantiSek Danes, “On Prague School Functionalism in Linguistics,” in René Driven and Vilém
Fried, eds., Functionalism in Linguistics (Amsterdam: John Benjamin Publishing Company,1987),
pp. 3-38; ,,Prazska skola: nazorova univerzalia a specifika,” Slovo a slovesnost 69, nos. 1-2 (2008),
pp. 9-20.

7 Danes, ,,Prazska skola: ndzorova univerzalia a specifika,” p. 12.

8 Danes, ,,Prazska skola: nazorova univerzalia a specifika,” p. 13.

9 Danes, ,,Prazska skola: ndzorova univerzalia a specifika,” pp. 12-13.

10 Danes, ,,Prazska Skola: nazorova univerzalia a specifika,” pp. 12-13.

_84_



TINGEAY— IV BT B HEEEOBES
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JEEREF) TURD ] ZMAZ T LICES>T2DTIERVN, AR 2id [TIVER
FERMAZIH AR B0V T, [T OMERIEEFES T L3O/ 4 DK ERETDWVTHA
BERESD KRGS LOZERE RS 1V LIBRNTOEH, COFFE RA Ry U 3
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EIRVA, TR TIVREYATY VOEFHEFOHFEOPICIHE O S FERIC I S5
REDBER DR 2RSS 2 e, TOMMEOMAZIHD LS,

1. T IV RICH T BHEBEDHER

3y a DI I L. T T VEIRICIIHEAE S 2 BER O [ FTEIC & RO D OFUMN
WEENZEWVD,

O EDFH (v 7Y X THERED B L RBIOT-EAN D, @FEPHFERZOMSDE

DHIIERE (C2—5—, YaT7 V), OFEHRROBHEMNTNTND LNV EW TR

S aaNIEERE, @ THERE) LW S IRED S A2 MG (THRERHE TH 2 &b THREMSGR D
SHEFEORAET B (Rl NHENSES o 2,

ULh U, TINEROBEBETEFHEROERICIE, TN EICKE ARJFHEED, 7o L—
L RTFIUAELOTY - XY ATY VOBBEEROMICIFET B L, X3y 2335 Y,
COEREHMNMIRUTWSONUMEIC K 27T VI AMATH S, i 7YX
W EHCDRRLDHFICIBNT THERED = THHEL L0 5382 LIX LAV TWL S 0, THEEER
EIFEINSTLETHEIDOMCODOWTHIEZREREZ FLTWAEFITRY 520 L5
L. 1940 FEDGRL 5%, TORBERE] TIYT VYA TROX S ICHXRTVASIC
BEZV) ERERFS T WY, INOARIEIC T % D3, THERERBUS OBERIC & > T, E %
MABDZ LIZDOHICRD BT EDTEZETODEFRNEEREDN, T LEBEREMNICEE RO
TREVEWVSFEFRICENEL ) 0 VS EARDED, ToIBWITBENF 3 X 5 I1H
BHODHERE X 2L H T %,

ZORD TIIHEREL VS DIF, BADBEEMERDOH TR > TWVWB ETADME, LWVWHEKT

11 Danes, ,,Prazska skola: nazorova univerzalia a specifika,” pp. 12-13.

12 Danes, ,,Prazska Skola: nazorova univerzalia a specifika,” p. 13.

13 Danes, ,,Prazska Skola: nazorova univerzalia a specifika,” p. 13.

14 (LR Sa—)VoEHE: a Y7« T3V AL S 75— FREEEANI D EICERE, 1999 4,
85 H,

15 Vilém Mathesius, ,,Fonetika, jeji podstata a vyvoj,” in Cestina a obecny jazykozpyt (Prague:
Melantrich, 1947), pp. 29-30.
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EVS BT TV EHET AICE > T P e X3y aMefilLcna T ehb i,
ICOMITIEME LAV, UL LINOOIHOEEZHFESITIE. TINSHEET— 7LD
[F—¥] 1% alliD [SEL BBEENES AT LTHEERDBEZTT] OHORICH]L
— i, [ 75— 7 IROMERENTI 2 8D THHRIC, LHLRLENT T EadEH LK
LDTHAHTEMRBENES | W LFENTWB T ENL Y MK,

Sanld. NBEEBIOFETH S, LA > TEad. HWEENT 2 05 Rz, AHOMHES)
HEI 2, %/Ei’é_/éﬁ% KBMTAL LTI I LA, mELELTOMT2ICLA, BT
DEXD, &2 L EAERITRELFHYIT, LA, Lo bHALHITH S, LIed>T,
IS H > TE, WREICHIL TRZ2 LW S BIRZ L 2NETH D, HREDBIANDREE5,

Lit. HHEMTHEAE LD ONIEEHTFROY AT LTHS 1,
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Yarg7vUBhREELZEVWDNS [7—8) F 1 aHIBIREREYTIVAD [H
L FOREEFRIE] O—HiE DHENECICH AN EFAR B FOEXKEHMNICIE -
EDFRLTWVENED, BIETHUE. HAGRINZZEAN AN SMIRE S,

Axyald THWE) DX EMEEN < TV ADBMEICIZBNT W@ 5 — 5T,
FRADY 27 ¥ OFRSICIE T OMEENHIINT 5 LiER L. [SFEAICBT 2 BEEOHER
AHEWGE & WS BRI A TN X 51k 3Icid,. Yaod v icksd A kED-
7zl OV LEERDT TV B,

THLIYa7y YOBMERNIHC DV T, REENEREIC > THEDREDELTH
HERIIEEZ DEMEZIBRE LIz LIV « 27U > a2 (1880-1961) ——< U 7 KZED[EE
TEHHIFEEDI YT Y a——DOFENRENEIND OV, HCYRE, FRUICRE

16 1 Se—)VofEHE) 85 He

17 Danes, “On Prague School Functionalism in Linguistics,” p. 4.

18 1 DSe—)VofEHE) 87 He

19 I'7—+] 351-352 H,

20 Danes, “On Prague School Functionalism in Linguistics,” p. 7.

21 Roman Jakobson, “La scuola linguistica di Praga,” in Selected Writings 1I: Word and Language (The
Hague: Mouton, 1971), pp. 539-546.
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TSt 2 B ST Ule TRIPARERRO—IENE L TOHMG (1930) Ofisild, EEED
VIV ELIC X5 TROESICERNETN TV 5,

(7 yaicdnd) HRZFEL XS &9 5K, RLEEDOFTHMFELD S LO—D%HER
TENTEZDREVS, B, FIRHICHE > THIRD SBYIRREAN L2 A AR AR ETT
FEEp WA T RBRICHET %) GO e LTHREND, ~DHDORMPIFIHN
MNER, CTHOMFHIT 2D, Hixsirh e LTOMRTIEA, B D FENENE N
ZHG, TENINRORENZE T 2HICL > THRELSN TV SIS 72, [-] BZNZRGO
BEEHRmERK L], Uked o TEH—OMHEIE BANLAPEDO T, 55— OfEEIE ERIEDH
B, = ORI BRI AR ORI & 75 5 Y,

TR TV ADHEF—HWHRNEE DT E R OBEER OB L > - Dld, il
THo1=0Oh, X2y a3, FRAPHEEEDT 2 )Vr — LR L— kb, NEEEDS R
VI =759V /) TAF—FELHNT P, R XNETT 2 )07 — LOFMIZ,
S EHRB IO ERICIWVT R TH D, T OFEDEAE RO HFES) @
THorl, [CTTHIEERE VS DI, UERPHBOHRE, ZORIEDFREDEED
SERT ZDTIREL, EETEMIVICEE D> TV BBHEORE & LTHEHZS LS
Vit P RO S HHEXHEAROBLSHEFCREBA R TV AN BERZ TE
REHI RV, TTTIE. K0S EREDEREZRATT KTV T =75 Ok 7%
WEHLTHES,

dIa2=7 4D HFENEm=tEE] £id, T TIEIESHEED HELTwasT k] &
LTEEIND, JLTFOUF N FEFERED X SR, HOWEKEINZITHD THAE] & T4
e LTOHAREEDOHTENMNHEE TV AHEE] THO. Lieh > THEIEORK 2R3 2
I FDITADRIELTWS (&t Thd %9,

Te BB REICE M L Te S R 2 T =059 103, ZDER FNER= 27V ADHIC
HIERITH U T ERN TH -T2 & ROFIHSICI A Z %,

T a)Vr —LOEFE, RO EETE L M EERAEDOLEL DM TO—HTHS L
W, TOEHEBESDLHMO LT ETNIESEV, BICBREDEEZ S D TE Nz
J 572, &b HIFRZZ RO ATREME Z it 2 7201 Fhe LT TREL] L0556 T

22 Petr Osolsobg, ,,Filozoficka estetika a teleologie,” Universitas 3 (2005), pp. 3-4.

23 Danes, “On Prague School Functionalism in Linguistics,” p. 6.

24 RiE— <V /) TAF—L LT =2 a—Z : ARIORZEE UTOXE AT ) BiE— (EF
W) =V /7 RXF— LYy =2 ho—2Z0 hRaNish, 1980 4, 15-16 H,

25 GE— IV IJAF—L LY r=Abua—2] 15K,

26 Alfred Reginald Radcliffe-Brown, Structure and Function in Primitive Society: Essays and Ad-
dresses (London : Cohen & West Ltd. 1971), p.180.
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EDORBEEM) LV HFETEE BRI P,

LIz TI ROV T=75 9 OBEEmIC [FHROEX] ~"DFNEEWV, T Lk
BELEABTI RV T=0I9VORMENRDZ L, TV T XDOKHERICH > T E
LG HIGERNIERNR T ENS, BETHN LIzILOofthliconwtsdhid. 22T
O HITF 5N TNDIEERD LNV D SFEER TH - BN L)L OFERFERE & 1
Fixh, TEEROLANUICBWTREICRZ DX, BEEHZ VL FERO LX)V TOFR]
MKSRETH L. ZOHE, FiLFOEEXE B AA. HGRIMER B IZET S NENT
H39,

CODEIICHTLB L, ITIVVRICE> TERILENIHERED B5E - REHTEA LW
S k. A3 2 lito T 5L FOBSZ B RIC AN S LB & BE#H DT 5, BERE
TEORAFHE R Niz) @ LEHT 2897255,

[EFEZICBT B T INEROBEETER | KBV TE XY 21, BN E WS BERIFEH
DO THEEOIEEN ED K 5 @SR HDTWBH 7%, T I/NFRIEM UTffiaa 2 i
N5 S ELFHMAT %, Bl TEREOBE | LWV A HNE TR E DBRICHISS 21
EWVS 5SS, HEGRNICRIRTE S T EDWRENZDTH S, [SifgHEi o [SiE
TREFEMCHNOND COBREL WV IFBIE. TINARTIE RE S0 BRTHWS
Ny @ ens —ficHNng [ £725THA5 LURAICHMOEE e © IS5,
LEDZDDEETH B, [] —MRic, BERIE., H2HHE2T5%2RTEDTHD.
ZFOBRMERETHS ] O LI RicRnEEhs NER), TR bAKETH S,

ZFTTHF—J—RIKEHLODD XTIV ADEM [T INEFBEY— 7 )LD 14E] (1936)
O, TRBEOESRD S ZFOERZME E B 2 SHENTFRA LD S HIIEORfSE, B
T BICHEED BIEARAN LD S J5iE. DFE D IIEEEN R /71EDO S DR M FMIEHRT 2 &5
Ko tz) OV BFGELIE, T VY AOBRES AT, KRS BO TR HIERD/ S5 24
LIBLTWA XS I bNnd, FRICHY TARISGEDHTICDOWT] (1936) OHD T4
NBICHET 2 RAB I IEOENRIZ, ZOLICSFECLICHRZREAB X TIEO T~
ZELTEDTEBHE—DILENRITH B | P LS —Hilc & KBl X EED MER ) TF
Bl LW F—T—=RIMMERIN TS TR,

ERELURTYTRCHET SR CNETHOTE 2 THWH (teleology) | &1 S fliE I,
A HMMEZE BNK 0 S B EREEED B XA B bl EEEoay - €y 7 U R
U (1918-1996) DIEE L= IHiEE (teleonomy) | TEEMRI ZRNETHAH, X a

