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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.
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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.
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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.
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RS 2D HEIC K > T Ao B RIFGEERFEDOEREDZLIC DV T, —HEOEELBE
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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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