27 Radcliffe-Brown, Structure and Function in Primitive Society, p. 178.

28 Danes, “On Prague School Functionalism in Linguistics,” p. 9.

29 BHEH TEREAREI  AEhiR) 1153 Ho

30 B TEREEAREIL  iEhim) 273 Ho

31 Vilém Mathesius, ,,.Deset let Prazsého krouzku,” in Jazyk, kultura a slovesnost (Prague: Odeon,
1982), p. 439.

32 Vilém Mathesius, ,,0 soustavném rozboru gramatickém, in Jazyk, kultura a slovesnost (Prague:
Odeon, 1982), p. 50.
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1% “teleology” & “teleonomy” Z XA, &I THIH OEKRTHY., HWGEROA
ICSTIVTADEREFLR LY I TV OBREFROMICHENARZ R TWa M0, BN
I < DEEROFEEZEiIR E T 5 THAYERP (goal-intended) ] & HEEHIMAY (goal-
directed) | ZRAIL TEZ N, T VU AZHEHEIC, Fif - MRt FDTTINERD
REBIZMIRBE DIS—ART T 4 TOL LICEEHETIENTESL L, T5EZLHNE
REICEIL T W3 @, 1BICH % & 512, HIlE (teleology) IC[EHEIG %V a7 » OREREBICD
WTEAZYTHUREMT A HZDIEN5,

EWNZDO—T, MERISGESHTICOWT) O T IIAN, FEEEHEETSEDO L
LT, WHRRZABLTWAHEREEEZ, REELTRAELRW, ICE M Uz =fOE
R, T BREN. HHNN, EREINIERORD S5 OBIGOFRIIC & > THRNE
&EOZHNGRONGN B——5 > THNE TAZHWGHN] II—FRIXRE 2L HTY
ZV Y aDVHE OV, LA HWGNSHICERT 2 Y37V &0 <TI0 ZUBEV,
THUITEINCE Z RN TE D 5o iR Tld & < A0 e o T hUC  HFRICHES
e OWIREE TH 5Tz ITITRAICE > L L RERFERMIFLIER— Ry 7 R
JIVERICDWTEEZRBZ LN, AR Yar7Yyroksic, Bz KRB R
I % B & S d B L IRE X Tl o T O

MEG—RICH L CEhDTHEEZ > TV ADBELE iz, HilOFFHICINE 2 555
HEIKRO5N Tz, &0V TEREDIRIEREETZ W 2 MBIC UTAR Tl R, MRHCRER
BRI Tl TV RICE > TIHSRNHSRE >0 A5, [LEERELMIE &
WRPENSHICLTEARESHERSVEHVWE D L RixE Nz, S0z, BRRS
U =D DOHEAERE—T b BIEMEE L FHBRE— D0 FELTVE L, 7YY X
BEATOE % L L, 295 LIEEBOBEANDHEHZ, Y7V >0 6 HEEETIIEE
BAN. TINERIGEERRIE LI 2a—F—DA)H/ V- TEFIVEEICBHEREL &
5 EWVIEIN, T VT AIKERITF Tz, THARGRI. AERERTTic BN TE )z R,
FEGAIIE ] D TTREMEIC B U 72 fRICHE S LS Akt ©7 o i, Mg ok
MEROMEZUE - 12DTH 5,

Ca—I—0OBRERESEZ I LIZEVID, ITIVTAMRILLUI=DEY 3Ty %

33 Elmar Holenstein, Roman Jakobson's Approach to Language : Phenomenological Structuralism
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1976), p. 118.

34 Osolsobg, ,,Filozoficka estetika a teleologie, p. 4.

35 Va7 v oEMEICEL TR, PR OS X EEREEZR > TV, Thxldo &
DIRT DM, 19274 1 H 12 AN OE@ETH 5, [EHHEIOREZ THE) IC&>T (BEW
FRES) BIHT B T ek, REMICHT LS EERLOZHEZHRT 22 ehtikaTL LS L,
FRLTANBICENDD £EA, LALZENTERIE. BRERINASIID [FEARMN) i

EFREEIHE, BERICTZICBEPVAEVEETREDERVDOTY, SEOEICBNTIE, s
DHERN—AKFRD MHENER] Nemh S HEEHROEmMEE, Z U THRRICERFE S -

59 THEMMIEKY Ozt E N2 MEMZZ O 20T L TEH L TWE 9 ,] Roman
Jakobson, Pis 'ma i zametki N. S. Trubetskogo (Moscow, 2004), p. 104.

36 Vilém Mathesius, ,,Né&kolik slov o podstaté véty,” in Jazyk, kultura a slovesnost (Prague: Odeon,
1982), p. 170.

37 Danes, “On Prague School Functionalism in Linguistics,” p. 6.
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FERIELIZCETLHONS 3WRETTILTIE L. EREROBEBOBKIERTH L
5 OV Lad, #5k (Darstellung). BEE (AppelD). 1% (Ausdruck) @ 3 HEEET L2 %
DEEZFANTZDI TR A>Tz, [HH, HFEOREIETEETHZ) &, LHICE
WA RBZRLDD, 20—/ T IRENSHO X S TliGRIGHIcOR, Ca—F—
WKHEELT MR ZFRTa T D TED X D%, FARMBIRIE CILENEHNSICT T
W LIERIT % R, YT U AN S EEEIORARIEAE L LDk, FIEHEEE & (5
BEBED - DTHO., LHMEBEOBEEICIZIY 2 —F—DAIVH /v« EFIVITRE Nk
RGBS, MR EN—EY ATV U EE LTz 6 BEEED S B D TE1E T HEEE)
BT 2HEN TN D AT N TV,

LAL, ¥TFYTRICEST, Ea—F—&bE, FLTRT VT —LRIRIY T =
TSI VEDERELREERE ES>TDER—Ry 7Y R 2V b2 ThHote, @

R=Fw 72 F - 7V RDOEFELOEFICASNZMNARH O OB ZEMTIE [-] B
REL VS BRI AR ZRIZLTWE, R—Fo 7 Vid, iG0SEOH TER DS DHME,
ZOEMEAEE LR U TR aVEREZERA L, HREFRZOERICET 5 EROMIZzERL

7 (41)O

1869 FEEICEINTHERE [T U A s« vad ey —] KBV T, R—Ky 7V
2o by —ICFHMLUWIEIZINZ TO D, 2 ITELRN. K EESOEEIRN
BRBNHS N, & DIFHEKE D, SFEEHARDERINTH % & O AR M Fnlft
L7zEfTTH 2, R—Fu 7 icinid TEEEERATHZ VS RIRZRAELZ] &
WHTaTA by —Id, [TORYIHICAS DL LERHE HVROFED [] &< H
ICAD D> T, SHlEARALRGICEWD) EBZIE, JIOBSIC Tz NEORHM?E
LEST., HHADERELFFICENED LIzDTH S W b, THlcH DN BIRADTE
EHPEUIRTHIC, KOEK S ITHET %,

b U TRk (Tabb—E0Zmz 5E L, KE2 R L T8I 2 MEAREREL) L0
BRAMERRICE A T TERROMEE) (ThbBEBEOIHIORE L3N, 2TOFENMR
BB EVIEEEETHICE LD THET S5, 25T THEESG) ® TARER] L)
HFIV—ICT UDI T s, SHOFENFMRAHEICE S L, SHEMIICBIT 2TBIEDERIC
MEZRETE% “,

38 Danes, ,,Prazska skola: nazorova univerzalia a specifika,” p. 58.

39 Mathesius, ,,Nékolik slov o podstaté véty,” p. 170.

40 BHEH TEERARSIL © IREERD 1153 H,

41 Vilém Mathesius, ,,Kam jsme dospéli v jazykozpytu,™ in Jazyk, kultura a slovesnost (Prague: Ode-
on, 1982), p. 43.

42 Ivan Aleksandrovich Boduen de Kurtene, “Avgust Shleikher,” in Izbrannye trudy po obshchemu
iazykoznaniiu 1. V.P. Grigor’ev and A.A. Leont’ev, eds. (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo Akademii nauk
SSSR, 1963), pp. 37-38.

43 Boduen de Kurtene, “Avgust Shleikher,” p. 38.
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TTTHF—TU—RiE e 72, R— R 7 U ORGELRRIa EAZREAE . HIFTZEIC
2 BN TN T I ZADHEEITAZZICE NNV ED, HEXERIRICOWVWTIE. 7
VAL THEGENT T TRERIEE L DOSHEOMICORHNENT] iR L. TR
ELUTHNL LI SEREOADPHIE SN TV, [] HLDOSHERSEMNLEE ST LI,
SRECBWTHEREN T I 2 RERREZ RS 5 T L 2L ARAREIC LTz “Y e ltHI L Tz,
ARk DBEREZ BT 2 L8, SREORLAPREZICBIL T, FERrRARM Gz BB I
S RED AT % SRR O ED A THEZ T VNIV - T4V« TURIV
MR 2 RO LD TH A 5,

(TVRIVNE) SETERSHEE, TOREROBEBIELZERT S C & MRS OHIN BT
Mo EETELEEEIEHIR LTz, SEOMEE MHE (energeia) | ZHHi 52 & TH-
T. T&D (ergon) | ZHHT BT ETIRENVEVIEZIZ, WHSIEICEOTHEED & DELkE
MRS 5 DEABIC LT @,

2. VATV E MY v —/ TICETBHEBEDELR

FTTIKHBRIZED, Oy - vaAJV DR ENDS 151 RAST ¢ A h2EEHD
?—%J@%1%@a@r%%td%%%&vx%hféééﬁé%iﬁjTﬁ\@%ﬁ\
HZERT 2 & WS Rk, AROE#h e G35, SiEimsize., &84 L LTHMId
BICLA, EELTONMT BRI LA, EEEERDERD, Lo L ABITREZFHAT,
Lhb, 6o L AREHIITH S 40 L5 5512 HIGIY (teleological) 7 MARASHIE
Tholeo ANELTEYOTY VX, T7—Y] Lk 5 RhkGm & U T oD HERZRE
FIHFEICITBEH L Tz, 728 203 1927 FEHIEIC I NSRBEY — J )V Tiio TS ld 15
FRIE HsRidE ) b L, HEGERIRO EHREANCHIN IR L) & S e FEE
I > TROZRNEHGRN R, MEFENEHORBE LI, SiE (L0 DbIFEhR) &
ZFOERRNEMET 2 HNAZEZ BTN LR E WS FROBHANEDENS | W &
WVWIHSIICERL TV,

CORHIOY ATV N, TINGHEET— 7 IVDRAN—E LTIEET 20 b5, 74
IWRVUZAMEBEDZHREMFELTED., 1928 FIciE THL 7] o 28I by 4 = v —
J 7 DT B XUOEEMROHEME] ZHERL TV, [T7—V—7—¥] L
MENZCOMMEIE. LY a TAF—eYaT VY iIck>TREINS TSV AIROME
PRI > TCEDOTREAEREF > END, PIZIEVFHIER, 28 EDF—V—F—
YL 29D MF1EATT 0 A MZFEFERBOT—E ] B TRKHICBWTHETHD a7

44 Mathesius, ,,Kam jsme dospéli v jazykozpytu,* p. 40.

45 Mathesius, ,,Kam jsme dospéli v jazykozpytu,”, p. 41.

46 57—+ 351-352 H,

47 Roman Jakobson, “The Concept of the Sound Law and the Teleological Criterion,” in Selected
Writings 1: Phonological Studies, Second, Expanded Editon (The Hague: Mouton, 1971), p. 1.
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T A<V ZLDORRENEEC IR > TWB T L IZASMTH S @ LE LI LT, THEHERIRS
EOHT] EWISIGREEEA L CEHCORBEEBT LTV

T T CIEF I T DSARIN EMMDFERYI & DRDOBIR, RROUROMENER EZ> TV 5,
ZUTRESNIMEZEL eH O UT, THEEWER Z5MNICT5 T e, T %
Ua—a ORMEZ THRENAE] DOMREIT 5 EARIT LN, BEEIMEIITE VS F&
UL MBS BRI E S L Tws @,

MHRERIAT ) LiE. 7— VY —T7T—EBDHE 3 KD A THHE NG SCANZEM B 5 03T
XEENIEZM D ZEFIIZROWLEICE [ E ANSNE DIk, TNDEEENEEDN 5ELRINS
BRSO bV S EFNCEN D THEENES) 2530 THA 5, 7—VY—7—¥DF
5 THEEMBIRL &, SCAEMARW L —RICB O TEMOEM Z HIY - HEEICBId %
BRMEE WS RN S0 T 2R LRI NN, THL 71 TOYIMIRICITRETRIC X
DIEMIENTEBD, 22 TH THOWERO [Had) L0 BWicEb > TaimicH LU E
NTL 20N MADHIZ] L5V BEEEEORED ) ©F & HIERIMER iR T
Wiz,

NS DD T—EHREROFNCETS L, —RICBEEEINTVBRICEMNDET,
HHIREZLIE, byvA=vy— /T, [BIERATT 1 A FEFERENOT—E] EHU
IR E Nz TR 3ERHE L 85E ) (1929) FilNO [SCEDOERICDWT] T,
a7V Y OREORES L HINEREM & B [ bl 282 b L TW\w5, REIC
BB D) & T3El) E—Rzld 2808 LTIRES NS TH 20, ik
MFETIEH 2, —H AV ITY D OEBOTTEE > LEHEBERRXEHENTWS [
e O (1930) ICERDK S BEFHNDH S, TNETOFIHNTE, I TE
YaAT7VEEDB LA THME (teleology) ) ICH T2 MiaEZ VTV S,

BA MDD S EMB R SEENHIEE & W S RSO TERT 2, AL IEZ 0O S EHBE HWH
WEEREOREICEA T B C LIC/E %, COT LA LRRNCIREET 200k, BIMEE WS E
Al DHEEIHERS, DFE DEIFSEREN S NS 0S5 THS 2,

EgNE, TV —T—EOHEELID DFFE - SCAOERIRICAL NS AR VA
DIENTUCE S TRV, T, YaTY U ORENEE [SEOFER=HNE

48 VHIE T¥ /LAY a T AF—DORIEREE] V- LAY a 7 AF— CFHIE-THR—F) IFx
TRBESE A | RIBBEO S22 O ERE. 1975 4F, 231 H,

49 SEH TY Y« LAY a 7 AF—OfEES] 231 H,

50 Turii Tynianov and Roman lakobson, “Problemy izucheniia literatury i iazyka,” in Iurii Tynianov,
Poetika ; Istoriia literatury ; Kino (Moscow: Nauka, 1977), p. 282.

51 “Kommentarii,” in Iurii Tynianov, Poetika; Istoriia literatury; Kino (Moscow: Nauka, 1977), p.
530.

52 Roman Jakobson, “Principes de phonologie historique,” in Selected Writings I: Phonological Stud-
ies, Second, Expanded Editon (The Hague: Mouton, 1971), p. 218.
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MESREMIREII T & 0D Ly 7V T OB Gl % & 37 0UL. ZhUd 2 O HEDRIC T
i) & HEE (function) | LW FEASSTERPAICKE OV TE - LB BHARE D XA E > Teh b
EWVIITEER, & D DU “function” &S [FIFREGE—TB=HMWOBILM S R TEE]
MR L0 9 RO “function” EBPAICET 2 “DOEHOFEE LTO THEY L0 FEkoD

“function"——&, LIXUIXEFAZTINTHEO., T RO PR DIHICEEL TS XS

i<,

- -
(GG

(S HDOFITHOBR—I 23 & A EFFAREIC LTV BIREO—RENC TIicdH 5] @

1

TOY ATV VOV ST UL KR & I E I I A SRV LA L—7,

by 2o — )/ TIIREOBER . TRRZE TS ERICEEN TV A EERD (AW
WD) DR L D, GO TIREREIR L ORIEZ  FAZZF DEHEORRIIHEAE L 5 O
EEFRL TV, THIC CEOENICOWT) Dby =y —/T7h, HWfEmMEE—
MzZE LTVl ed, ROFIAXHSHHAENS,

a7 FEICE T (ustanovka) | EWHENDH S, ThEBEEZDET A [EEDOANWEEX
EERT D, LML, THORSIIRESHMZ EA LAV C e EEH 2, 5D
N, FEOENIIFETLLIEVWESEDDES, XHEEHOZEMER > T3 &, (EEIRZ

DEMHE>TVL 5B, ASOERDISIFENTLES T LhH s 9,

UL, by =y =778 TR Z2 TAERIXD & LTTa< THEEBERE] OlFR#E
e LTV TRS C &g, ROGIXDERICHA END, T T TORHMNGNZLEHE
& DI,

RERRHIRSHE. I 72 b BIERINERIC 1) % B OMHBIBHAE (ES DK ZRERHCER 51T,
FARSOEH 75560 HEICK T 25BINR AT —H 2 Th b TRl LOXR) ICRz#D.
SOEHIBERE. b BAES & SCERIEERYI E OMBIBIGRAY, FReERID < B T8I LV05 3
M5 TER] LS BRI 27 Y A2 L LS 7,

by v —/TICE>TE BERELTO DR IKATADTERNGEINTVS I L
BOMICEREE TH > T WEEREARRRICHKILL ), THROETET SIRIET 2 7 40<

53

54

55

56

57
58

Roman Jakobson, “Efforts Towards a Means-Ends Model of Language in Interwar Continental
Linguistics,” in Selected Writings I1: Word and Language (The Hague: Mouton, 1971), p. 526.

L L., Ya7y >y oleEmOREHAE E> T2 6 BEEET VICBW TR, T LARKIEEA
LHSEL TV T LICDWN T, AR TIN5,
Turii Tynianov, “O literaturnoi evoliutsii,” in Arkhaisty i novatory (Leningrad: Priboi, 1929), p.
282.
Tynianov, “O literaturnoi evoliutsii,” p. 40.

Tynianov, “O literaturnoi evoliutsii,” pp. 40-41.

[C OHEAMEZ NS 272D, KEEMMERZE L. XEEERRZELTVD T L2
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UALELTDEYy =y —/ 7, KROE L UTXEOZLZFIIAT % 7z DHFmEE
B LR, AR 2 0N A ZBMEAN, HAREINRARTE > TR
ZED EEATZE LV, DX D EOKRRIE, KRICHET BRI Lz > TELT %
MW Z I H BN EEEZ R T D, T OE CIRENREE IR OIN RIS X - THED S
E5ENBEDTIIEL., SCEORRICNET BHFETHZ L. by r=v—/TEEX
BZDTH 3, EHFEANEDH PRI, ZN D OXE(kic HEE#mA (goal-directed)
MR E SIS, by o = v —/ 7K - HINERP (teleological) Z#AEEHTE X
B2RZBTDDTHHAD, Mo TYabV—E—DEXSIC MEZRZZDIERZBLT—EDE
KERBEL XS & LT, ZOEKICEHNT 2 REOMEER & DEHREV LFEZERT %
& IO DNT ] ZRFELTLE > TRELIEL R,

Y7y UMY 3 XS5, “function” £V I [AEREBES LIELIKEAINTVED
WREERZELTE, Sill - CEMRICBIZHRE - 8 & L TO “function” & FHBHRER - B8
e L To “function” WL MR TIEGANVE, Far2—IdF 5,

HERERRI Y 70— F DB 2 FIGRIIRE & HAGRIZSOMEIE, HOZ T & RN E
TRV, b=y —/ 7OMHICE, B LT ek 2IDHANIAEDOMRRD & 510) BiE
TR D E R DEDR B T WD B~/ RRAWSELHNSHEZRNT S ERZ. H3
—EOMHBEMEREICIEZ A O,

ZTT [PEOMKITDONTY ICBF S Tl OMTEIC, 29 LIEERRE->THED
e

o

&

v

kDR DOREAZTH S [EH) LI, 52 AT LIET 5270 LR SO E
FEERYIHRL—F DY AT LORT—ED TR 3] &L, —EOREZEHLE TV
BCFIEER IS L— BB RRICE L, Hks (% KPP a2 (amplua) | #5HT
WBREERZLRERL, RHT0 LT NGBERRIINE XL FIFTbDTH s ©,

FIAHD “amplua” 7% % 3F &, —MRICHHBIC K> THE SN S %] ZETH, Tvh—
THHINGEE TRV av] CIRENZ DBV, ZLTH Y =BT, v
FNZBE Uil 5 T = A7 L O TETN LS S HETAE N2 OFEF O]
EHRELTVWRCLE, DL TATHS, EE byvsr=v— /T8, LOFIHXDR

RELTHELTEREND S, CORANZAEND > TILH T, ZHESRTHLPRY
MO T hARERDZDOTII AR, ZNEDEH%R, R BIFET % LEZEEBNIT ST &N
T %] (Tynianov 1929: 32)

59 Jurij Striedter, Literary Structure, Evolution, and Value: Russian Formalism and Czech Structur-
alism Reconsidered, Matthew Gurewitsch trans. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1989), p. 76.

60 Hans Giinther, “Funktsiia,” Russian Literature XXI (1987), p. 62.

61 Tynianov,“O literaturnoi evoliutsii,” p. 31.

_94_



TINGEAY— IV BT B HEEEOBES

HTlE, 3 AT LOMBFHERICOWVWT, Zhoh GHELEWV] WS RHEWAT
MERAL&->T) W REANEN, TH—OBEROR=THE]] w5 K5, HEMKRE
LT THEE] MEBRELTO THEE) NETIVAATITK EEMNRTEND Y,

COXIIC—EHUERSEERZDZ by« = v —/ 7 OEER & K HNGRICDOWT AR A
F—ld. Z—L 2T aZA2Z5IHUDDRDOX S ICHEIT %,

ZOWEONETHERWAEThYy =2y —/I7HFRLES & Liisld. SHTE THIE
M (goal-intended) | & THEZ#IN (goal-directed) ] . I7&b B THIH (teleology) | & TH
5 (teleonomy) | DRANC & - THARATHETZ, SREAMICDVWTOY ATV VY DEZFZi#HL
2BR, R—L v a2t V3T ORMZTFRICROXL S ICEH LTV @ THWEmNR TE)E
FERMAELE, Ba Y, BERICE LDV TWE, InbHik, HAREDTEIORKE & LTHE
M9 %1, THCKHLUT, IH25ERNENERNETAICRAGNS G, £ TICERMNCITES
BZEENEBTE AV, TNEEHEBNN TS L E5bNE], F—Lr¥ak A ickhid,
HiE#mmaz—737xbb THEERM (teleonomic) | 5——7 0t ADAREMNR I, TN (/5
% Z 72 % 72408 (directive correlation) | T¥H %, [H2 7Ot Ak, Zhbhfio Tt A0
JRKE R 2T TR, MICHLDEREMD T O A k> TEAINS XS BB THE LT
VWBBE, GHNNTHZ L REENn3 @,

CCTWE Zxvaofflice RohkLsic, LRILVERZEEE TN5 “teleology” &
‘teleonomy” A%, FiEZ LR THNER). %82 BRI E) < DR TR DIFEZ e &
Law TEEGR] SIS RKKAIRN TS, TORFIE, 7YY Xkl 5 HER-
ERL# e O 172 5 U Tz BIC iR Tz S L 720, B EEDE Yy 7 RU DR L8 D TH
%, AREIKOBEZIC X > THMERMHABIERM S Nz v S ZBZ TRk > TV
TS BNT, A TR —T ¢ YA ERBBZICHTz>TE Yy T RV TEER &
WOREZEITBH U, AYndszsem Bl & UTERIERT 2 & Ul B H NGRS _E
HEOBNOZKES L LIEEN S,

EyF Y RUDTORERYATY VREI LIt R—L Y a 2 A IEE S B Tl
R L OBIRIC I 3 5382 (1967) ZHGHRD ., ZHhudkEb L,

THASH (téléonomie) | &5k, FBTRMNZHHED 2T TRMEKE (finalité) | &5 35
BT RN E-S L ZICHWVE25ETH S, L LAND, biehblmbd 3R MEED
17, BRSO LV S HNZE B LB I N, b h, &S0 6hTwahok
Sic, RTMERTZDTHB 9,

62 Tynianov, O literaturnoi evoliutsii,” p. 32.

63 Peter Steiner, Russian Fomalism: A Metapoetics (Ithaca, N. Y. : Cornell University Press, 1986), p.
125.

64 Holenstein, Roman Jakobson's Approach to Language, p. 118.

65 Roman Jakobson, “Linguistics in Relation to Other Sciences,” in Selected Writings 1I: Word and
Language (The Hague: Mouton, 1971), pp. 685-696.

_95_



KE

LIRVAL RO 6NT) EEET IZDI5NTVWE DX S LFH T
Z01EN5, TNIRROHCHRENKIEZIEL T0a X2 Icdmda &h0, FmAlk
DRI H Tz > THIERBIRICIIDZ L 2 ZTRL TW I b 5T, YaTdy o
TR KD ZFELERCEDZEE T E LT LAV, WAL X Ry aMEfiiLz
X312, SO BWFRNRIICITREAR D T3 TICRT > 2L ZHHT 2 —E 15
F0RTBLA, 200 ZDEEDFERICOVTDARERFIHD—DEIg T 5 C &I
BET HEDO SN FONRETETHI LR TERVDTH B @, HE F—V—
T—E T, 3% Uz UERE) OFERICNIET 2iERIZR R T, F (R0 LS
DIEZRD BAANEZHE O L DO L DR DT % T EWNATREIC A 50N, HILORE TR, M
S T RE 7R XEEA L DN DR D B AT ¥ O &2 BIRT 20 E TR TEx0) ©7 e
REMDDIF BN TV,

VT o &, THWGER ] THIME) TERORAAOMER ) &V BN Z { DSBS
BHIBEOHOEEAmEOEBC LEEBEL Y #EHEE THANOMEZES T L1,
SiHZ HWRRIIC BT 5 2 & TH B, [] il H2VREZDFiEZ LB ANBIC,
i, FELW, BAMGRZEDRT T2 HMICERZEIE S, NG 1% EH 51
FEEV] @ EFRLL YA TV yERIHILTVA, LAL, EIZT S Lt zhva
TV o THWG) O THEER) MARBEZEEOX S IFEMT ERSETNET S, DOF
O, YaATVURERETEZOE., by Zv— IHICHEARICR IO LAk, SiEhRT
DEDOHNNERIMEZET 2 HHTHBNEARRTHZ VI RATHIIHE R, [7—
Y1 H1&RE T5HTE, ELBRNOEEFIIEZDEANCH > THEZ KT LWV E X
75 (nomogenesis) | " &3 %H, “nomogenesis” & Id. B THREIN 2EET 54
ZHAIV T DR U TR I < [A—DREICH 5 EYNE, LD X 5 IcHEOM
BHIZE DD S T U B L 2 BT B L5 —— [EAELE ] & TERIREEZ
FHEELTHED., COEEFICERT % Thx E1FE LR,

r Ry aLIC K> TIRBE N T5EES] OBERICOWTE, SiEEfic K2HAE
BOMBREVWS XD, ZNHOFEMNEET ZERMEOHEBIE Rl Tz kic, b
RO FE T BN LR ROV ERED, LU, LA L, SiBICHRfIA
MO TVEDNDE D BRZERET BERMAET ST LIE. BRIV T 1 FERBDHTWL
T2 TV iTHI K —HIlT BV T “teleonomy” &S GBI EHIAY R HIFRZIE L TV AA, v
7Y N EERIEIAZ BB T B N R T I HRR OMMC H B T L2, T O5 RS
FENEL S TRLTWVS,

E 3w (teleonomic) ZBIERIE BRI E Nz (intended) ——3 % W& FIZHRHAM (goal-striving)

66 Danes, “On Prague School Functionalism in Linguistics,” p. 28.

67 Tynianov and lakobson, “Problemy izucheniia literatury i iazyka,” p. 283.

68 Vanda s Lh—F v (EBERD I HRCOFFEE) BFRE,. 1974 4, 126 H.
69 7VFRL - <7 o GEENRD SRR Bk, 1977 4, 71 He

70 57—+ 354 H,

71 RIVT o 2 THEFSEEY) 70 Ho
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G—MRET ZFZRICANSEDTH> T, BXOFEMRK (subject of intention) NS H T, EKX
EN/zHIN (intended purpose) &IXERIHRE BN BRI ER LRV DTHB, YaTv e
T7NT D ARRICH T E 972 & 72 5 IIRENZ LD TEXE NI W EFERNZIR (unintended,
incidental effects of the therapeutic change) | IZDWTCEZDHE, “ANIZWERRZ XA TOERIC
EMLTVWEDTHD, 2O ehn, HNGERMN (teleonomic) 72aiHHIE K HARAVEHA O E ()
ERHETCERV, ZLTZOMEELATHS 7,

I ADKERE Cﬁ&&h%ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%@ﬁ&@ﬁ%d &Z/JﬁFEEM§EJ8ﬁ%
TRIEEREZREDTIIEVWESIICEDNEZDTH S,

3. RA b v« a7 DRKEICEST B S AR

RICERBFEZEZEDEa— MV« RAH b 2 V) 3 7B BEREOREZOMEHIE A 5, 1%
DFHEIKEEER B HFENHIIDE 5122 DI 1920 AR B—F Kb B T I N\EIRD
77—+t (1929) NWHREINLFENS TH S, HWERKZOWIHEFTEINELEHS
KAy oV aTREN T EBETENAFEZICETZED., 20 FRFHICIE T TICKE
DEANDNEFESY ) TAF—E TR T - TS5V E > TABBENT Oz, 1948
2 HOVHET 1T 2 —RIFEGEWEFTONRZRICEBE N TR by o U g 7B E Nz
OIFERIE, TFRRDTILY 5 TIEFARO S B TEE - & & KB TIERES Y J 7 AF—
OHRETFFEFIREMD O 2> TV A5 | P L3 EDTH 1M, ZHUYRDOT-bH
L T99R) THo. A4V aTe<) ) T AF—OT Y d—3 > & Rixd il
EMEED 5 Tz,

BERO@ED ., KAy oV a3 7@ vary r BRI SR H 0. i E R
LTI INCMEOEYE, SHEY—2)UCHE-> DRI TV Thotz, T Lz AR
EEZTEL, [F7—1) LABPICHENDSRAHENZEENSLTE, Ry 1V 3
TICBT BEREDOREZIE. HOHEM BT W SUEANEEN S TR, T INVEIROBHEE
FRICHKRT Z T LIFREVERD,

FEIEHTR T M. UL ANFZAICERR T RET R &V D HEEDEE LTI DX 2O 7
Thoiz, BERTRETHFAF—DHLIL » K X1 —2 (1900-1966) DFFiHtED =&
DFXTLAEY 3 TAF=PERNTVB LS, THENBETERIZ. 7570 0BEETEE
WEEZDFINCEENIZDTH O FORBETHOHESERE > 717, ZTh b NGERE

72 Danes, “On Prague School Functionalism in Linguistics,” p. 28.

73 Henrik Baran, “O P. G. Bogatyreve: Po materialam arkhiva R. O. Jakobosona,” in L. P. Solntse-
va ed., Petr Grigor evich Bogatyrev: Vospominaniia, dokumenty, stat’i (St. Petersburg: Aleteiia,
2002), p. 138.

74 Jan Mukatovsky, ,,Pfedmluva,” in Karel Honzik, Tvorva Zivotniho slohu: Stati o archtektre a uzit-
kové tvorbé vitbec, druhé vydani (Prague: Vaclav Petr, 1947), p. 10.
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ANELVETR NI AT BN TSN — [ SH2EH OB R LT B ireS a7
ANE—BBE LTV 5D TH S,

TOXSITRH by 1) 3 7ORBEGEED, BIETE N TE AL SilEh bRED
WEeZEA L EOEKIE, L TN BRVESICEbns, BYICHM SN e
L COBSEIIEREEHD B2 EAATVEHOE S ICEENEDFICEEL [] M—D
HEILINC 32 T2 R0 T Bilie 70 L —BEE LR TH - =0 L M4
SRR (e ARBHESEEE CEER ER), b5 SEHEBIOM & D5 Al
ICHS 2 S EOREIEORE R E UTEIRT %) 77 75 \ORES B 3B S5 H)
DEKEREME L WS BZFTHHFEZTOEDORENS, T LIEZEREEADR D&%, S35
FHIBICL EUTERINCEBR LIzOD, EDHESRRA My Vg TE-T,

ot TRBZENMEROEME) (197D i E Nk (L 1969 4L WS HELDH B)
P khuE, BRICH22T7 4 —IVRY—TDORETH B [REIIVISFT « )L—2 DOl
Wit B BMED (1929) Tl T—H LTSNS ENMER E N TV, [-] Ry,
Bl WA T A ORRIIZHE. NS OREGENFESED, 2O e EiEDHZ 521t
EREBRIAZAS T LICRDBTERRLTI N, £ DRI NT, BT AL
HREMFALEDTHDENS ., BHEZZ L ER TV BREZIBIZHDYDIc Lz @ &
VI, BED TEHLD ) ICE, 1929 FEDOMTFICOVT [ThbDREENHEEDBR L
PERED T DZALD BN TE % L RIFHC, 2 CICHITS 2 WIHHEEEED 7 2 F 27V 7 1
IS U THEILZDHE L. BT S N IBii T A DB D 2 RO T2 LIS T B B,
WINC U TEMBEEN R F Y MR > T W BRI D2 e TER] ™ LidRsNT
WABD, TOFERERICOWVWTEFEIE [T TREEDORBEDIVEDH - T MEEE) 15 C
LREDEDNTVBN, TOARTIIEBICI BT TOEN) 0 L3d 5, L
AU, FU 29 FIcREE NI TREEPPEORMBEICEE T Tid. 3 TIc THERNEIZE
ik, VY a— )VERHICBOTEREINTVAED ., KO DOWH TRIEENF S %
MKT B L THB, TOBICHIRILLTL 200, At GOBRIC TS O RS RS H
T RHHELOMRETH % OV & THEEl NDE N——Lh & EEIEOMIE— DRV IEE N5,
BETHLREEDZ IOV TYRDOTELFELN, L, ZNEDBAEDHWFTH S
EW D LESD, Fl—OFRIWI T & BDO bR R, Bz tEN L EH I NG
B, BEENZ(LT B RIETHEH LTV 5,

75 Mukatovsky, ,,Predmluva,” p. 8.

76 Mukatovsky, ,,Piredmluva,” p. 8.

77 Mukarovsky, ,,Pfedmluva,” pp. 8-9.

78 Petr Grigor’evich Bogatyrev, “Magicheskie deistviia, obriady i verovaniia Zakarpat’ia,” in Voprosy
teorii narodnogo iskusstva (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1971), p. 169.

79 Petr Grigor’evich Bogatyrev, “Ot avtora,” in Voprosy teorii narodnogo iskusstva (Moscow:
Iskusstvo, 1971), p. 7.

80 Wk MERSULDRSY I W ERT b oAU 3 7O WERZA MRS, 1981 4, 17 H,

81 Petr Grigor’evich Bogatyrev, “K voprosu ob etnologicheskoi geografii,” in Funktsional no-struk-
tural 'noe izuchenie fol ’klora (Moscow: IMLI, 2006), p. 85.

_98_



TINGEAY— IV BT B HEEEOBES

RS 2D HEIC K > T Ao B RIFGEERFEDOEREDZLIC DV T, —HEOEELBE
MATREIC IR %, JEAIDMED . RERINIC B 2 il D — DO L EZed 258, NAMNIC Rk
KEDREFENDZ T LHA—FNEDN DD, TOKEDEDE D5 OFEEEEICHT 7o R itbRRED
FMENB T N B, TOME, KREIEMO 3 RIBORMA 2T 5 @,

RA Y 4V 3 TOHETBHIE SR TEE LTV, ZOMBETRDA LIRS TH
i TRIEREA LT 4 — 7 a7 I B0 B EREREN /T Lt 57k (1935) DD
—HiZxRE, X LICHFNIND %,

IOV T DIARIED DA, 1 h i i 2HED & WA LB A>T, 15
FITETE DEEI > TOT ML IR L. ¥ 5 Bbo e &5 METH B, —BIRRTES,
0o 7 OETHCIE A — S 2 — R DA 725 o AN D 5
KEADEW Elp;z“w\‘—v;—x“&i@bw‘:wo L. %@7?—/\‘—“/1—7;73\‘551%@“L:)\6
DB, 2O YR EENEL LT, B8O 2 5, EEEORE 2\ S 1 E A LR B 75 -
FOTHB, METE. F—N— s a— XI5, & EBRANFEDHIC@INS & > 127 -

7= (83)O

TTICEHAB XS, RA MY ¢ U 3 713 THAE) ORERZMEICER TS T 23w,
NROBHTHIH LIz~ 72 Mg, 7Y ALLEICKRA by 2 ) 3 7ic&
I BONEHNE, HIRAEICLTE, 72U TIRSSH. ZORLIIHEED
R K D IBBEEDZILICH B 5 L, HEIHIZETH O A5, BifEd 2 LB TOMM D
FEHEE C BZLDFERINE [ S AR VAL, BIEDRH K DB EEA LS )Ly
ARV ATV VOEHEHFE (CVTRI—F 7 EH#ETLH o= ADLBiL) #E
BTIREEZS N, HNE. SEITEE VS 7RISR OV TR Z 5,

ZWFE, TIONGEEY =IO [F—8 | hELAY 3 TAF—Ic &> TRES NS
3% cHD [FHERIZ—DOOMENMERTH D, ZTOIEIELERIT, 2R OBGRE
BN CTIIBIR T E 2V, REIMICIZFE CEES, B fSicBu i, Zelicizok
BHER B S 20 TH B I VST E5IEY a7V rol RIF2 M 1935) 15 M5
TEREERIBREZ FICIEE N TV A DT AR L, ZRUTMA THhOZ < OBHEZR & > TV
%@ nSEHESIHLEEC TRA Y 0 ) a3 7IET 5 LETINSHERT— 7 ILDE
A%, BEPERSCEIE TR bolED T A — 7 a TR B O TIEN LT

82 Bogatyrev, “K voprosu ob etnologicheskoi geografii,” pp. 89-90.

83 Petr Grigor’evich Bogatyrev, “Funktsional’no-struktural’nyi metod i drugie metody etnografii i
fol’kloristiki,” M. V. Minetok, trans, in Funktsional no-struktural 'noe izuchenie fol ’klora (Moscow:
IMLI, 2006), p. 146.

84 [7—¥] 34 H,

85 Roman Jakobson, “The Dominant,” in Selected Writings II1: Poetry of Grammar and Grammar of
Poetry, Stephen Rudy, ed. (The Hague: Mouton Publishers, 1981), p. 752.

_99_



KE

Wotel 0 LisiEdT B, L L, TTIRBHT V<) XL T—lIcE>TWwie RIF Y
FORESLIEE VS, YTV YOmX TRIF U b EFAU 1935 FEICHEI Nz TRIK
%#87i~7D?ﬁ%t%ﬁ%%%ﬁ%?%ﬁﬁ%&@@ﬁﬁjEu\ﬂﬁ®ED\ﬁ~
IN— 2= AHHEORIC A SR, § SICFDOLIMNTHAENZ L L, BBOZ XLV S 1%
HMRIF Y Moo eHEEMEREN TV, 2T Tld. 1932/33 FEICHE S N LUTO
WX TRAOT 7 F7 D7 Y ARAY Y —] & Tkt LIERHIC OV TE, KD K 5 I R
RO AZ 5N TN 5,

BT 5 RSN B IC BINNEN—— b 5 B BT S MR BIC & - TRETE 57
BT -7 LRI LMD . ZOREDBAIC BT, (S hie 5D & OMHER
B L. il 7 (i LI 3 S OBEEC 8130505 L5 < 755 & il 5 O E 7
DI E . IOTRIID BT 2 ) AR AY Vb, ZO—PITH>To0 HERD, (EHIBICE
EIRSHE D ILIRIIBSHEA & 2575 L1 0720 B EAEAE BIE T ORAICH LT C 552 5 2 ENT
E2— AT B BT, BAENBIRHHE  ODORIERBDETH-THD,
203 BO DN LEHOBEEN CRIC > TV B DR L. DF b, MOMEICAS b 4
DEEER S v 7V EN, TR H YT TEORIEAEE NIk F OB, B
DTEICFEENTLES C LABHDEBBOREL ®,

W:7Vyﬁﬁﬂﬁm%%éwa2§91m5®&5§%%m\ﬁﬁbw4037@Pi
T s OREEOBENEE BAMICHIR LU ThE %, [ZAINAREEE] EBEEORES & & A
BPRTHH LD FEOFIDHIHTIEE WS ¥ BB DLE ML LR TE 3 HMD
LR P BT A T2 DICIE R IV FOBESH RAIRTH BT &M, 7V AT R
V=DM R DB, EBICE/TST 25947 - 20T 7 FT7ICBIF B KED
FHRE) (1937) Ik B e, RIF Y MEKEER I T EREO L TS5 )V F— D2 b—
SV Z NUSFBRAED DR ARSI R L2 t—F TEhdbEanNs & 51k %,

HEHEDOHHOKEN, ESIKHAHOKENS, KERMHD L ZIZDOAHFICDT Z1#EKXD
KEN, Z LU TEBIEBROKE L ED X S BEILOKENE V- TR IT 28T 5 LItk > T,
iebld, TOXI GEBITICHES T DD DREREDRBICH E > TV TP, L DHEKAE
MDHPEBITON, MANIZNUE LR B > EMOBEED NGB E 2N LTV EE, L
TOWIRBESH UOERDETN T 3EX2KTH LNTES,

BATIZRDIAFR T 5 T N2V | BRI HOKRESEXOKRESHEILOKE,

TEERIRDOE S HEEZE > TWD (6o L EIROIEREN BYI1%T %), OFMHIIMEEE (K

86 = ITRARULDFIE) 22 Ho

87 Petr Grigor’evich Bogatyrev, “Rozhdestvennaia elka v Voctochnoi Slovakii,” in Voprosy teorii
narodnogo iskusstva (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1971), pp. 387-392.

88 Bogatyrev, “Funktsional ’no-struktural’nyi metod i drugie metody...,” p. 148.

89 R TRAULDRLE) 23 Ho

90 ETU4T c ARTFFT L. ATy FT LBHET S5 ET Y ¢ T EsttigEiET,

- 100 -



TINGEAY— IV BT B HEEEOBES

BREZBEIDNSH2F 570, HEEMTHEEG L TV LARFNUIZESEV), Ot -
Bz R g HEAE. ORMIBKGE. @Rz R HiE.

BHPHEXOKE T, ERIEIXDE S TIEF THAADESTHS 5, ORLA - HXHIbEE.
@FMEHE. ORALIEEHE. @R - sz R HERE. ORSHRERTHERE. ©FAIMRkhE ©¥

ZNCLTERE I HRAT Y A PRI OT—EOH 3% alH, bHEAA MY 1V 3
T OHEIHA DML Z TELTVEDNDE S, ENTERTEICHER, KA MY 1
U a 7ORKKERZ2R> T, KIS RO L VS TINARO— KRR E SN
M (HBER [BEH] ETEEATS G A, SHCBHTE, D5 & RHD
HEWETHRENTZDTH S, Lrb, RARY U a3 7OFNREEERAHI XS ICR
ZBo MBI BT T 47 - A0T 7 FTICBIT 2KEDEKAE) 1T TN TV 2 HEE
BOETFTHZ L, 151CEDEEDTH %,

1) EMIBERE 2) WIRAREGE 3) o7 ¢« v 7 BkaE 4 FUWEKRE 5 BIHK - HNRRE 6) &
LAIERE D IR R HRAE 8) BRI ZZ /R HRRE 9) W2 R I HRE 10) RIR7Z2 <9 1RE
12) Mk Z /R g HEGE 13) A2 R I HEEE 14) BB RIS 72 XA BHERE 15) RISORIZ 7RI

ok (92)
HE

T, SREEHIORKEEZIHCIADE S L LEAAE_DOKEETTIVDOX S Ia—
FTixbba—I5—DA)IH /Y- TEFTIVRYATV VD 6 EEETTIVD T & &—5ekEtt
ANDEANELHALNEV, Ea—F— Y a7V VOETFIVAHCTERRTH B DICH L,
RARY 2V a ZEHINTZY XA REFIRLTVBIGRE R, AT & A EBRIR 4 < BERE
ZHETEHEOV D, RN T+ —r a7 RREETH Tz VI FHEICE
XBDEAS, WAHULE LAY 3 TAF—1d, BERTHNT S MLoEREEED T THEMI
BED D BNE ] (1942) IZHBWVTRDKE I IHERHLTWV3,

TR DIEREN——Z TICENBBENZT EN TV EDIE WV D X THERVDIEN—FFHI LA < 8
BHEV, BROTHIEBOTEDNDOH TR ENEZFRVBAL L, BELHREE > THNT %
&S IBESURBADFIES B [+]o Te& AT A—27 a7 L2 5 T, T T TIRERNBHEN L
BN HATHAHEM TR, MOBRLEKMNTZ ENTERN P,

ULDERA D 42U 3 THZL OEREEDTIPETEDR—E 5T, T D5 DEEEN D
WEDNT SR ESTHRZ, THEDBIKIEN bR S MIEZ 5 L T\ a T EZFIHNITR
LIF7cD3—HEREOMEZAY THBIBIfR ] 22K T 2D THRWVDIZLEA A, [1&HE] - 28]

91 Petr Grigor’evich Bogatyrev, “Funktsii natsional’nogo kostiuma v Moravskoi Slovakii,” in Vo-
prosy teorii narodnogo iskusstva (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1971), pp. 307-308.

92 Bogatyrev, “Funktsii natsional’nogo kostiuma v Moravskoi Slovakii,” pp. 297-366.

93 Jan Mukarovsky, ,,Misto estetické funkce mezi ostatnimi,” in Studie z estetiky (Prague: Odeon,
1966), p. 67.

- 101 -



KE

VS XDEBLA TEH - iIBANR] ERTEZ2HHDZVLENEFNGE, Tz X
WX TEST 47 - AT 7 F7ICBIT2LEOHEKEE) ik, T+ 7 eMEn5] D
WEDILWIET-O EOERN TGS & LT MEHOEER A LT3, Ll EET % HEE (1%
FLIIHERE) & BT L2 TE0R T 2 HEHE RER I, BERL 2 R 3 HREI V) TH % 1V e o
1259 RAFENENREEDP RWEINEDTH %,

ZNCLTE, Ea—F—DANH /Y« ETNARYIATY VD 6 WHET TIVH, Siih
BERRELTWELEZE LTE, HERINTERTE & EARIC. (ZERAE & FFRIRRELI Dl
DEBICEOONT, 72 & ZITFFIHAE & X X SEEMEREOXHID R T LE RS TRV D
WCHARRH by 1) 3 7O2F 23 BEFIZRIC D DT IRCTE D %, TI/VERDR—
R 7 o E5| EMOIESEEEHIOZHAEEIE VWS R, KAy Va0 T7+—rn0
THRICBNTHID T, TOFRENEREZ TRICHEL, HEX LOREZ LiFlze 52
Bo THUIHE _RKKIZICIEZ > TLAY a TAF—D . RDEDICGFHE LIz @D D TH B,

HEOERICHBO T, ARDHAED (EHS0) HOTER% X5 RiEE, B, AR
BT, KIS D B IR FAHR RS L LTI bBNS, 22 TABOZE LS, 20
TFADAT BN 2 WHEBIFEO BRI THRO WSR2 Z BT 2 REESITEELTL B2
LITR %, BHEE NHID T 5 Licki & L W& ORSEHIBIHRIC DV T O MM EEN T T
ALV, ZO%EMIE LTI, TRESRBEEFRL (1931) % (35 & LTORKASE | Rk
I BT B BERER - BEERIIES ) (1936) TS ¢ 7 - 20 7 F 712 513 % R SED AL (1937)
LWV o VHEHORIFEEEERA by oV a TOHHEERFEENTESEESS %,

4. LHT 37 AF—DBERZICE B SN OBER

RICFIHLEZREDO DY Y « LAYV a T AF——TVaATV 2V EBRLATT I VG ER
Fp e RET B LHNY 3 T AF——IC B BEEEORERE RGN Z 5,

BANCHD HIF % TFEOEMGRL & LAY a3 T AF—HIADE 2 /5% R BD RO AIAR
THBMN, ZTTOSEREEBIL 1929FED [T—Y ) HFH 1RV UEIZFEFIEZTOEE
BESTVBREIDEICRZS, RAENE EE & 1929 F5H 30 FICHh T TOREDH
#F/—FTHEMLICIE. ZNLHURILEHNEZV, Z2IKE T7—H] H 1 k0EHEEZED
Y a7V ICHND TEK] OEZAR SN, HIGRNERDEHTH %,

L7ehio TRDEFREIIFNHREREDTETDH %, SrEICBUIBREEL IV o T A D
RELITSDR—EDEMNICSHEZHEOEIEEILTHD, EAGLBICLELTFRITOERZE -
537

T, BHBEVIHENERIUREHNDZDTH B, bBAAZFDLS HEKIEFHNSHEDOH7Z
ITIRAEL., HOWBSENEN—RE5I5N3DTHB Y,

94 Bogatyrev, “Funktsii natsional’nogo kostiuma v Moravskoi Slovakii,” p. 306.

95 Mukarovsky, ,,Predmluva,” pp. 12-13.

96 Jan Mukatovsky, Basnicka sémantika: univerzitni prednasky Praha — Bratislava, Hana Mu-
karovska, Milo$ Tomiéik, and Milo§ Prochak, eds. (Prague: Karolinum, 1995), p. 24.

-102 -



TINGEAY— IV BT B HEEEOBES

[ERADHEEEL ERDIEE—EDENICSHEEZHLEEE T L] EWVWHIEREIG, 77— 5
15cao EREEHZRBUTAL LTI BRICLA, aA3a=2r—2a e LTH
TBHICLA, R EROERD, &5 LERBIIREZHAT, Lhd, &-o & HRKE
HTH3, LIeho>T, SHEINICH > TE, BEEICAIL TV R LW BlIRE L ZRETH
%17 L0 S AT OERNCIE N R 5T RO SRR A HEED S TH 5| LS ERD .
Oy « 74V XLOFNSHEmICEEZHAT 2 [HEES S Tl THEREIRER A
ERAREZBTENTES,

FO—J)iT. 7 AIVY RALDZHETICEBWT [FHNEGE] ICEES NS [EZHANSE
KT %t d. [7—H ] BIFRICBNT, BEOEEEZ R/ SiBIE#Z S 5ICHED
FHY S RETEE) & BRI A E LD SEREE L I 209 2 AR L TV 5,

b5 —OOBEMEIIE, T & 2 ISHBRNE S5 L TS S5 OMICTHET B0 [T
LUE) L3, TRV BBIC STIMIEESR (SHED DD 10 ko> THZIND T L&YT
ELTORES BIVOSHETH D, REOSENTORYTHZ DK L, (R L15)
TR L ML A L Ly C0 1 G2l LI BRI AR (D IS A L T 3HA0 3T
53 .

ay7 « 74U ZLCBNTIE, FEY - SHEN BN SMMENZFREE LT
——& S X HFHNBREICET LTz BN 2R ENGFREE LT— O Y 7 ARIRD [Y—
U] W, FOFRNSHEROEBICIEZ SN Tz, T LIFhEAND O IEMT D
5, [BEDZDDEFEN D X D MR ER O TN EC L30T 52 L TZIHTE
TIICEREL TV EIEF A, < ETHRED D EOREEIC > TEY WA U 7 F v
)V RO B —RREERICLUD K o iGN Z IR TeEns, —fkic, 25 LET
T 7 UF )V REMERICE BT MR ER 2RI Lz, TRIF> ] (1935)
WKBIFBEYATY U THoIeEINEN, ZEZFE TV RARETKD, TRZZNSEO
& 5 MRS DI, FIRRTE TR - BIFTBRENBIN B I3 E e | flikEimc
WETHERMRICEEZZE LWL, @ [FIF > b ERIUCE, &2 MCFTFIC
BB TE o THREEDEEIMEDEREZ R LUIZDIE R Ny 2 ) a T Tholz, F L TEFDIE,
1930 LD S 40 FERFEICE > T, YTV VU EICHRRINSE S AR R L X 2
DH, 30 ERPEEDN S Z OB Z R D 2T/ LAY a TAF—TH - Tz,

FIENCBWT, LAYV a TAF—DPRA by 2 a7k BHE—HEEEEROM 7 Z & < GF
fliL TWBWEZE W h, ZO5IH~cid DIRIZESRICB N T EREREE, £ T 2 TiE.
LHIDOERE L EZBREDEENE L 2L WS 1T, AR & BEE D TIRUKMICHE T 5
T EDREMN T RO T LD EBETH B " LO—{iMi TV, LAYaT

97 I'7—¥] 352 H,

98 Mukatovsky, Basnickd sémantika, p. 25.

99 Mathesius, ,,N¢kolik slov o podstaté véty,” p. 170.
100 Mukatovsky, ,,Pfedmluva,” p. 13

-103 -



KE

AF—ICH > TiE, HENHE—BRET: RO Sl B EH O ZHREMEND KD E WA E
Nz LV, ZCTETIR LAY a3 TAF B I B EHENNOKRDER, 7T 7 VF %
)V RROMERE TR Stavba ICE#H S Nz THERICHIT 2 BEEEOREICEE T (1937/38)
Il THTzW,

HESRIC BT 2 HEEED I BUR 0O B R LA EIE EOREIC B 2 BAEDRIE & KA 2y
TH%. BRENBLIE, ZTOWEMNY 7T« ZEET ST La EWAEFEE L THRT 5 T
ERAREIC LT NG, [] BURSHEDOBRAMIEERD L LT, BWEEOBERIZNANC/HMEE D
ORELTETNS 1,

TEBEDRESIENINICOMEE N LWV S EATICIE. T TICBREOERENEEEN TV,
BERICBOTLAY 3 7 AF—13 THE 32 EEENSIE O IVFI o | 12 L HiEE
HERIC B B H—RE LR A G L. THRENBINOBRE B DO TEZ K51 []
AN E BN E DEOD——2 Th 5 OEHENDORIRIZFER L U TEYIOILEE & MR
ENZENEEADRO—HMERIRE T Tlaan) (P L SRS, LhYa T AF—
R, BRI AR DOERT - BRI ECR OB L IR T 2D TH D Sk DO BRI
ICE THSEME ) 2 TRERFE | &V - T DEIEDRICIS 2 2 08N H B DLV 1, 20
EBICHC TABORTOER, £TOHME OBICESEN & DBIEEIGRIE, dEEasE
VDL HHIREDSZIRDATREMIC K > T (BATE LTEBRE, K¥E UG ik
FIFT 20122088 L) 9 LunS—@ilcid, RH by 2 U 3 IHEF A —n— 2 —X
DENLTZBEREDZALIC DOV T E ERENT VS, 5 LIKEEDZILADKR DT L £z,
FEHPIEME— DRERE L B A e M H T DOV TV A DI T AEV, ThETAh,
A OBEEN D15 52— AR EME LAEVE S LHER S13 LA BTFEELEV] 19 Ly
SEHAENIRE LTz, UL, MESEICH T 2HEAEDRIBICHE T HHath b n bk
REOMEIMEIR, Ca—F—VvaT YV VOBEETFLVOL S ICKRLENTEST, LA
RA MY 2 3 TOFZELLITVS,

1942 FEDRICFEE T NI THEOEMARED T TEMBEED HHBMHE | 1Ickb L, —fD
FRIVFFEOMEGRIC K % 4 BEET T VR EING, TTTLAAYa TAF—MEILL T
WBDIE, ENAMEINCH > TEDESICHH T EWVSBUETHY., MEEEThD
& THEYOFRENEE L LTOFETIE R, AMDOITHIOT V7 17 (energeia) MZEZH
L LTOEL FENANMFEEOELSN OB, BTSSR 7 Thotee XTIV

101 Jan Mukarovsky, ,,K problému fukci v architektuie,” in Studie z estetiky (Prague: Odeon, 1966), p.
196.

102 Mukarovsky, ,,K problému fukci v architektute,” p. 198.

103 Mukarovsky, ,,K problému fukci v architektute,” p. 198.

104 Mukarovsky, ,,K problému fukci v architektuie,” p. 198.

105 Mukarovsky, ,,K problému fukci v architektuie,” p. 198.

106 Mukarovsky, ,,K problému fukci v architektute,” p. 196.

107 Mukarovsky, ,,Misto estetické funkce mezi ostatnimi,” pp. 65-66.

- 104 -



TINGEAY— IV BT B HEEEOBES

ALEMU TZXIVTFAT ] WS TRV sOESEEHAL, E2HINZLOLRAL
7z LT THW] ZHBFICANTRER, YRENS THRANEAERNTRE LT, FZOMEX
b > THEEDRESOBSS | " Luns 5512, IERRZIEAIEL TV,

MSEIC BT B EEEDOREICER T IKBVTT T TAHMOITHIZhZTNCZH 5D %
BEEMBTEL TS 19 LIBE LT\ e LAY 3 7 AF—Id. & I Bk & BIRDO L%
FEREEROHICE A L, ZHREEMEORERIC &L > TEE L W HEOEENZRHT 5, H351T
VR OBREZ G T 5 L ITEROBENICELE TS THD L L, THIDOEARZEHT S
EVWIHBITE, LAY a 7 AF—DEHRERO BEENEH S TH %,

BB, BRI L—HEMICEENBRNE TRV, £9. ZThDOBAEDEX R LT
DEREEBICANDREND %o BRAEZRKITRE L TVBIRD, ZIcHL 30D
HHERZ D 2 R B BB HICRIRT 5. [] LA L, ThE VS BlED SHEAEZ B 208 %, fi]
SO TIERZ KIFT BT 5N 2 NHOTEIE Ehie . ZhsOT#iE%ITT %A
MIES bR LTRAITERWEOHDHMIC, A DFRAISITHIGELTWVS 10,

ZTTLAYITAF—13, FROBED S WL T L AR L, TEEDIFUC
HNUTHSBENT ZT2HDFEREN S 55 ITHKREZHET 25 BICDOHA, HRBZNED
BREZTED B T &5 BB DB Y TICEBEENICEZ ST LN TEHEHEL.
HE O AN ERREDEFR 2 —RE L E RPN FUCEH E DT BT DFETH B &
S EHE—drT B M,

ZTh 5 E SICHBORREDHEBIfRZ R GRS SN2 D, BREDHICH Tz >
TE S —DINR E L TEAE NS DN, TEEIEERE G5 IBRE L &0 5 WERT
H%. FEFMTZEHICH SRR LEEBE T2 BRI, kziB T Idick
2% & 57%) BANEERNERETDH S, —/, MOBHFRZENSETHEN TS BRI,
MODFRZEERT T ETHICENBRSOZMNGT 5 X 5% HLAHRLSIKREL, ®ED
T—ATHE LTI A3 —DDHETH 20, HIOBEZMRITT 20X ICHE VS
BREENSEEDSEEVBEBE VR E " LAY I T AF—13E 5,

CDXDIT I ENTHRERED, S D TEMR &K ORBERIC K > TE 5 MKy &
NBTETARRRET VDK NS, TELELAY 3 TAF—DERNS LT, HiE
%2 DNNHIC X ZREENAEE T TH S B ThE TRz TR E LA Lh
o TLTI T ThROBEREKRER. & 5ICHAMETRILE NIBRE & TR TIE U 7cihe
209 % &, BERICHEEBE DI ZOEEZHIETHED S B, FHEDHIRILEN TN
DN TFHFEREE ] TH D, M EEDITFIEES N TV S & TRERAVERE & LTSN,
BHEOEREEICB VTR, BEROZETRELSHY DI XOBFZ FIkDE#MIREIT5 L

108 Mukarovsky, ,,Misto estetické funkce mezi ostatnimi, p. 66.
109 Mukatovsky, ,,K problému fukci v architektuie,” p. 198.

110 Mukatovsky, ,,Misto estetické funkce mezi ostatnimi, p. 68.
111 Mukarovsky, ,,Misto estetické funkce mezi ostatnimi,* p. 69.
112 Mukatovsky, ,,Misto estetické funkce mezi ostatnimi, p. 69.

- 105 -



KE

AEIC RS MY,

FIREIC S EHURSAE 2 1k B & 0 S IS &K > TH S BT UL, i3 L OBIRDf)
TlE, BIRDRERT T & THREDRKIHER NMIFT T ERLEATED ., BN HIRILE
NTW3, SLBAKE, ZhE> TEKENZBEDHSEE KK TH 5 T DL ERIKHE
DIGIAIRERE & TN, TRDRTEL U720 S HUBEARE IS EBRE L g h 5 19,

Ll EDOFIETHER X N A HRERRIZ, ACTEIO RIS 30k & BADKHIE h, BEdIcE
W TIEHEIRERE & 30 SIIBRED K A E NI RD K S BRI E L TREN S,

(FEER) (EAER)
(EzAteE FHIIRERLAE BIGHARERE
(FESHIMERE) SRIYIIRRE FEHIRERE

EBAAT S LR E B 2 3MRAICERKVICEHAORMM B Z7255, UL, LA
V9 7 AFD 4 KREET VI D % &3 hUd, BRI EOR RIS Tld k<,
WO7 TO—FOFEMHREICH S L Bbh b, FLALHS ADEVEHEETILTH 5P,
YAy hREFEY TR VDOX S EMRERYITY VOBKRETETINVED BB UAEEM
LTWa L. NI UE TZ2NEMOLEEEBRET O 5 ANENE % & DANDOHRZ
iZE & LCHNz) (P L AT B, T O 4 BREETILICOVWTI. T¥ O— It BNT
YaATV D 6 BEEET T IV DHIRICB W THEHGSH LW,

5. RAMEEEBNDE—H L LTO FEERME]

FICHEZT 22 2 2y Md, ABZENE D S HEAGEREEDTRR & U TOEEDREE
BHEODHEENTWVEERENS LAY 3 TAF—DmEERZFANDDE, FicBn
TLAYa TAF—ICE SR D KEEEINET > FATREMIC DN TE . ROK S IR L TV
2o

F = IEEFESCAHERIC OV T O MY, —ERETT IV S T Z0NaEE7EH, Zo
BEEXATAEELBERINZ2DOD, LAYITAF—DT ALV ALNEY Y a—)VEiE
LTy — IV DOBREANO G R, 30 ERAIBUSEC > i TH 5, [] TOTERREE
FIVOHNNEDT 2 DOHEE L WVEREDN [ZcBI 2 XML IEERME) 72, B¥k5, Th
METEEE., S OMEE—F VI NEA T Y O —Fl B ORER & BRI T
DFTVBDENS 1,

113 Mukatovsky, ,,Misto estetické funkce mezi ostatnimi, pp. 69-70.

114 Mukatovsky, ,,Misto estetické funkce mezi ostatnimi, p. 70.

115 Ale§ Haman, ,,Vybor praci némecké bohhemistiky o ¢eské literatute (se zvlastnim ztetelem k
Prazské strukturalistické Skole),” in Herta Schmid, Struktury a funkce: vybor ze studii 1989-2009.
Vladimir Cadsky et al. trans. (Prague: Karolinum, 2011), p. 12.

116 Herta Schmid, Struktury a funkce: vybor ze studii 1989-2009, Vladimir Cadsky et al. trns. (Prague:

- 106 -



TINGEAY— IV BT B HEEEOBES

CCWESTLHAY a T AF DG L St ESFOB/EIMEN TS &, Filzic it
Ihiz TIEERIME] ORESH. ZMEMDREE TRV EEH DI B LWVHIEZTNE—
F7 I LTOEMERE DI RANE—ERI L T L pkEEICE > Tz e, a3 b
EFETEDTHS, TTICMESSIH Ui MBI 2 BEEDREICEE T i,
MEANE [] —fRNEa 2 P RS> THTDTI LN TR WEWK S TliETEY %
@@LkD\%%P@kok*O@%%E%ﬁ&%%ﬁ%@ﬁiﬂf@%&V5$<ééﬁ
ﬁ@?\ﬁﬁ@MW%@ﬁéﬁkb\#%%&:Vﬁiﬁxﬁ%ﬁ%k%ﬁw%éwimm
BHREL AR d N5 2 DEZWEERE & IR OBHEZ SIICT 572 8 LT, TOERIENS
Welida ENTES] M L YL BRED— 0 —DRSETET B T LI & > TEHRE
ANDKIDEWRENTWVAS KA., FROEXKZZD TV 2 HIGGREEDTH L NS,

UL, BREFOMHBEIRZBPEREDOZ(Zm 52 b, LAY a T AF—Evarvy
H7& HRGRDEENE BN B E Z N NBA T, Bl2IX, ROFIHC TIRIEEDER
TERZER L TWED SIEMDEIREEEZ Rz SR WIEEND D12 AEEEMERI S h TV
%,

BB NGMENERZERERL TSN, ZOEKICAIL T EfLEN Tz LTE,
B Lo THIZ IERFZER P ERBEOZMUIC K > TZN S DHRDENEREO KB ZKS> T &
BE, FUTRREBICKI TeREHOERNELELVS T ICRBATLEES RN Y,

TOITHIT T THA D L3575 % B2 iR & 3 % JIEM DR 2 IS IZ R TERIC R A B
5EW0o T, YA, BUEERADNENHEREZEKI L TV iz e, SWEFICE> T3P ERL L
EFEBEEENIH S INC R I FaMERERE 5 1o L 2 BRE TRV M L ERH O —
AL EREND, TOXSICFY L E—DBEEED —K—IFIHE T DOV TV B DI TR
WZ EICRDE, ZTHhHIEEDOERK EEMBEREDLT LEFBTDNTVRRTIE RV EW
SEHICED. LhE 75 LIERMmINERRc O EODekE, Smts Vol
PIRELES & LT— 2l SR Tl a d Bl 2K A 5 L LT— s hiz
DOH, BRI IEEXE] OMETHZ, ETZTNENEDIIICERIN TS D%,
W TS BT BRI e JEERIM (1943) KR THK S,

HRME—9 7205, (ERMNETIERLTE D, ML DER) « BEROESRICH—NEH®RZ 5
L. ZN5—D—DI, DR TOHI-EHRLDOMICH 5 —EDH S TRFEDIIF 2T itk > T,
ZFNHOHSy - BROMOML L BEE T 5 C L2 ETH Y,

Karolinum, 2011), p. 23.

117 Mukatovsky, ,,K problému fukci v architektuie,” p. 196.

118 Mukatovsky, ,,K problému fukci v architektuie,” p. 200.

119 Mukatovsky, ,,K problému fukci v architektuie,” p. 197.

120 Jan Mukatovsky, ,,Zamérnost a nezamérnost v umeéni,” in Studie z estetiky (Prague: Odeon, 1966),
p- 93.

=107 -



KE

LAY a T AF—IE, idSOBERNHE—Z RIS % T 3I)V7 A 7 IEERED OB
TH—MZHEE U IR I D EWREEEIC R % L EX BT, T 7 2 kOficiEn g
& — b2 E M 2 RONENHT2HNE—FELTVWB T L& /HRETN, D
F0, LAY a T RAF—c I, EEMICEEROHE ZIHET 255 1D ERICER L
THEOH, MEFHOHR T OFRE—ICHESTEE0—AEFHDOERNHK—ZHLZ5 L T5HD—
—BRC.ZAZICL> TVIEERNAZL DL LTHEENS ) " DrEwS, ThHAERE
DS THZHIEERETH %, (FMOMEME. BEHRE—MEEORIFEROR L LT
HE XN/, H—hh 5 RAHZRLEERERIIIFERNTHRENES O, HROFN
DHD /) A R LTZARENS, FEZFNELT L EMiMEZELRS 60T AV, ke
By 7HRERICBITS (777 v —F] OEEOX S, HEWVIEHEHENCHI) 2 HIE
RNTZvTDESic, TV MaEy JRIEEKEDENBREO MR ZIEHEL L T N5
BEVEL RN,

[ZEMNC BT B ERMEEIEERM] I > T, ERFPOMBIERERINES EDMNITDN
TOREMEZEHT 3 TARIE, FETRESZAE, HEETREIZEHZIEDL> TV,
RS, IEENEOMENAREICE S DI, ENT 7 XA FONMARREZEMILES &7
22 RERN OB EZ PRI > TWVEN S5 TH B, &3, B IEERMED
HMREIFEORER L IIEFRVEVWS T LIZEA D,

LAY a T RAF—, ZREOMD., EEDOUPIOER &3 E 2 T EMTORERXM:
HEEET T UE - 2F: )z, Ziishh 55T % 2 LGk U THREE TRV &R 3 K,

BICRTBOFRRICENWADO X 51, EHRNIAFERPICRBATFNZIEEREEH D 5
869 %, UL, HEAMEOERTRBAZNLIEERNETH A5 LE, HRREN
TR IERENE & ARk BRI — DRI E L TEEITEIT 5 T 2IcEb 0 idixny 2, Ll
BN IEEXME] ZIRET 2 RN ZRETH B, TERM] MERICH—EZE 7
59RONENTH-2ELTE, FNIMFEDER & ITHEIFRRIE T2, B 2ICEXNMN
. FEOENRO X S R HENERNEE DTl BEBONE RO TH %,

TH Uk MEXMEIEERME] OMEERICRA MEETEEOWSER R LS L35 5Eh5
THUE, LAY 3 T AF—OREEEICE HNGROKMZ W54V )LV ¥ x O RECIE. &
THNCHIET A2 & LN TERY, THEEZOHERICH 2D, EifEshZz k4 SERED
BELVIHR P THBEVIDEZDEOES S, EH TZNENOMRER . MR
DEORE I D5 E AR EDEHETERITENS 1LV DI 30ERPEEETOLAY 7
T AF——BRERORARE & UTERZFT B HITLTD, BEANZa— FICEOESE
HLTOWEBHO LAY 3 7AF—IC LAY TRESEWV, IKEMhbET LAY g T
F—OIEIE, L E, MEEROEOE BRI R, RADPEVWES KN
BAmc—72 e 2 —D TR IZBIT 2 EDORBR R AT 7 )LD THoEIEA K O

121 Mukarovsky, ,,Zamérnost a nezamérnost v umeéni, p.92.
122 Mukarovsky, ,,Zamérnost a nezamérnost v uméni,” p.93.
123 Osolsobg, ,,Filozoficka estetika a teleologie,” p. 5.

- 108 -



TINGEAY— IV BT B HEEEOBES

HURIIRSERIC [] HBWVE.F v v TV VomEEohic—RWELEC kich b M &
FTRETEAVILVE 2 id, BRNE IEEREORLEZEETZD TV 5, HRICOIFEI S WFEFD
TREACR. BERdBIC K22 a VL7 U A DR, F v v ) ORI REEDS, REE
KxnizdDThb, HWEAMEZET S EEZ 50T R, FEOEK L IZHERERICZ
RENEXNMZRRT 2LEEDDEIERETRERLEAS, LAY a TAF—IE TZEMFRNE
D& S TR H > CEXINIEERNZHNRZED I EIEMLTVE P 5 Did
FOEDIZELTE, BADOHICEMEMICRZA 205 Lo T, FHINEREZ B EE AR AN
BRLTWzERBESHRNWE LAY a TAF—NEZ TV &lid, RiFEmnizEo iz,

BEOYIL :YATVY VD HEETIVOFIFVR

CTETTINNVEROBEREDBEZ D2 M2l > TE e, REZ0RTRE (Yaryvy
HEDOEHLEH ), [FilpLaE) (1960) IV TRES Nz 6 lREET ILIicE > T
Koo, BEALEHLNELE>TALY, YaATY VR, £95EI3I2=27—V 3
VBG5S RENE UTADDEN GEH /ZEH AV T VAL Ayk— /il
a—F) ZFF, 205 50ENZENT 50, EQOERICHELADEDELNS K> THRD

SatRREZ EHE LTce TORRMN, WD VA M) = \DFEZ S MDD EZRDET IV
<5z 19,

arvr oy AL (HERAE
Ay t— GHIERE
JEfEHE (EMHRIED ZEE (BEhiowme
Hefh CEGRIBHE
a—F (XX SFRATHEE

YaTvronS FEPE 50 T WEAKRLODHEND BT, YD T 6 BHEE
FIVDEERHIRENTz [EBZOMEE LTORAZFEE] (1954) ICHNTZAH7% 1T H
X5, MZEZBHEANEGDENLIENE L3RR 7. HEragicmd 3E0n
P, 3277 A SAOERED—THEICW) ZIXBEEHIIEEEE, FMER, HIBEEEN—2 < D X v
L—YDERBEH] P TRy E—IFDEDANDERE, ZDT ERIFDIHICA Y —
VISR O DR S T AR (2,

124 Osolsobg, ,,Filozoficka estetika a teleologie,” p. 5.

125 Osolsobg, ,Filozoficka estetika a teleologie,” p. 5.

126 Roman Jakobson, “Linguistics and Poetics,” in Selected Writings Il1: Poetry of Grammar and
Grammar of Poetry. Stephen Rudy, ed. (The Hague: Mouton Publishers, 1981), pp. 22, 27.

127 Roman Jakobson, “Metalanguage as a Linguistic Problem,” in Selected Writings VII: Contribu-
tions to Comparative Mythology, Studies in Linguistics and Philology, 1972-1982, Stephen Rudy,
ed. (Berlin: Mouton Publishers, 1985), p. 114.

128 Jakobson, “Metalanguage as a Linguistic Problem,” p. 114.

129 Jakobson, “Metalanguage as a Linguistic Problem,” p. 115.

=109 -



KE

CNHDEHFEZ ISFHATHS &, ENEHIBRRECBFIIFREE CIIEE B A EmMEZ2 D
DX, FHUEEEDFAETE, HEAZHDOEIDORIREETLZEETLLRIBETDH
LZE9ICEMINTED, WITNICLTE., ANDOOKEEZ/SNDORF L DI K > THEE
NTHEL, EFEYaT YV UNFRLTERE T - 1% WS HEHD SR, HfEMICE
REENZC D6 EEETTIVICH > T, BEEIZT LA TRIEL - MBI ~NEeBEL TV 3,
EnsTZ oMY a7yY Y EFNCMABNT U BNEHHNZ, ZNDHXAF Iy
IHEMRTREVEVS BGTHS S5 1P LS HENFHEZ L OTR AV, Fv T
IR 2 T BICKITT, RDKXHIEFE D,

ST 5 FTOREIERIE [EIFY b ThB, YaTVY - EFLOZNZNO [
B AT B0 THEVHRIT 570 TR $5 T L5 25 < BRERR IR TIHEL TV 3,
7o b 2 S BIRIHERE L BOBAEE (25 BAMMEICHL (SR TBD 352 LTE) FU
DG DI TR BRI T 5 C LT B, B BIC, YTV - EFILIEH
wﬁo@%%@%é%t——%%%ﬁﬁ%tﬁ%@é%?ﬁﬁwa%#\&ém@ﬁs@ib
PO UEDOBIER TR k| ONREAT (Fy a2l b OIENZREKCO) [H
LLTHHILTOVBICBERVESICRE S @Y,

T T CHREMN R BB U Lh Y a T AF—D 4 BEEE T VR T 2705, Z
NIVWEREYaTY VOETIVE D S HERINESTEICBWVLTIIRWICE S 0D, #iNk
EFVTIED BEE TV A K IEbNs, FBE FEE LAY 3 T AF—O ¢ G
IC—E T2 FMTH - 7T L&, 2015 HEICFHTENIFHE B h o EEVANS, LAY 3
T AF—DFEZOWKICH % DIE, HFUIFICEDIVTWE N5 CZHEEITZD0THD .,
e G & 75 2 i 4 OREER S BZEMORR, 975D BIPAHERNIZIC K > THBEINHHRK
fEENTVBENEE—kE—HZ TR L TOBEN, TRV A THREERY & . 8
TubRE—RELIZEVSITIETHS12E VS DN, FEOERAT—F 7 DRT
-(36% (133)O

1937 LD IR T, FIHENRRERE L &5 2 2 BINBEENBEELEOFPILENTETH %
LiEBNB /7 BV 1942 HEOEMEARERIZ. LS NIMAETH 2 RMINKLEE & EIREEEN
ICEIENCIEIE L TV B 20D HEED, RBUCHE L TERT %2 T3 )bF—& L TORGE
TRIB RO ATREME Z B S B % L FIRFIC, BEEEHFEDM S o BRmfilmm & T D
WTWARTEERWVWEWS Bl GRS HCHMNN) ZXAT0a 0oz
I D DX DIFEMER L UTHFEL D 2ICESME UTOE, FEEE & LTDEDE

130 Claude Gandelman, ,,Dialektické fungovani sémiotického modelu Jana Mukatovského,* J.
7ZganiGova, trans. in Cesky strukturalismus v diskusi, Ondfej Sladek, ed. (Brno: Host,2014), p. 201.

131 Gandelman, ,,Dialektické fungovani sémiotického modelu Jana Mukatovského,* p. 201.

132 Ondtej Sladek, Jan Mukarovsky: zZivot a dilo (Brno: Host, 2015).

133 Sladek, Jan Mukarovsky, p. 253.

134 Mukarovsky, ,,K problému fukci v architektuie,” p. 200.

135 Mukarovsky, ,,Misto estetické funkce mezi ostatnimi,” p. 72.

- 110 -



TINGEAY— IV BT B HEEEOBES

WARRAIRIEE VS Te K DI, FREHENGHAZLE THE S NERENES NS,

BERDED . LAY a 7 AF—OREREE TIVIE, HHEMGlEM L R gk s ZH
DRFIC & > THIEDREMNEAES N TS, YRGS, PUDDFKREIZ/K -l & FiEflh D
HFICBW AR EE NS ERIKHICHBIL TE W5, THUE T T\ EIRD & i C BB A
DRXEFAS. LALLAY I TAF—E, EHICROOHBEEATRETIE AWV EM S,
DF D IFHEAMBERE & RIREEORE U D E . FlERIVEEHE & REIEEEOR U D ZIC B 5 H
ORI BB DN EVSINTH B,

TNS ZDDOXRT DREHOHRE FLOFTDEIEEDLHTESU | EHNKRENENRRE L 5T D
{TLBUVLEIIBVL, BIFTAILEADHS (L AFBELV UERZ2IRE L), i
HIRERE & SIERE L 2K AR TH S (& A, Nay 7 OB ARz R > TW 58
R & Gl & DR BIRE XD Y,

FIE T ZHEEEF L OFAENIL ZAE 3 2 WRIUE. SEHNEHRE L 2 OFRHEN G E TH
%13 T DEMEEED ., HRIFEUT DL TEDRZ VLWV HFEOBERIGAET VA, L L
FDTZDICHRZ RN LAICLTIEWEY, YITYV VO 6 T TIVIEEEZNEKIC
DVWTDETINTH-SRICEDIND LT, SCHHERRDLFEEZH I T OHEZEFHMEL, D
ETIVHEMT 7 A FOBEEETT IV E LTREEN T EWICED b 5T, i TE M
ARER HREDIKR E LT L TE DT AWD. —/i. LAY a T AF—DET IV
ENIRAENE U R R 0 DD, BRIz BT 2RI Aise >y re5EA T NS T
EME, 22U, TOAKREETIVE TIERNIME) OBESROH T 2BHEN A > 787 b
FHEETWIERVT L, BEFEDOREAZRLTVWEDEXTHETH S,

136 Mukarovsky, ,,Misto estetické funkce mezi ostatnimi, p. 73.

- 111 -



Prague School Functionalism in a Historical Context
OHIRA Yoichi

The “functional” attribute has been a characteristic feature of the Prague Linguistic
Circle (PLC) since its inception. The term was chiefly recognized within the teleonomic
frame of reference. The central members of the PLC featuring V. Mathesius, R. Jakobson,
P. Bogatyrev, and J. Mukatrovsky were distinguished individuals with different academic
interests and cultural backgrounds. While their conceptualizations of “function” accord-
ingly reflect a great diversity of perspectives, specific differences among them can be iden-
tified on both the horizontal (between individuals) and vertical (the development of the
opinions of individuals) axes. This article explores the roots and development of function-
alism in the Prague school, addressing the various modes of its employment in linguistics,
ethnography, and aesthetics.

The term “function(al)” is ubiquitous in the entire writings of the Prague scholars. For
instance, the opening paragraph of the first chapter of the “Theéses” presented by the PLC
to the First Congress of Slavists in 1929 is titled “Conception de la langue comme systéme
functional,” and the title of Chapter 9 reads “Importance de la linguistique fonctionelle.”
Furthermore, the corresponding Czech term “funkéni lingvistika” appears as the title of
one of Mathesius’s essays from 1929 that explores the “functional” principle through a dis-
cussion of the common requirement for expression and communication, and subsequently
investigates the means to satisfy them. To ascertain the precise notional interpretation of
this term is a complex task, however. The reasons for this difficulty are manifold. First,
almost no scholarly attempt has been made to define “function,” a pivotal concept in the
writings of the Prague school. Second, as the concept was applied to multiple domains
such as linguistics, ethnography, poetics, and aesthetics, it has inevitably undergone vari-
ous modifications. Finally, one can identify differences and vacillations in various authors’
interpretation of the concept of “function.”

The exploration of the usage of “function(al)” in the PLC writings requires an inquiry
into the theoretical and philosophical background, as well as the inspiration that informs
the systematic introduction of this concept into linguistic, ethnographic, and aesthetic de-
bates. The dearth of direct references to relevant literature in prewar PLC writings confines
our analysis to highlighting some possible influences from the works of Durkheim, Rad-
cliffe-Brown, Engli§, Baudouin de Courtenay, and Tynjanov, among others. While J. Baud-
ouin de Courtenay undoubtedly shaped Mathesius’s conceptualization of functionality, the
latter was likely to be inspired by certain works of sociology, too. Jakobson, who arrived in
Prague in 1920—several years before the formation of the PLC—was among central repre-
sentatives of “Formalism” in Russia together with Tynjanov. With a teleological orientation
in his writings of the Russian period, Jakobson was renowned for his detailed analysis of
issues concerning Russian functional language, particularly his analysis of poetic language.
Jakobson further developed the functional notion of “poetic language,” a characteristic
feature of Russian Formalism, and incorporated it into his well-known six-function model.
While Jakobson and Tynjanov coauthored a renowned thesis “Problems of Literary and
Linguistic Studies,” Tynjanov’s mathematical model is in marked contrast to Jakobson’s
conceptualization of “function.”

)
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In his Prague period Jakobson extended his functional explanations to the treatment
of language development, focusing mainly on the domain of phonology toward the end
of the 1930s. In 1927 he gave a lecture titled “The concept of the sound law and the te-
leological principle,” in which he presented the notion of a goal-directed interpretation.
Characterized as a “therapeutic change,” the essence of this idea was that a system of lan-
guage is always striving to balance its elements. In his American-period works, Jakobson
increasingly attempted to underpin teleological concepts with references to philosophical
and scientific thought contemporary of that time.

Although Dane§ underscores the diverging views on the notion of functionalism
marked by Jakobson’s teleological and Mathesius’s common-sense approach, this di-
vergence is actually less substantial than it may appear. Indeed, this divergence can be
reconciled if we accept Pittendrigh’s suggestion that the new conception of finality be
distinguished from the old, metaphysical idea of a final cause through the neologism “tele-
onomy.” As many functions of language (especially in the field of phonology) are uncon-
scious, they cannot be simply understood with teleological (goal-intended) processes based
on conscious ideas but must be explained as teleonomical (goal-directed) processes with no
consciously acting, discernible actor.

Having arrived in Czechoslovakia in 1922 and become an active member of PLC, the
Russian ethnographer P. Bogatyrev was the first to apply the functional-structural method
to folklore study and account for the polyfunctionality of the ethnographic phenomena. In
his Czech-period works, he discovered that various functions intersect with and interpene-
trate into one another in folk culture.

The core concepts of PLC—structure, sign, and function—were also crucial elements
of Mukarovsky’s structural aesthetics. His structuralist period roughly lasted from 1928 to
1948, in which we can discern three stages reflecting a different accent on each of the three
basic components of aesthetic interaction. While Mukarovsky’s focus in his “Formalism”
stage was primarily on the internal structure of artwork, by the mid-1930s he began to
explore the set of norms valid for a particular collectivity. Then, at the beginning of the
1940s, his emphasis shifted from supra-individual codes to the subject’s role in the aesthet-
ic process. Now Mukarovsky described his conceptualization of aesthetics as “the study of
the aesthetic function, its manifestations, and its vehicles.” Although this statement seems
to make little difference from that of previous years, the third phase marked a sea change
in his conceptualization of function in general and aesthetic function in particular: having
originally treated function from the standpoint of the object, Mukarovsky adopted the per-
spective of the subject. Finally, in his article “The place of the aesthetic function among
the other functions” (1942), Mukarovsky defined “function” as “the mode of a subject’s
self-realization vis-a-vis the external world.” Positioning the subject as the source of all
functionality, Mukafovsky further advanced his thesis of the polyfunctionality of all arti-
facts, as he selected the deduction from the subject-object relation as an approach toward
constructing his typology of functions. Thus, according to Mukatovsky, all possible sub-
ject-object interactions could be subsumed under four main functions, namely, practical,
theoretical, symbolic, and aesthetic. These functions are classified under two coordinates,
the first of which relates to the type of subject-object relation—i.e., “immediate” vs “medi-
ated (semiotic),” and the second refers to the hierarchy of subject and object in functional
interaction.
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Mukarovsky’s dynamic functional model related to the various functions operating
in art objects was, however, completely superseded by Jakobson’s six-component model
encompassing the emotive, referential, poetic, phatic, metalinguistic, and conative dimen-
sions. Literary and artistic theoreticians have treated Jakobson’s scheme as a universally
applicable set of functions, overlooking the fact that the latter was derived specifically from
his linguistic pursuit. An obvious criticism that can be addressed against the Jakobsonian
model is that his scheme is not dynamic, as its “poles” do not take shape with pairs either
opposed to “dialoguing” with one another, or dialectically shifting combinations, but rather
stay fixed coexisting side by side. In short, Jakobson’s model is likely to be a manifold of
six functions that simply coexist in juxtaposition, while four or five of the six serve as a
“ground.” In contrast, the model that Mukatovsky developed in the 1940s is not closed nor
static in nature but truly dialectical.
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